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INTRODUCTION
WHY	YOU	NEED	THIS	BOOK

Our	bodies,	including	our	brains,	have	remarkable	similarities	and	striking
differences.	We	have	the	same	fundamental	physical	structures—heart,	mouth,
neck,	cerebral	cortex,	and	so	on.	But	I’m	a	lanky,	red-headed	male	with	big	ears
and	beady	eyes,	and	you’re	probably	not.	Add	religion,	culture,	education,	and
other	non-physical	characteristics	to	the	distinctions	between	us,	and	you	and	I
seem	even	more	dissimilar.	Could	it	be	true,	then,	that	we	broadcast	the	same
signals	when	we	tell	lies	or	feel	stress?	No	and	yes.	It’s	not	true	that	the	eyes	of
all	human	beings	wander	off	to	the	right	when	they’re	lying,	but	some	of	them
do.	It’s	not	true	that	all	people	cross	their	arms	when	they	don’t	want	someone	to
invade	their	space,	but	some	of	them	do.	We	can	make	a	firm	statement	about
only	a	few	things,	such	as	the	fact	that	humans	in	a	state	of	high	anxiety	smell
really	foul.

Zoologist	Desmond	Morris,	author	of	classic	works	on	behavioral	links
between	people	and	our	primitive	ape	ancestors,	offered	us	a	framework	for
documenting	how	we’re	likely	to	respond	to	certain	stimuli.	His	conclusions
should	not	be	taken	as	absolutes,	however,	and	that’s	why	I	can’t	offer	you	a
simple	checklist	of	ways	to	spot	a	liar.	What	I	can	do	is	teach	you	to	determine
on	a	case-by-case	basis	whether	or	not	someone	is	lying	by	what	they	are	saying,
or	by	what	they’re	not	telling	you.	I	can	also	give	you	the	steps	to	extracting	the
truth,	as	well	as	resisting	efforts	to	make	you	divulge	information	you	want	to
keep	to	yourself.

This	book	is	a	practical	guide	to	learning	and	using	the	sophisticated
psychological	tools	of	interrogators.	You	need	this	book	if	someone	has	lied	to
you,	manipulated	you,	or	backed	you	into	a	corner.	You	need	this	book	if	you
have	an	important	relationship,	with	a	spouse,	boss,	parent,	client,	child,
employee,	or	friend,	that	lacks	honesty.	You	don’t	want	to	go	through	life
wearing	a	sign	that	reads	“victim”	or	“patsy.”	To	make	sure	you	don’t,	you	need
the	techniques	covered	in	this	book	that	give	you	what	I	call	“extreme
interpersonal	skills.”

The	book	isn’t	just	about	managing	your	relationships	with	a	cheating	spouse
or	manipulative	boss,	however.	The	same	techniques	that	help	you	turn	those
situations	around	are	the	ones	that	help	you	gain	the	upper	hand	in	a	salary
negotiation,	to	draw	a	prospective	client	toward	the	outcome	you	desire,	and,	in
some	cases,	to	find	out	why	you	need	to	end	a	business	or	personal	relationship.



some	cases,	to	find	out	why	you	need	to	end	a	business	or	personal	relationship.
They	will	help	you	conduct	or	succeed	at	job	interviews	and	reel	in	prospective
customers.	Litigators	who	need	to	read	character	and	establish	truthfulness	will
find	dozens	of	reliable	ploys.	Anyone	who	is	trying	to	survive	the	dating	scene,
has	teenagers	at	home,	or	works	on	Capitol	Hill	will	find	ways	to	cope	and	win.

People	often	ask	me	if	I	use	these	skills	on	my	family	and	friends.	The	answer
is,	“No—as	long	as	I	have	reasons	to	trust	them.”

—Greg	Hartley



SECTION	I
CONTEXT



CHAPTER	1
WHERE	DO	THESE	TECHNIQUES	COME	FROM?

WHY	YOU	SHOULD	LEARN	THIS
In	daily	life,	I	use	the	tools	covered	in	this	book	when	I	don’t	trust	someone

or	when	I	need	to	get	the	upper	hand	for	a	purpose.	Using	them	constantly	to
manipulate	loved	ones	and	business	associates	would	make	me	a	sociopath.
Using	them	wisely	means	that	I	understand	I	have	entitlements—the	right	to
humane	treatment,	honesty,	and	fair	play.

In	your	daily	life,	you	have	a	range	of	choices	about	where	you	go	and	what
you	do;	that	allows	you	to	operate	with	certainty.	In	the	past,	when	I	have	used
the	tools	of	interrogation,	I	created	dilemmas	so	that	prisoners	had	only	two	ugly
options.	They	found	themselves	having	to	choose	between	doing	something	in
their	nature	that	they	did	not	want	to	do,	or	doing	something	against	their	nature
that	they	wanted	to	do.	For	example,	truthful	people	divulge	secrets	even	though
it	means	betrayal	of	comrades,	and	loyal	soldiers	defect	because	they	want	to
stop	the	bloodshed.	In	the	first	case,	I	forced	them	to	solve	a	problem	by	putting
their	needs	before	the	needs	of	the	group,	and	in	the	second,	I	pushed	them	to	put
the	needs	of	the	group	before	that	of	an	individual.	All	I	did	was	exploit	the
human	tendency	to	take	the	path	of	least	resistance.	This	ability	is	an	integral
part	of	what	you	will	learn.

Being	an	interrogator	is	a	little	similar	to	being	a	schoolyard	bully:	finding
somebody’s	soft	spots	and	pushing	on	them.	That’s	why	you	have	to	be	careful
practicing	the	skills	of	an	interrogator.	Your	life	isn’t	war,	so	don’t	go	around
treating	your	kids	and	business	associates	as	though	they’re	enemy	combatants
you’ll	never	see	again.	Your	goal	is	to	insist	on	honesty	or	detect	stress	so	you
can	use	it	to	get	the	result	you	want,	not	to	manipulate	those	around	you	for
sport.

Very	few	people	know	how	to	use	the	techniques	described	in	this	book—
consciously,	that	is.	Most	of	these	skills	exist	in	your	repertoire,	but	you	can’t
necessarily	draw	on	them	at	will	or	use	them	in	conjunction	with	related	talents.
Even	most	of	the	so-called	interrogators	who	handle	terrorism	suspects	are	really
questioners	who	do	not	have	the	training	to	influence	human	motivation,	read
body	language,	and	orchestrate	interrogation	techniques.	Asking	good	questions
is	one	of	the	skills	you’re	about	to	explore,	but	it’s	only	one	of	many.



is	one	of	the	skills	you’re	about	to	explore,	but	it’s	only	one	of	many.
So,	when	you	learn	how	to	combine	tactics	of	interrogation	effectively—

baseline,	read	body	language,	minimize,	question	effectively—you	will	be
unique:	The	set	of	experiences	and	traits	you	bring	to	the	game	are	different
from	mine	or	anyone	else’s	who	reads	this	book.	When	you	understand	the
mechanics	of	stress	and	master	the	techniques	to	manipulate	someone’s	fears
and	dreams,	you	will	be	powerful.	You	may	not	be	adept	with	these	tools	as
soon	as	you	put	the	book	down,	but	give	yourself	time.	This	skill	set	grows
throughout	the	years,	as	does	the	human	mind.

WHY	I	LEARNED	THIS
I	started	to	develop	interrogation	skills	in	1989	(and	I’m	still	learning)	with

Army	instruction	that	began	with	a	desire	to	learn	Arabic.	Many	Army
interrogators	want	to	learn	a	foreign	language	far	more	than	they	wanted	to	go
head-to-head	with	prisoners.	They	are	genuine	romantics,	and	that’s	a	big	reason
why	most	wash	out.	In	fact,	the	attrition	rate	has	been	high	throughout	the	years,
with	more	than	half	of	those	in	the	program	not	making	it	to	the	end.	I,	on	the
other	hand,	got	excited	when	the	Army	told	me	I	was	going	into	a	branch	of	the
intelligence	business.	I	found	out	that	being	part	of	the	intelligence	world	is	only
a	technical	designation,	though.	Interrogators	of	the	Cold	War	era,	as	did	other
Army	intelligence	officers,	handled	classified	material	behind	a	firewall	that
shielded	them	from	the	rest	of	the	Army.	In	other	words,	interrogators	did	not
have	to	see	frontline	action.

The	U.S.	intelligence	machine	in	at-war	mode,	as	it	has	been	since	the
September	11,	2001	attacks,	encompasses	a	prisoner	collection	operation	with
tiered	prisoner-handling	capacities.	Prisoners	wind	their	way	from	the	front	to
collection	sites	and	eventually	to	prisoner	holding	cages	in	the	rear.	Young
soldiers	with	nothing	more	than	a	desire	to	use	their	language	skills,	with	limited
training	in	psychology,	and	with	no	capability	to	read	body	language	populate
the	process	from	front	to	rear.	Mostly,	these	are	in-language	questioners;	a
talented	few	will	become	what	I	call	an	interrogator.

Interrogators	need	an	operational	knowledge	to	be	effective;	they	can’t
function	as	other	people	in	the	Army	intelligence	business	do.	They	need	to
know	in	a	real	way,	not	just	a	theoretical	one,	how	enemy	and	friendly	soldiers
go	about	doing	their	jobs	in	order	to	ask	questions	that	dig	out	essential	facts.

In	short,	I	needed	to	be	put	in	harm’s	way	in	order	to	learn	how	to	interrogate
enemy	soldiers	who	are	forward-deployed.	Fortunately,	I	was	deployed	with	the
5th	Special	Forces	Group	to	Operation	Desert	Storm.	This	taught	me	a	valuable
lesson	that	I’ll	pass	along	as	you	begin	your	“training”:	If	you	don’t	know	what



lesson	that	I’ll	pass	along	as	you	begin	your	“training”:	If	you	don’t	know	what
you’re	talking	about,	you	put	limits	on	what	kind	of	information	you’ll	be	able	to
get.	If	you	have	ever	been	interviewed	by	a	human	resources	screener	who	knew
almost	nothing	about	your	skill	set,	you	understand	the	limitation.

These	techniques	are	not	classified	because	they	are	not	taught.	Approaches
(that	is	the	interrogator	term	for	psychological	ploys)	and	questions	fit	into	the
curriculum	for	a	military	interrogator,	but	the	sophisticated	techniques	of	soft
interrogation	in	the	book	come	from	years	of	practice,	teaching,	and	independent
study.	Army	interrogation	school	is	a	10-level	course,	meaning	it’s	entry	level.
There	is	no	follow-on	instruction.	Think	back	to	the	most	boring	math	or	history
course	you	ever	took.	This	was	just	as	dreary—day	after	day	of	questioning	and
report	writing,	practicing	approaches	in	a	sterile	environment.	Repeat	ad
nauseam.	We	got	just	enough	skill	to	get	in	the	face	of	the	enemy	and	rattle	him,
hopefully	with	purpose	and	direction.	And	often,	the	more	advanced	skills	the
Army	does	teach	don’t	become	practical	tools	for	the	young	soldiers	who	use
them.	Their	emotions	and	cognitive	processes	are	still	evolving	rapidly,	so	how
can	we	expect	them	to	manage	their	own	stress	and	thought	patterns,	much	less
someone	else’s?	This	makes	the	enemy	prisoner-of-war	cage	in	the	rear	all	the
more	important	to	the	way	the	U.S.	Army	conducts	business:	The	young
interrogator	needs	a	safe	place	to	practice.

From	interrogation	school,	I	went	to	SERE	(Survival,	Evasion,	Resistance,
Escape)	school.	There,	I	interrogated	for	eight	hours	a	day,	three	days	a	week,
every	other	week,	for	three	and	a	half	years—a	total	of	hundreds	of
interrogations—to	help	our	Special	Forces	learn	how	to	resist	interrogation.	I
was	working	at	SERE	when	the	war	broke	out	and	therefore	deployed	as	a
Special	Forces	asset.	It	was	at	SERE	school	that	I	met	one	of	the	most	formative
forces	in	my	life,	Don	Landrum,	well-known	as	a	founding	member	of	Project
Delta	and	of	SERE.	Don,	aka	“the	Bearded	One,”	was	not	an	interrogator,	but	he
knew	more	about	the	tools	and	methods	than	I	ever	learned	from	the
interrogation	community.	The	particular	expertise	he	taught	me	is	the	one	I
mentioned	at	the	beginning	of	this	chapter	(how	to	pare	down	a	prisoner’s	sense
of	his	options	to	two:	bad	or	worse).

When	the	first	Gulf	War	started,	I	was	assigned	to	the	Special	Warfare	Center
at	Ft.	Bragg.	There	were	only	55	Arabic-speaking	interrogators	in	the	entire	U.S.
Army,	and	we	had	six	of	them.	In	my	class,	just	two	of	us	spoke	Arabic;
everyone	else	spoke	Russian,	Czech,	Polish—the	languages	of	people	who	were
America’s	Cold	War	enemies.	This	is	one	reason	why	I	got	so	much	experience
and	contact	with	Iraqi	soldiers.	When	I	was	picked	for	the	5th	Special	Forces



Group,	my	initial	assignment	took	me	to	a	team	supporting	the	Saudi	Arabian
Army.	Shortly	thereafter,	I	began	working	with	a	team	supporting	the	Kuwaiti
brigade.	I	screened	more	than	100	enemy	prisoners	during	Operation	Desert
Storm	and	interrogated	a	couple	of	dozen	of	them.

During	this	period	is	when	I	really	learned	how	to	read	body	language	and
first	discovered	how	to	teach	the	techniques	of	interrogations.	I	also	began	to	see
the	analogous	relationship	between	using	them	in	war	and	applying	them	in	my
daily	life.	By	the	way,	just	because	I	know	these	things	does	not	mean	I’m
impervious	to	emotional	outbursts,	or	that	I	intimidate	my	friends	by	“reading”
them	and	using	words	to	back	them	into	a	corner.	I	do	have	a	greater	awareness
of	my	emotions,	however,	and	when	my	friends	have	stress	in	their	lives,	I’ll
probably	notice	it	before	other	people	will.	I	also	have	substantially	more	power
than	other	people	in	most	business	situations,	and	arguments	with	the	woman	I
love	tend	to	be	sane	and	productive	instead	of	crazy	and	misdirected.	Even	so,	I
am	still	human.

INTERROGATION	HISTORY
Where	does	interrogation	come	from?	As	a	science,	it’s	relatively	new,	but

people	have	interrogated	prisoners	forever.	Roman	soldiers	wanted	to	know
where	their	comrades	were	being	held	by	locals	during	an	invasion.	Soldiers
would	pull	captured	enemies	and	torture	them	to	get	information,	but	there	was
no	system.	Even	in	the	Civil	War,	we	didn’t	have	a	method	for	interrogating
prisoners.	We	thought	of	them	simply	as	combatants	removed	from	the
battlefield.	We	kept	prisoners	in	massive	compounds	as	if	they	were	cattle	in	a
pen,	doing	nothing	more	than	keeping	troops	out	of	combat.	Eight	thousand
people	died	of	cholera	in	Andersonville,	Georgia,	where	the	national	POW
monument	now	stands.	The	Elmira,	New	York,	compound,	known	as	Hellmira
during	the	Civil	War,	had	comparable	tragic	deaths	resulting	from	abuse	and
neglect.	Jump	ahead	to	World	War	II,	and	the	time	from	a	commander’s	decision
to	troop	movement	and	weapons	deployment	accelerated	so	rapidly	that	the
value	of	interrogating	prisoners	could	not	be	overlooked.	Prisoners	suddenly	had
value	while	alive.	But	the	United	States	was	among	the	many	countries	that
lacked	a	specially	trained	interrogation	force.

Modern	war	operations	are	predictive	on	a	scale	unlike	anything	in	history.
So,	interrogators	who	grew	up	in	this	modern	era	found	themselves	trying	to	be
like	Superman:	to	hear	conversations	that	went	on	far	away,	to	see	through	walls
into	strange	buildings.	Where	the	analogy	melts	is	in	verifying	the	information.
Superman	personally	hears	and	sees,	whereas	interrogators	have	to	rely	on	what



Superman	personally	hears	and	sees,	whereas	interrogators	have	to	rely	on	what
someone	else	has	seen	or	heard.	What	they	learn	can	therefore	be	information	or
disinformation.

The	only	way	to	do	this	was	to	understand	the	psychology	of	why	people	talk,
when	they	talk,	and	how	they	talk—to	know	whether	they	lie	or	tell	the	truth,
how	to	tell	when	they’re	lying,	and	how	to	tell	when	they’re	telling	the	truth.
These	needs	drove	the	development	of	the	science	of	interrogation,	which	must
have	the	aura	of	“witchcraft.”	That	is,	you	can’t	figure	out	why	it	works,	but	it
does.

Interrogators	had	a	bad	reputation	for	a	while,	too,	just	as	the	witches	at
Salem	did.	That	has	shifted	over	the	past	few	decades	when	the	concept	of
collecting	intelligence	directly	from	human	sources	has	gained	respect.	During
the	Cold	War,	people	who	interpreted	radio	signals	and	satellite	imagery
surpassed	interrogators	in	their	value	to	military	operations.	These	people	used
equipment	worth	millions	of	dollars.	It	was	more	cost-effective	and	covert	to	use
technology	to	collect	strategic	and	tactical	information	than	it	was	to	nab
scientists	and	political	officials,	and	interrogate	them.	By	the	time	of	the	first
Gulf	War,	however,	something	approaching	85	percent	of	intelligence	came
from	human	sources.	One	reason:	Saddam	Hussein	relied	on	couriers	more	than
electronic	means.	The	idea	of	a	Cold	War	enemy	with	advanced	technology	and
a	sophisticated	communications	net	dissolved	when	dealing	with	developing
nations.	Add	to	this	the	complexity	of	our	modern	war	on	terror	and	clandestine
communications,	and	you	can	see	why	an	interrogator	is	in	high	demand	today.

In	2006,	the	breaking	news	of	the	Abu	Ghraib	images	shattered	the	image	of
the	American	soldier.	The	subsequent	investigations	determined	that	the	system
had	veered	away	from	the	standards	developed	in	post–World	War	II	by	Haans
Scharff,	whose	work	I	describe	a	little	more	in	Chapter	2.	The	tools	I	discuss
here	are	the	non-coercive	type	that	rely	on	heavy	psychology	and	manipulation
as	well	as	simple	observation.	Leaving	all	politics	out	of	the	discussion,	I	truly
believe	these	skills	work,	are	legal,	and	are	portable	to	your	world.

YOU	ARE	A	PRISONER
Fundamentally,	the	tools	of	interrogation	that	I’ve	used	with	prisoners	have

value	in	your	everyday	life	because	you	have	a	lot	in	common	with	a	prisoner	of
war.	First	and	foremost,	you	both	have	a	box	inside	you	that	makes	you	who	you
are,	and	there	are	many	forces	at	work	that	could	potentially	destroy	what’s
inside	it.	Second,	the	stress	of	being	captured	and	then	being	a	captive	has
corollary	in	your	daily	life.



You’ve	no	doubt	heard	at	least	one	story	of	a	hard-charging	soldier	who	died
at	enemy	hands	because	he	refused	to	talk.	For	him,	the	most	sacred	part	of
himself,	that	little	box	inside	that	contained	his	core	identity,	was	the	duty	to
protect	others’	lives	by	protecting	certain	information.	Another	soldier,	just	as
devoted	to	duty,	might	crack	under	pressure	and	violate	that	sacred	part	of
himself.	He	might	still	be	alive,	but	he	is	no	longer	alive	as	the	same	person.

Everyone	has	a	box.	You	may	not	even	know	what	it	contains,	but	if	you	lose
it,	you	face	a	kind	of	personal	extinction.	Essentially,	you	become	a	stranger	to
yourself	when	you	ravage	a	core	belief	or	value,	or	when	someone	else
manipulates	you	toward	the	same	end.	On	a	regular	basis—just	as	a	captured
soldier	does—you	face	situations	and	individuals	that	have	the	potential	to	cause
that	destruction.

SHOCK	OF	CAPTURE
(OR,	TURNING	YOUR	BOX	UPSIDE	DOWN)

When	a	person	is	captured,	his	stress	levels	go	through	the	roof.	If	capture
comes	after	a	firefight,	he	knows	many	of	his	friends	have	just	died,	which	adds
emotions	such	as	grief	and	anger	to	the	fear	that	runs	through	his	entire	body.
This	is	the	most	dangerous	moment	in	that	person’s	life.	Adrenaline	levels	are
high;	conscious	thought	is	not.	I,	the	enemy,	have	just	killed	people	he	cares
about,	so	his	pores	ooze	hatred	for	me,	my	comrades,	my	commander,	and	my
country.	He	has	just	as	much	terror	about	what	I	might	do	to	him.

Another	scenario	has	him	on	patrol;	we	abduct	him	quickly	with	no	one
getting	killed.	Capture	never	feels	good,	so	his	hostility	will	rise.	Suddenly,	he
becomes	truly	helpless	because	his	captors	are	screaming	orders—“You	#$%^,
get	on	the	ground!	Put	your	hands	behind	your	head!”	He’s	like	a	dog,	who	only
hears,	“Blah,	blah,	blah!	Blah	blah,	blah!”	The	tone	of	voice	is	clear,	but	the
directions	aren’t.	He	is	so	overwhelmed,	he	has	lost	his	ability	to	comprehend
what	is	said	to	him.	If	he	does	the	wrong	thing,	will	he	die?	That’s	possible,	and
he	knows	it.	Anxiety,	a	byproduct	of	fear	of	the	unknown,	shuts	down	the
thinking	brain	and	turns	on	the	body-protecting,	or	reacting,	brain.	Interrogators
are	brokers	of	anxiety;	it	is	the	product	we	sell.

In	a	taping	I	did	for	British	television,	a	group	of	people	associated	with
Team	Delta,	a	school	founded	by	one	of	my	former	students,	abducted	seven
volunteers	at	breakfast—not	when	they	expected	it.	Our	participants	included
Britain’s	fittest	fireman.	Adam	is	a	bright,	engaging	man	who	is	accustomed	to
stress.	His	response	to	capture	is	demonstrated	on	the	video	when	he	is	told	by
multiple	people	to	look	right,	look	at	me,	look	left.	The	orders	obviously	confuse



multiple	people	to	look	right,	look	at	me,	look	left.	The	orders	obviously	confuse
him.	Finally,	he	hears,	“Look	down,”	at	which	point	he	gets	to	his	knees.	Adam
is	trying	to	predict	what	we	want	so	hard	that	he	projects	what	we	want.	This	is	a
man	accustomed	to	high	stress	with	English-speaking	captors.	Imagine	the	stress
when	your	captors	speak	a	foreign	language	and	you	are	an	18-year-old
conscript.

What	are	his	psychological	defenses	in	either	situation?	He	brings	his	wealth
of	experiences,	or	dearth	of	them,	and	his	identities	to	the	situation.	He	is	a
soldier,	husband,	son,	and	guitarist	in	a	garage	band.	Nowhere	in	that	spectrum
of	defining	roles	is	he	a	captive,	so	he	has	to	learn	to	be	a	captive	rather	than
draw	from	memory.	Human	brains	function	well	when	they	have	areas	to	store
information,	and	they	falter	when	information	invades	and	has	no	place	to	go.
Every	time	we	experience	something	new,	we	create	a	space	in	our	head	for
related,	future	knowledge	and	experience.	This	makes	it	much	harder	to	suffer
displaced	expectation	in	the	future.

Think	of	the	collapse	of	the	World	Trade	Center’s	Twin	Towers.	You	might
have	been	able	to	envision	a	plane	crashing	into	a	building,	but	could	you	absorb
the	magnitude	of	what	happened	on	September	11,	2001?	That	sight	shocked
me,	as	it	did	millions	of	people.	Our	minds	did	not	include	a	box	for	that
information;	it	overwhelmed	us.	The	first	time	you	saw	a	dead	body	or	rear-
ended	a	car	you	probably	had	the	same	reaction,	just	to	a	different	degree.

The	captive,	therefore,	confronts	the	dual	trauma	of	direct	exposure	to	the
enemy	and	a	new,	overwhelming	experience.	Notable	exceptions	would	be
people	such	as	the	Special	Forces	troops	that	we	trained	in	SERE	school.
Building	on	the	premise	that	the	more	you	become	accustomed	to	an	experience,
the	more	you	are	able	to	cope	with	it,	we	subjected	those	soldiers	to	hundreds	of
capture	scenarios.	In	wartime,	they	have	“only”	the	trauma	of	exposure	to	the
enemy	and	his	alien	horrors.

You	can	understand,	therefore,	why	a	captured	frontline	infantry	soldier
would	suffer	more	confusion	and	shock	than	an	intelligence	officer.	His	frame	of
reference	is	different;	he	goes	into	the	situation	with	a	profound	disadvantage,
unprepared	for	a	particular	kind	of	enemy	assault.	He	probably	doesn’t	speak	the
language	of	the	enemy,	has	just	been	busy	shooting	his	captor’s	friends,	and
instantly	plummets	from	being	a	powerful	guy	with	a	gun	to	someone	subdued,
cuffed,	and	at	the	mercy	of	a	man	with	a	gun.	The	moment	he	experiences	such
displaced	expectations—not	having	a	box	in	his	head	to	place	and	process
what’s	happened	to	him—he	is	extremely	vulnerable.

The	essence	of	this	man	comes	from	a	complex	interplay	of	connections	in



The	essence	of	this	man	comes	from	a	complex	interplay	of	connections	in
his	daily	life.	“Self”	embodies	input	from	others	and	from	situations.	“Frame	of
reference,”	or	a	picture	of	the	outside	world,	is	prejudiced	by	experiences.	This
man	has	just	suffered	a	severe	blow	to	both	self	and	frame	of	reference.	No
longer	the	rifle-carrying	soldier,	he	is	now	the	helpless	captive	who	failed	his
mission.	All	of	his	defined	traits	for	that	role	begin	to	fill	his	head.	Most	of	these
definitions	are	negative	and	have	been	driven	into	him	by	military	superiors	and
movies.	He’s	now	a	loser,	and	the	captor	won’t	play	the	role	of	counselor	unless
it	fits	the	captor’s	needs.

EFFECTS	OF	CAPTIVITY

The	shock	of	capture	seems	to	be	the	worst	thing	that	will	ever	happen	to	the
prisoner	at	the	moment	it	occurs,	but	there	is	more.	After	the	initial	terror	and
fear	for	his	life,	the	prisoner	starts	to	adapt.	He	gets	a	box	in	his	head	to	help	him
cope	with	the	stress.	Prisoners	sometimes	even	feel	cavalier	and	try	to	make
demands.	Most	prisoners	are	segregated	and	silenced	so	there	is	no	opportunity
to	console	or	collaborate.	The	prisoner	is	left	alone	with	his	need	to	talk	about
failure	and	feelings	of	inadequacy.	In	many	cases,	the	prisoner	is	blindfolded	and
cuffed	to	allow	the	limited	number	of	captors	or	escorts	to	manage	him	and	his
comrades	safely.	The	deprivation	of	sight,	though	important	for	controlling	an
enemy	combatant,	creates	the	need	for	a	guard	or	captor	to	become	the	eyes	and
guide	for	the	prisoner.	This	begins	a	cycle	of	dependence	that	will	only	get
worse	as	captivity	progresses.	When	the	prisoner	encounters	his	first
interrogator,	it	will	be	in	the	form	of	a	screener.	Screeners	have	one	purpose,
which	is	to	answer	these	two	questions:	Can	this	guy	answer	my	requirements?
How	hard	is	it	going	to	be	to	get	him	to	talk?	There	is	something	obviously
different	about	the	interrogator	from	the	moment	the	prisoner	meets	him:	He
speaks	the	language.	The	cycle	of	dependence	is	becoming	more	entrenched.

The	interrogator	may	or	may	not	be	interested	in	the	prisoner.	The	guards	are
interested	only	in	safety	and	control.	Their	job	is	to	follow	a	clearly	defined
doctrine	on	how	to	handle	the	prisoner.	The	result	is	a	dance.	The	guard	gives
input	to	the	prisoner	and	the	prisoner	responds.	The	guard	uses	this	stimulus	of
the	prisoner’s	response	to	flesh	out	his	newly	found	role	as	all-powerful
caretaker.	The	guard	responds	with	whatever	tools	are	in	his	repertoire	and	the
prisoner	takes	this	input	to	help	define	his	new	role	as	prisoner.	New	prisoners
and	new	guards	continually	create	steps	for	their	dance.	Without	diligent
supervision,	the	guard	and	prisoner	can	become	unwitting	participants	in	a	field
version	of	the	Stamford	Prison	Experiment,	the	disastrous	1971	exercise	in
which	middle-class	kids	assumed	the	roles	of	guards	and	prisoners.



which	middle-class	kids	assumed	the	roles	of	guards	and	prisoners.
When	the	prisoner	encounters	someone	who	speaks	his	language,	there	is	a

natural	affinity.	He’s	desperately	in	need	of	companionship.	Humans	are	social
creatures	and	need	reenforcement.	The	self-portrait	the	prisoner	had	has	now
become	blurred.	The	picture	has	voids	for	the	roles	he	filled	in	his	unit	as	a
soldier.	The	newfound	role	of	prisoner	takes	him	off-balance.	The	prisoner	gets
into	a	cycle	of	dependence	that	resembles	regression,	or	drops	back	to	the	last
time	in	his	life	that	someone	made	all	decisions	for	him.	The	prisoner	becomes
wholly	dependent	on	the	guards	and	interrogators	to	tell	him	what	the	correct
answer	to	every	question	is.	If	shock	of	capture	turned	the	toy	box	upside	down,
this	can	be	likened	to	moving	the	playground.

All	of	the	details	that	have	been	validated	in	the	past	about	the	prisoner’s
intelligence	and	good	looks	now	need	nurturing.	There	is	no	source	for	this	data.
The	prisoner	begins	an	internal	conversation,	one	aimed	at	regaining
equilibrium.	In	this	conversation,	the	prisoner	is	the	standard,	so	any	self-doubt
becomes	magnified.	If	the	prisoner	has	a	fault	or	failure,	it	becomes	the	primary
focus.	If	he	and	four	others	were	captured	by	250	enemy	soldiers,	the	internal
dialogue	centers	on	which	of	the	four	is	to	blame.	The	prisoner	personalizes
everything	that	happens,	and	the	welfare	of	others	becomes	less	important.	Any
threat	to	health	in	the	compound	is	only	perceived	in	terms	of	how	it	can	injure
him.

The	stress	that	was	the	shock	of	capture	takes	on	new	meaning	when
interrogations	begin.	Being	captured	and	removed	from	the	battlefield	removes	a
warrior	from	the	random,	haphazard	attacks	of	the	battlefield	and	into	a
battlefield	that	is	personalized	and	designed	for	one-on-one	combat.	These
feelings	of	inadequacy	will	be	preyed	upon.	Whether	the	interrogator
compounds	or	allays	these	feelings	is	dictated	by	the	psychological	makeup	of
the	prisoner.

Pandering	to	the	captor	to	keep	him	happy	results	in	Stockholm	Syndrome.
The	prisoner	starts	to	identify	with	the	captor	and	even	emulate	behaviors	and
speech	patterns.	Stockholm	Syndrome	can	occur	in	a	few	days.

What	does	this	have	to	do	with	you?	You	aren’t	behind	bars	in	an	orange
jumpsuit.	You	eat	good	food,	not	stale	rations.	You	walk	about	freely	and	bathe
daily.	But	you’re	in	a	kind	of	captivity.	You	wake	up	and	wonder	why	you’ll	get
yelled	at	today.	You	look	out	the	window	and	dream	of	running	away—from
school,	from	home,	from	your	job.	You	choke	on	each	meal	that	you	have	with
someone	who	has	locked	you	up	emotionally.	Captivity.	You	answer	the	phone
and	are	too	polite	to	hang	up	on	a	fundraiser.	Rather	than	have	to	say	“no,”	you



make	a	promise	you	can’t	keep.
Clearly,	you	do	understand	captivity	to	some	degree	if	you	live	in	this

civilized	society.	We	are	trapped	by	things	our	parents	teach	us.	We	are	trapped
by	society’s	rules.	We	are	trapped	by	everything	we	know.	For	example,
Mormons	are	typically	very	trusting	people,	so	many	Utah	communities	passed
stringent	laws	against	door-to-door	solicitation	to	protect	them	from	exploitation.
Utah	legislators	didn’t	want	their	neighbors	“trapped”	in	their	homes.	When	a
telemarketer	keeps	you	on	the	phone	for	any	length	of	time,	he’s	preying	on	your
manners.	It’s	not	any	different	from	what	interrogators	do	when	they	use	cultural
norms	against	an	enemy	combatant.

A	variation	on	this	is	how	interrogators	at	a	compound	might	manipulate
societal	norms	on	a	daily	basis	to	create	a	system	of	displaced	expectations.	This
process	may	sound	familiar	to	anyone	familiar	with	the	situation	of	a	battered
spouse.	In	the	case	of	the	prisoner,	he	might	think	that	behaving	in	certain	way
will	buy	him	some	relief	from	questioning,	or	earn	him	a	piece	of	favorite	food,
because	that’s	what	happened	on	a	Monday.	On	Tuesday,	that	same	behavior
will	lead	to	endless	push-ups	or	name-calling.	It	is	not	substantively	different
from	the	woman	who	lives	in	fear	every	day	because	nothing	she	does	seems	to
please	her	husband.	He	makes	the	rules	and,	try	as	she	may,	she	can’t	figure	out
what	they	are	from	day	to	day,	so	she	“earns”	a	beating.

I	could	look	at	many	more	parallels	between	military	and	civilian	situations	in
which	interrogation	tools	cause	or	relieve	stress,	but	the	basic	point	is	this:	Stress
is	stress	is	stress.	An	altercation	with	an	employer,	a	fight	in	a	bar,	an	argument
with	your	lover—your	mind	can’t	tell	the	difference	between	that	and	gunfire.	In
mechanical	terms,	you	are	dealing	with	responses	linked	to	self-preservation.
When	the	conditions	of	captivity,	as	I	described	them	here,	are	the	same	as	those
of	a	prisoner	of	war,	you	response	is	the	same	as	a	prisoner	of	war.

Go	a	step	further.	Any	conditions	that	create	unease,	restlessness,	instability,
and/or	unpredictability	give	you	experiences	in	common	with	a	prisoner	of	war.
What	if	you	came	back	from	vacation	and	found	that	someone	had	rearranged
your	office,	moved	the	coffeemaker,	and	put	in	a	new	phone	system?	You
experience	a	temporary	loss	of	control	that	may	overwhelm	you.	You	lose	your
ability	to	function	at	your	peak	because	you	move	out	of	cognitive	thought	and
into	an	emotional	state,	or	limbic	mode.

YOU	ARE	AN	ANIMAL
Are	you	a	primate,	a	lower	mammal,	or	a	reptile?



In	The	Owner’s	Manual	for	the	Brain:	Everyday	Applications	from	Mind-
Brain	Research	(Bard	Press,	1999),	Pierce	J.	Howard	discusses	the	three	brains:

…the	lizard	brain	was	simple,	geared	only	to	the	maintenance	of	survival
functions:	respiration,	digestion,	circulation,	and	reproduction.	…
Extending	out	of	the	lizard	brain	stem,	the	leopard	brain	(now	called	the
limbic	system)	added	to	the	animal’s	behavioral	repertoire	the	capacity	for
emotion	and	coordination	of	movement.	This	second	phase	of	brain
evolution	yielded	the	well	known	General	Adaptation	Syndrome	(GAS),	or
fight	or	flight	response.	The	third	phase	of	evolution	was	the	learning
brain-the	cerebral	cortex.	This	third	and	most	recent	phase	of	brain
evolution	provided	the	ability	to	solve	problems,	use	language	and
numbers,	develop	memory,	and	be	creative.	(pp.37–39)

I	interpret	Howard’s	categories	as	reptilian,	mammalian,	and	primate.
When	you	use	your	cerebral	cortex	for	language,	calculations,	and	other

logical	functions,	you	are	a	primate.	Your	limbic	system,	which	enables	you	to
experience	and	express	emotion,	belongs	to	your	mammalian	self.	And	the
reptilian	brain	cares	only	about	the	basics:	hunger,	sex,	survival.

As	a	person’s	stress	level	rises—even	without	touching	or	screaming—
hormone	production	increases.	It’s	the	onset	of	the	cortisol	cycle.	In	short,	two
small	glands	near	the	kidneys	called	the	adrenals,	or	“stress	glands,”	kick	in.	We
couldn’t	survive	stress	without	them	because	they	fuel	us	for	fight,	which	can	be
verbal	or	physical,	or	flight	to	escape	the	danger.

The	human	peripheral	nervous	system	contains	two	components	for
regulating	conscious	mind:	sympathetic	and	parasympathetic.	The	sympathetic
agitates	the	body	and	prepares	the	human	for	fight	or	flight;	the	parasympathetic
is	responsible	for	resting	and	relaxing	the	human	body.	See	these	as	a	sort	of
upper	and	downer	set	of	controls	for	the	human	mind.

HIGH	STRESS	AND	THE	SYMPATHETIC	NERVOUS	SYSTEM

The	sympathetic	system	engages	in	response	to	a	perceived	threat	within
milliseconds	of	the	initial	shock	that	triggers	the	cortisol	cycle.	Everything	that
the	stress	hormones	(cortisol,	DHEA,	and	adrenaline)	are	going	to	do	to	your
body	to	prepare	it	for	fight	or	flight	happens	in	that	sliver	of	time.	The	body,	not
the	mind,	decides	which	systems	are	needed	for	the	perceived	threat.	These
systems	turn	on	at	the	cost	of	others	that	are	deemed	unnecessary.	In	rapid	fire,
the	body	takes	these	actions:



the	body	takes	these	actions:
	Routes	blood	away	from	the	face	and	skin	and	to	the	muscles.
	Diverts	blood	away	from	the	digestive	and	reproductive	systems.
	Sends	blood	to	the	reptilian	and	mammalian	brains	at	the	expense	of	the
primate	brain.
	Raises	heart	action	in	order	to	get	this	blood	to	all	the	right	places.
	Loses	the	capability	to	contract	the	bladder	and	expel	waste.
	Floods	with	glucose	from	the	liver	to	prepare	for	physical	activity.
	Increases	respiration	in	response	to	the	heart	pushing	glucose	through	the
systems	and	fueling	the	muscles	with	oxygen.
	Heightens	metabolic	requirements,	so	the	body	starts	to	sweat.
	Dilates	pupils	to	collect	data	about	the	threat.

This	is	your	mind	at	war.
There	are	inward	and	outward	signs	of	this	activity.	Inwardly,	the	signs	are

the	jittery,	hypersensitive	feeling	signaling	you	are	poised	for	action.	Due	to	the
lack	of	blood	to	the	digestive	system,	you	may	get	butterflies	or	a	sick	feeling.
Your	heart	races	with	blood,	leaving	the	skin	so	you	get	the	feeling	of	a	high
core	temperature	and	cool	skin	(that	is,	you	feel	clammy).	Your	breathing	is
elevated,	but	constricted,	so	your	heart	and	lungs	race.	This	increased
metabolism—as	much	as	100	percent—results	in	you	feeling	flushed	and	hot.
Your	focus	becomes	narrow	and	your	hearing	directed	to	the	target.	You	can
hear	your	heartbeat.	Your	mind	recedes	into	the	primitive	state	and	emotions
come	to	the	fore.	This	explains	why	so	many	people	cry	when	confronted	and
angry.	Don’t	perceive	this	as	weak	or	fragile.

Outwardly,	there	are	noticeable	signs	as	well:
	The	body’s	decision	to	take	blood	from	the	skin	results	in	a	pallid
complexion.
	Being	part	of	the	digestive	system,	the	mucosa	of	the	lips	and	mouth	have
dramatically	reduced	blood	flow;	lips	and	other	mucosa	shrink,	resulting	in
pale,	thin	lips	and	drooping	lower	eyelids.
	The	increased	heart	rate	may	show	in	the	pounding	of	the	chest	or	rise	and
fall	of	the	shoulders.
	Hands	may	shake	in	response	to	increased	metabolism.



	The	increased	need	for	air	results	in	flared	nostrils	and	audible	breathing.
	The	eyes	have	focused	on	the	cause	of	the	stress	and	this	can	result	in	a
squint	or	wide-open	eyes,	depending	on	the	situation.
	The	brow	clinches	and	draws	downward.	Lips	tighten	to	a	thin,	colorless
line.
	Shoulders	draw	higher	in	preparation	for	defense	or	escape.
	The	body’s	increased	need	for	glucose	can	start	to	scavenge	from	the
mucosa	and	leave	white	residue	in	the	corners	of	the	mouth.
	Elbows	go	close	to	the	ribs.
	Palms	turn	down	and	the	hands	close	to	form	fists.	In	extreme	terror	this
can	go	even	further,	resulting	in	the	elbows	drawing	to	the	ribs	and	the
hands	moving	to	protect	the	face,	in	a	reflexive	effort	to	protect	the	area
around	the	vital	organs—ironically	enough,	leaving	the	top	of	the	head
unprotected.
	The	increased	need	for	cooling	causes	the	body	to	sweat,	and	in	this	sweat
are	massive	amounts	of	byproducts;	the	fight-or-flight	body	odor	is
noticeable.
	Ultimately,	the	person	collapses.

These	are	the	effects	of	the	sympathetic	nervous	system	forcing	us	into	man’s
most	primitive	reaction:	fight	or	flight.	At	this	point,	most	of	us	function	more
similar	to	the	leopard	or	other	mammal	than	a	human.	We	operate	in	limbic
mode	and	only	limbic	memories	are	truly	available	for	processing.

It’s	not	a	joke	that	dogs	can	smell	fear,	by	the	way.	The	body	generates	a
complex	odor—sticky	sweet,	metallic,	bitter—from	the	kind	of	particle
breakdown	triggered	by	high	stress.	When	I	first	got	into	this	line	of	work,	I	used
to	think	that	the	smell	related	to	hygiene	and	diet.	We’d	send	soldiers	into	the
woods	for	eight	days	with	no	toilet	paper	or	toothbrush	and	very	little	food.	I
figured	the	stink	came	from	lack	of	washing	and	from	ketosis,	a	process	in
which	the	body	robs	proteins	and	fats	to	make	up	for	a	carbohydrate	deficit.
Ketosis	plays	a	role	in	the	odor,	but	isn’t	triggered	by	bad	diet.	Stress	makes	the
metabolic	system	ramp	up	and	starts	attacking	proteins	in	the	mouth	and	other
areas	where	the	material	is	easiest	to	break	down.	The	result	is	that	sickly	smell
—you	can	even	taste	it—that	we	call	“prisoner	funk.”	I’ve	worked	with
prisoners	and	trainees	from	the	United	States,	United	Kingdom,	Middle	East—
all	over	the	world.	Regardless	of	diet,	the	smell	is	remarkably	similar	from
person	to	person.	Now	that	you’re	aware	of	it,	you	would	recognize	it



person	to	person.	Now	that	you’re	aware	of	it,	you	would	recognize	it
immediately.	It’s	so	thick,	a	single	washing	won’t	even	take	it	out	of	your
clothes.

The	most	serious	symptom	of	high	stress	is	collapse.	First,	the	subject	goes
pale	and	has	to	go	to	the	bathroom.	Next,	the	body	runs	out	of	adrenaline,	and
cortisol	enters	the	picture.	Cortisol	regulates	blood	pressure	and	cardiovascular
function.	If	the	adrenal	glands	madly	secrete	it,	the	person	will	eventually
collapse	into	a	fetal	position	and	go	into	shock.

Practicing	a	sport	or	fight	sequence	under	stress	can	make	up	for	the	fact	that
cognitive	abilities	are	gone	when	high	performance	is	needed	most.	This	is	why
martial	artists,	for	example,	practice	moves	with	the	aggression	and	sounds
associated	with	battle:	When	the	time	comes,	their	bodies	automatically	know
what	to	do.	This	applies	to	any	athlete	who	competes	seriously.	Simulating	the
stress	conditions	of	competition	in	addition	to	practicing	specific	moves	prepares
them	to	succeed	even	when	their	ability	to	think	is	diminished.

As	the	cortisol	cycle	continues,	your	brain	regresses	from	primate	to
mammalian	to	reptilian.	It	dehumanizes,	starting	at	a	minimal	level	and	moving
all	the	way	to	reducing	you	to	nothing	but	the	basest	cravings.	Prisoners	under
stress	lose	their	ability	to	function	logically,	and	so	do	you.	They	also	leak
emotions,	just	as	you	do.

In	The	Feeling	of	What	Happens	(Harcourt,	1999),	neurologist	António
Damásio	points	out	the	difference	between	“feeling”	and	“knowing	that	we	have
a	feeling.”	He	suggests,	that,	by	the	time	we	know	we	have	a	feeling,	it’s	too	late
to	do	anything	about	it	(p.	26).	The	body	has	already	started	giving	responses	to
the	emotions,	whether	they	are	primary	ones	such	as	surprise,	or	secondary
emotions—Damásio	calls	them	“social	emotions”—such	as	guilt.	He	also	cites
the	telltale	signs	of	“background	emotions,”	which	include	states	such	as	calm,	a
general	feeling	of	well-being,	and	tension:

…overall	body	posture	and	the	range	of	motion	of	the	limbs	relative	to	the
trunk;	the	spatial	profile	of	limb	movements,	which	can	be	smooth	or
jerky;	the	speed	of	motions;	the	congruence	of	movements	occurring	in
different	body	tiers	such	as	face,	hands,	and	legs;	and	last	and	perhaps
most	important,	the	animation	of	the	face.	(p.	92)

Damásio’s	categories	of	behaviors	that	we	all	share	point	out	where	to	look
for	the	differences	in	the	way	people	express	stress.	Just	how	“smooth	or	jerky”
you	move	your	arms,	or	how	you	twist	your	face	into	a	disgusted	look	add



variations	to	basic	patterns.	Add	to	that	the	genetics,	culture,	training,	and	so	on
that	go	into	making	each	of	us	unique,	and	it	becomes	impossible	to	be	certain
what	specific	body	responses	mean—with	two	exceptions.	The	first	exception	is,
if	you	know	what	a	person	does	with	her	arms,	hands,	legs,	and	face	under
normal	circumstances	(the	baseline),	then	you	can	spot	deviations.	As	long	as
you	know	what	to	look	for—and	this	is	a	big	part	of	what	I’m	going	to	share
with	you	in	this	book—those	deviations	can	tell	you	for	certain	that	she’s	under
stress.	The	second	exception	is	a	human	being’s	range	of	reactions	to	very	high
stress.

You	can’t	do	much	to	counter	or	cover	up	flashing	pupils,	flaring	nostrils,
dilated	facial	pores,	and	sagging	facial	muscles—all	the	result	of	intense	stress.
You	can	easily	see	why	people	become	unattractive	when	they’re	under	stress
for	a	long	time.	The	condition	of	the	skin	deteriorates,	facial	muscles	lose	their
tone,	lips	get	thin—not	a	good	time	for	the	prom.	On	the	other	hand,	when
someone	is	charged	up	sexually,	blood	flow	increases	to	the	mucosa.	Lips	get
thicker,	the	salivary	glands	gear	up,	and	the	entire	face	takes	on	a	softer	look.
You’re	more	sexually	appealing,	and	your	arousal	is	obvious.	I’ve	tried	to
explain	this	many	times	to	my	friends	who	complain	that	they	can	never	tell	if	a
person	is	attracted	to	them.

RECOVERY	AND	THE	PARASYMPATHETIC	NERVOUS	SYSTEM

After	the	sympathetic	dumps	adrenaline	into	your	system	and	reduces	you	to
the	mental	state	of	a	lizard,	the	parasympathetic	levels	you	out	by	introducing
other	hormones.

The	parasympathetic	brings	your	body	back	to	a	state	of	relaxation.	Systems
that	were	turned	off	begin	to	function	again.	The	body	decides	to	allow	those
“unnecessary”	systems	such	as	reproduction,	digestion,	and	waste	removal	to
function	again.	Your	body	is	now	akin	to	a	war	zone	after	the	war:	It’s	clean-up
time.	You	start	to	think	rationally	as	blood	returns	to	the	primate	brain.	You
realize	that	the	result	of	that	super-charged	metabolism	and	overly	active
kidneys	and	adrenal	cortex	has	filled	your	bladder	to	much	higher	than	normal.
You	now	have	the	capacity	to	contract	your	bladder	as	well	as	the	urge	to	do	so.
All	of	the	activities	that	you	took	for	granted	begin	to	return	and	you	realize	that
your	mouth	is	dry;	you	want	a	drink.	The	results	of	the	adrenaline	and
heightened	glucose	leave	your	hands	shaking;	you	become	cognizant	of	this.
Blood	returns	to	your	skin.	Your	face	flushes	and	you	feel	warm.	As	the	primate
brain	goes	back	to	normal	you	start	to	realize	that	you	were	out	of	control.	This



preys	on	your	need	to	conform	to	social	norms	and	you	feel	guilty.	In	the	truest
of	human	fashion,	you	are	a	social	animal	and	you	need	to	communicate.

As	the	interrogator,	I	have	seen	that	and	taken	advantage	of	it.	I	am	here	to
help.

You’ve	probably	heard	that	someone	red	in	the	face	is	dangerous.	Not	true.
Pale	is	more	dangerous.	A	pale	person	is	in	fight-or-flight	mode.	His	lips	are	thin
because	all	of	the	blood’s	gone	from	his	mucous	membranes,	his	muscles	are
pumped,	and	he	is	ready	to	fight.	When	the	parasympathetic	nervous	system
kicks	in,	blood	returns	to	the	face.

Exercise
Dress	oddly,	and	then	go	to	a	shopping	mall	or	a	well	trafficked	city	street,
and	walk	around.	I	don’t	mean	wear	a	costume.	I	mean	wear	clothes	that
reflect	bad	taste—so	bad	that	you	don’t	feel	comfortable	appearing	in
public	in	them.	When	people	look	at	you	out	of	pity,	curiosity,	or
amusement,	take	note	of	how	you	feel.	Notice	how	your	stress	level	shifts	in
response	to	others’	reactions	to	you.

YOU	ARE	AN	INTERROGATOR
I	began	this	chapter	by	asserting	that	you	have	interrogation	skills	in	your

repertoire,	but	that	you	probably	don’t	use	them	consciously	or	in	concert	with
one	another.	I’ll	give	you	a	couple	of	examples	of	why	this	is	a	fact,	so	you	can
move	ahead	with	the	confidence	that	you’re	building	on	existing	abilities,	not
learning	entirely	new	ones.

You	routinely	screen	people	to	get	various	types	of	information	from	them—
that	is,	you	match	your	question	to	both	your	source	and	your	specific	need	for
information.	What	you	probably	don’t	do	is	evaluate	information	in	terms	of	its
strategic,	tactical,	or	quick-fix	role.	In	other	words,	is	it	important	for	your	big
picture?	Steps	toward	achieving	some	goal?	Or	does	the	information	just	fill	an
immediate	need,	such	as	telling	you	where	the	bathroom	is?

When	I	was	forward-deployed,	I	would	interrogate	recently	captured	soldiers.
I’d	go	after	low-ranking	guys	and	had	minutes	to	find	out	the	key	bits	of
information	at	that	moment,	such	as	“What	else	is	dangerous	to	us	here?”
Strategic	information	about	battle	plans	couldn’t	be	my	focus,	although	I’d
certainly	put	any	indication	that	a	prisoner	had	that	knowledge	in	my	report	so
someone	could	dig	for	it	after	we	found	out	where	the	land	mines	and	snipers
were.



were.
A	low-ranking	soldier,	generally	the	easiest	to	milk,	represented	a	source	of

this	tactical	“level-C”	information	to	me.	In	business,	the	analogous	person	is	the
receptionist.	When	you	enter	a	prospect’s	office,	you	connect	with	the	person	at
the	front	desk	and	pick	up	tidbits	about	the	company.	Your	level-C	information
doesn’t	give	you	weighty	insights	about	the	executive	you’ll	be	meeting,	which
would	be	level-B	or	-A	information,	but	it	does	give	you	details	that	could	help
give	you	connect	better	with	the	executive	or	maybe	even	get	leverage	with	him
or	her.

You	routinely	establish	rapport	with	coworkers,	prospective	mates,	and	other
new	acquaintances.	In	doing	so,	you	unknowingly	use	the	same	tools	an
interrogator	uses.	You	ask	questions	about	subjects	you	have	no	interest	in—
non-pertinent	questions	in	the	parlance	of	interrogation—to	get	the	conversation
started.	The	answers	can	also	give	you	a	feel	for	the	person’s	likes,	dislikes,	rate
of	speech,	mannerisms,	and	cadence.	It’s	natural	to	reflect	some	of	that	back	to
the	person;	this	is	a	form	of	mirroring.

Desmond	Morris	points	out	in	Manwatching:	A	Field	Guide	to	Human
Behavior	(Harry	N.	Abrams,	1979)	that	all	people	in	all	cultures	will	begin	to
adopt	the	body	language	of	others	in	their	small	groups.	Mirroring	is	a	natural
way	to	show	a	connection	with	the	person	with	whom	you’re	talking.	I	watched
two	young	people	out	on	a	date	recently	who	were	clearly	too	young	to	have
been	out	on	too	many	dates.	The	boy	would	lean	into	the	table	to	talk,	as	if
telling	the	girl	a	secret.	The	girl	would	respond	in	kind	and	then	tilt	her	head	to
match	his.	No	one	taught	them	these	signals	of	interest,	respect,	flirting,	or
however	you	would	categorize	them.

You	can	consciously	mirror,	too,	to	convey	those	positive	feelings	and	raise
the	other	person’s	comfort	level.	As	long	as	it	doesn’t	look	contrived,	it
advances	the	process	of	getting	the	person	to	talk.

Questioning	is	natural	for	humans,	too.	It	has	been	said	that	what	makes	us
humans	is	the	desire	to	explore.	Who	cannot	remember	a	child	asking	“why?”
When	I	heard	Arab	children	in	Kuwait	doing	the	same	thing,	I	realized	it’s
probably	a	trait	that	little	kids	have	in	common	all	over	the	world.	Many	of	us
never	outgrow	it;	our	curiosity	constantly	surfaces	in	the	form	of	questions.	The
difference	between	that	natural,	spontaneous	questioning	and	interrogation	is	the
clarity	of	the	questions.	Interrogators	design	their	questions	in	advance	for	a
specific	purpose.



YOU	ARE	A	LIE	DETECTOR
You	will	probably	be	a	little	mechanical	when	you	first	try	out	the	techniques

I’m	teaching.	After	a	while,	though,	you’ll	find	yourself	sensitized	to	the	signals
of	deception	and	stress;	your	new	skills	will	be	second	nature.	You’ll	become	a
lie	detector.	And	then,	when	people	around	you	fall	for	the	charisma	of	a	devious
politician,	for	example,	you’ll	be	able	to	give	them	solid	reasons	why	the	person
has	no	business	tampering	with	your	democracy.	The	techniques	of	interrogation
can	help	you	distance	yourself	from	fuzzy	auras	such	as	“charisma”	and	ask
critical	questions	that	spotlight	deception,	or	at	least	reveal	inconsistencies.	Even
on	a	non-verbal	level,	you	will	pick	up	that	a	person	is	too	slick,	is	too	glossy,
and	therefore	must	be	hiding	something.	Little	bells	will	go	off	in	your	head	that
signal	“Lie.	Lie.	Lie.”	And	people	will	pay	attention	to	you	because	they’ll	know
you’re	telling	the	truth.



CHAPTER	2
WHY	AND	HOW	DO	PEOPLE	LIE?

WHY	YOU	LIE
I	have	long	maintained	that	people	lie	out	of	love,	hate,	or	greed.	That

certainly	applies	to	lies	serving	the	human	desire	to	protect	or	damage	that	is,	to
protect	self,	a	loved	one,	assets,	a	reputation,	and	so	on,	or	to	damage	or	destroy
others	or	what	belongs	to	them.	Another	way	to	talk	about	these	motivations	is
in	terms	of	basic	human	needs	as	defined	by	famed	psychologist	Abraham
Maslow	in	his	Hierarchy	of	Needs.

Let’s	focus	on	the	middle	bands	of	Maslow’s	Hierarchy:	social	needs	(in	my
terms,	the	need	to	belong)	and	esteem	needs	(in	my	terms,	the	need	to
differentiate).	A	person	lies	to	attract	connection	with	another	human	being,	gain
the	upper	hand,	maintain	current	status,	or	damage	someone	else	because	that
person	severed	a	connection	or	distinguished	himself	in	a	way	that	made	the	liar
feel	belittled.	The	desire	to	belong	or	differentiate	reflects	self-love.	Here’s	a
diagram,	with	emphasis	on	the	middle	tiers:



Jane	works	in	a	nursing	home,	where	people	need	her	physical	therapy	skills
every	minute	she’s	on	duty.	Not	someone	who	feels	comfortable	initiating
contact	with	people,	this	is	a	perfect	job	for	her;	the	connections	are	arranged	for
her.	At	social	gatherings,	she	generally	feels	out	of	place	and	often	lies.	She
doesn’t	contrive	for	the	simple	reason	of	deceiving	people,	but	to	make	herself
sound	more	interesting	than	she	perceives	herself	to	be.	It’s	a	social	strategy.	In
short,	Jane	lies	to	gain	acceptance.	Once	she	gets	that,	she	lies	to	differentiate
because	it	gives	her	more	clout.	Good	liars	prey	on	your	drives.	At	a	Fourth	of
July	party,	Jane	lied	because	people	at	the	event	were	there	for	entertainment.
They	had	come	for	a	skydiving	exhibition,	spectacular	barbeque,	and	fireworks.
Her	addition	of	a	few	tall	tales	fit	in	perfectly.	More	importantly,	they	made	her
fit	in	or	belong	more	effectively.

In	addition	to	the	“normal”	reasons	that	people	such	as	Jane	would	lie,	there
are	several	other	possible	reasons	why	someone	would	deliver	a	falsehood,
whether	through	statement	or	omission	of	the	truth.	Before	taking	a	closer	look
at	a	few	these	so-called	“normal”	reasons,	consider	the	alternate	possibilities
about	why	someone	says	something	that	is	inconsistent	with	the	facts:



	The	game:	Humans	have	an	endorphin	release	related	to	getting	away	with
something.

For	example,	party	crashers	lie	for	fun.	And	even	though	they	aren’t	the	only
ones	who	turn	deceit	into	a	game,	they	may	be	the	most	recognizable.
Maryann	went	to	college	class-reunion	events	in	Washington,	D.C.,	a	few
years	ago,	with	the	kickoff	party	being	a	reception	in	a	private	room	at	a
restaurant.	A	short	time	after	arriving,	she	noticed	a	very	tall	man	that	she’d
known	when	she	lived	in	the	city.	She	immediately	confronted	him,	“You
didn’t	go	to	school	with	us!	What	are	you	doing	here?”	He	and	his	friend
tried	to	smooth	over	their	mooching,	but	once	a	few	more	people	became
aware	of	the	party	crashers,	they	embarrassed	them	out	the	door.	Maryann
asked	a	friend	that	she’d	seen	talking	with	the	man	what	he’d	said	to	her.
“He	said	he	was	an	art	major	and	because	I	didn’t	know	any	art	majors
when	we	were	in	school,	I	figured	I’d	just	never	met	him.”

Think	about	the	rush	you	get	from	any	difficult	thing	you	accomplish.	That
release	is	addictive.	If	you	do	it	enough,	it	becomes	a	habit.

	Brain	malfunction:	Head	trauma,	disease-related	brain	deterioration,	and
mental	illnesses	of	various	kinds	can	cause	a	person	to	lie.	As	a	corollary,
they	can	cause	them	to	not	be	able	to	discern	if	fiction	is	coming	out	of	their
mouth.	A	woman	I	knew	in	the	Army	had	earned	a	security	clearance	prior
to	an	accident	that	involved	a	bad	head	injury.	After	she	came	back	to	work,
we	realized	pretty	quickly	that	she	no	longer	had	a	grasp	of	the	facts.	It
wasn’t	her	fault,	but	there’s	clearly	something	wrong	with	having	an
inveterate	liar	in	Army	intelligence.

Memories	can	also	become	locked	away	due	to	mental	illness,	with	a	person
honestly	asserting	“I	didn’t	do	that!”	when	he	actually	did	do	“it.”	In	2009,
Dr.	Saroj	Parida	got	a	visit	from	the	FBI	one	day	in	his	home	in	Central
Pennsylvania.	They	came	armed	with	evidence	and	certainty	that	he	had
committed	insurance	fraud,	which	he	confidently	denied.	He	was	truthful,
in	a	way.	The	fraud	was	actually	the	work	of	Randy,	Kumar,	and	Ravi,	who
are	three	of	his	alternate	personalities.	Even	after	his	unusual	disorder	was
diagnosed,	Dr.	Parida	took	full	responsibility	for	his	actions	rather	than
trying	to	hide	behind	his	illness.	He	had	no	idea	that,	for	decades,	he	likely
told	lots	of	lies	and	never	even	realized	it	because	the	host	personality	is
generally	unaware	of	the	antics	of	alters.

	Distorted	memory:	Human	memory	is	tricky.	Two	different	people	can
remember	different	details	of	the	same	event	to	such	a	great	extent	that	their



stories	contradict	each	other.	Eyewitnesses	to	a	crime	can	be	unreliable
sources	of	information	because	of	the	combination	of	stress,	point	of	view,
influences	from	other	eyewitnesses,	and	so	on.	No	one	is	lying,	but	no	one
is	telling	the	truth.	Perception	means	reality.

All	of	this	relates	to	the	fact	that	memory	is	contextual.	You	may	recall	that
Fred’s	Christmas	party	last	year	had	watered	down	punch	and	cheap	appetizers,
but	then	you	run	into	Mary.	“I	can’t	wait	until	Fred’s	Christmas	party—it	was	so
much	fun	last	year!”	she	says.	“Remember	that	great	conversation	we	had	about
jazz	musicians?”

A	day	later,	you	run	into	John,	who	mentions	that	he	just	got	an	invitation	to
Fred’s	Christmas	party.	You	note	that	you	received	yours,	too,	and	you	looked
forward	to	going.	“I	thought	you	hated	his	party	last	year,”	John	says	as	he
thinks	there	is	a	little	part	of	you	that’s	a	liar.	This	is	the	same	phenomenon	that
takes	over	with	soldiers	who	reminisce	about	how	the	war	“wasn’t	so	bad”	or
“was	pure	hell”	depending	on	what	buddy	they	happen	to	be	talking	with.	You
can	apply	the	same	principle	to	memories	about	dating,	high	school,	or	your	first
job	at	a	fast-food	joint.	For	this	reason,	when	we	interrogate	prisoners,	we	are
very	cautious	to	separate	them	until	questioned.	The	mind	does	three	things	well:
delete,	distort,	and	generalize.	The	last	thing	I	want	is	the	well-meaning	prisoner
trying	to	tell	me	the	truth	with	bits	of	his	better-storytelling	cellmates’
escapades.

The	reason	for	this	distortion	can	even	be	very	simple:	While	you	were
thinking	of	the	food	at	the	party	and	how	awful	it	was,	you	were	likely	forgetting
the	people	who	were	there.	Take	into	account	the	action	that	led	you	to	focus	on
the	food.	You	missed	lunch	because	of	a	rough	day	at	work,	and	rushed	to	make
the	party,	only	to	find	really	bad	food.	So	your	perception	was	the	food,	not	the
guests.	On	the	other	hand,	had	you	shown	up	not	starving,	the	riveting
conversation	in	the	corner	about	jazz	musicians	might	have	led	you	to	feel	like
Mary,	looking	forward	to	this	year’s	party.

In	none	of	those	cases	is	the	person	whose	story	has	shifted—even	180
degrees—lying	deliberately.	There	is	no	intent	to	deceive	or	mislead;	the
memory	itself	actually	morphed	because	of	the	context.

Memory	can	also	be	state-dependent.	This	is	a	variation	on	the	concept	of	it
being	contextual.	In	this	case,	it’s	possible	to	store	a	memory	while	in	a	very
particular	state	and	then	either	have	it	disappear	or	become	seriously	warped
when	you’re	not	in	that	state.	You	walked	your	dog	when	you	came	home	drunk



from	the	party	at	2	a.m.	The	next	morning,	you	wake	up	to	a	call	from	a	friend
and	the	first	thing	out	of	your	mouth	is,	“Can’t	talk!	I	forgot	to	walk	the	dog	last
night.	Poor	thing’s	probably	miserable.”	You	aren’t	lying—or	at	least	you	don’t
think	you	are—but	the	next	time	you	get	drunk,	you	just	might	remember	that
walk	with	the	dog.	Returning	to	the	state	in	which	the	memory	was	formed	can
trigger	recall.

It’s	most	important	to	note	that	shadowy	memories	can	involve	a	kind	of	lie
as	well.	If	you	aren’t	trained	to	think	under	stress	and	you’re	raped	or	captured,
your	brain	has	the	capacity	to	create	shadowy	memories.	The	limbic	system
transfers	information	into	memory—that’s	normal—but,	if	that	happens	in	a
highly	emotional	state,	then	the	way	you	recall	the	memory	could	happen	in
unpredictable	ways.	A	climate	change	or	odor	that	reminds	a	rape	victim	of	the
event	might	elicit	a	shadowy	memory,	the	details	of	which	could	be	profoundly
affected	by	feelings.	A	shadowy	memory	isn’t	necessary	bad,	however.	The
temperature	of	the	air	could	remind	you	of	your	first	skydive	and	lead	to	a	story
that	isn’t	exactly	built	out	of	facts,	but,	to	you,	that’s	the	way	it	was.

Questioning	a	person	about	shadowy	memories	especially	soon	after	the
event	can	prove	frustrating	as	the	person	cognitively	grasps	pieces	of	the	facts,
yet	“feels”	the	rest.	As	she	tells	the	story	over	and	over	again,	key	pieces	of	it
can	morph,	so	that	when	asked,	the	“thinking	brain”	recites	the	distortion	she	has
grown	accustomed	to;	eventually,	that	distortion	overwrites	the	original	story.
For	this	reason,	I	always	say	to	listen	to	“war	stories”	for	the	storyline	and	not	all
the	details.	That	is	the	reason	I	start	all	of	my	real	war	stories	with	“As	I
remember	it.…”

Returning	to	the	so-called	normal	reasons	why	people	lie,	do	a	little
experiment.	Enter	the	search	term	“lying	to”	in	your	search	engine.	Here	are
some	of	the	answers	that	popped	up	when	I	did	it:

	Lying	to	be	perfect.
	Lying	to	my	kids	about	Santa	Claus.
	Lying	to	get	the	truth.
	Lying	to	avoid	going	to	jail.
	Lying	to	the	IRS.
	Lying	to	parents.
	Lying	to	police.



	Lying	to	yourself.
	Lying	to	your	wife.

Every	one	of	these	reasons	to	lie	ties	back	to	love,	hate,	or	greed.	Self-
preservation	is	a	form	of	self-love	that	ranks	at	the	top	of	the	list	of	reasons	why
people	lie.	Usually,	it’s	not	literal	self-preservation,	but	perceived.	For	example,
you	come	home	after	a	night	of	hard	partying	and	your	wife,	who’s	just	put
infant	twins	to	bed,	says,	“Where’ve	you	been?!”	You	could	be	honest	and	reply,
“Doing	tequila	shooters	at	a	strip	bar	with	my	brother.”	Or,	you	could	sidestep
the	truth	by	saying,	“My	brother	and	I	got	together	after	work	to	have	a	drink
and	talk	about	his	job.	He’s	really	unhappy.”	On	the	other	hand,	a	killer	on	trial
for	first-degree	murder	has	the	challenge	of	literal	self-preservation:	He	lies	to
save	himself	from	execution.	In	a	real	interrogation,	self-preservation	takes	on	a
different	dimension.	A	soldier	who	lies	skillfully	can	protect	not	only	his	life,
but	also	the	lives	of	comrades;	often,	as	important	as	life	itself	is	his	reputation
with	his	comrades.

Military	intelligence	interrogators	don’t	care	if	their	target	is	guilty	or
innocent,	by	the	way.	They	want	to	stop	something	from	happening,	so	they
want	information.	Genuine	expressions	of	sorrow,	grief,	or	guilt	mean	only	one
thing:	weakness	that	makes	the	desired	information	more	accessible.	As	an
interrogator,	therefore,	I’m	not	judgmental.	I	could	talk	with	Charles	Manson	as
easily	as	the	ice	cream	man.	I’m	more	interested	in	how	his	brain	works	than	in
judging	him.	You	may	find	that	one	of	the	side	effects	of	practicing	these
techniques	is	that	you	develop	a	similar	inclination	to	look	for	the	facts	rather
than	the	“right”	or	“wrong.”	To	paraphrase	a	biblical	lesson,	one	result	might	be
that	you	will	be	more	able	to	hate	the	sin	but	love	the	sinner.	When	people
observe	this	trait	in	you,	they	will	probably	be	more	willing	to	tell	you	the	truth.

As	we	revised	this	book,	Maryann	told	me	that	she	has	found	this	very	effect
from	learning	these	techniques	over	the	years.	I	often	say	you	suddenly	become
the	person	others	want	to	treat	like	their	own	therapist.

Although	it’s	easy	to	understand	self-preservation	as	a	motive	for	lying,	it
assumes	a	level	of	complexity	when	the	liar	lies	to	everyone.	Usually,	there’s	a
friend,	confidante,	priest,	or	therapist	with	whom	the	liar	would	be	honest.	But
sometimes,	the	scenario	is	devoid	of	honesty.

Lie	to	wife:	“I’m	not	having	an	affair.”
Lie	to	girlfriend:	“I	plan	to	marry	you.”
Lie	to	friends:	“I	would	never	cheat	on	my	wife.”



Lie	to	friends:	“I	would	never	cheat	on	my	wife.”
Why	would	an	individual	such	as	this,	who’s	having	an	affair,	lie	to

everyone?	There	are	four	possibilities:

	He	can’t	tell	the	truth,	meaning	he	has	some	form	of	anti-social	personality
disorder.

	He’s	so	ashamed,	that	the	truth	hurts	no	matter	who	hears	it.
	He	has	something	to	hide	that	no	one	can	know	about.
	His	behavior	is	so	abhorrent	to	him	and	incompatible	with	his	core	beliefs
he	is	compelled	to	create	a	fiction	to	function	in	normal	life.

Another	reason	to	lie	is	to	be	polite,	which	again	can	be	a	form	of	love.
“Honey,	do	these	pants	make	my	butt	look	big?”	invites	a	wisecrack	such	as
“No.	But	your	butt	sure	makes	those	pants	look	small.”	Most	people	would
probably	agree	that	it’s	more	polite	to	say	something	further	from	the	truth:
“No.”

Sometimes,	it’s	just	easier	to	lie	than	it	is	to	tell	the	truth.	Again,	this	could	be
a	form	of	self-love.	When	people	who	don’t	know	my	friend	Kay	very	well	ask
how	her	husband	died,	she	might	say	simply,	“He	was	sick	for	a	long	time.”	She
invites	pity,	confusion,	and	painful	questions	if	she	spills	the	facts:	“He	died	of	a
self-inflicted	gunshot	wound	to	the	head.”

Another	love-based	lie	might	be	to	protect	someone	else.	It’s	the	case	of	the
little	boy	who	takes	the	blame	for	breaking	a	window	to	protect	his	friend	from
getting	beaten	by	a	cruel	dad.

A	lie	rooted	in	hate	could	involve	a	country,	ideology,	person—all	the	same
categories	that	a	lie	of	love	involves.	A	soldier	will	lie	to	help	destroy	an	enemy.
A	business	executive	might	lie	to	damage	a	competitor.	I	know	of	a	woman	who
lied	about	her	estranged	husband	molesting	their	children.	She	wanted	him	out
of	her	and	her	children’s	lives	so	desperately	that	she	fabricated	his	abusive
behavior.

Finally,	people	lie	for	personal	gain,	or	greed.	Exaggerations	on	a	resume,
inflated	deductions	on	a	tax	return,	and	glossy	stories	of	your	days	as	a	college
athlete—all	are	lies	that	“everybody”	tells.

If	you	have	children,	I’ll	put	money	on	the	fact	that	you	taught	them	to	lie.
From	“tell	him	I’m	not	home”	when	you	get	a	call	from	someone	you	want	to
avoid	to	“tell	Great	Aunt	Hazel	how	nice	she	looks”	when	she	shows	up	for
dinner	wearing	two	different	shoes,	you	condition	your	children	to	lie	to	be



polite,	for	self-preservation,	and	so	on.	You	don’t	want	your	6-year-old	to	blurt
out	in	the	grocery	store,	“But,	Mom,	I	couldn’t	reach	the	cereal	because	that	fat
woman	was	standing	in	front	of	it.”

Regardless	of	why	you	lie,	the	lie	itself	causes	stress.	It	doesn’t	matter	if	your
motivation	is	thoroughly	decent,	such	as	a	lie	to	protect	your	family	from	harm.
There	is	an	incompatibility	between	what	you’re	doing	and	what	your	brain	is
telling	you	to	do.	So	what	about	the	case	of	the	best-in-class	liars:	psychopaths?
Well,	they	might	not	care	about	social	pressure	or	hurting	others,	but	they	still
have	the	self	preservation	genes	so	their	stress	is	caused	by	fear	of	discovery	and
consequence	to	self.

THE	MECHANICS	OF	LYING
There	are	two	different	ways	at	looking	at	the	mechanics	of	lying.	The	first	is

the	type	of	lie,	and	the	second,	the	way	it’s	told	and/or	covered	up.

TYPES	OF	LIES

People	tell	lies	in	four	basic	ways:	They	omit,	commit,	embellish	the	truth,
and	transfer.

	Omission:	Why	did	you	start	your	own	business?	“I	felt	stifled	working	for
such	a	big	company,	so	I	took	my	good	ideas	and	struck	out	on	my	own.”
You	omit	the	part	about	being	fired.
	Commission:	Why	did	you	start	your	own	business?	“Customers	told	me	I
was	the	reason	they	were	so	loyal	to	the	company	and	they’d	rather	deal
with	me	directly.”	Hogwash.	An	even	more	common	style	of	lying	by
“commission,”	or	pure	fabrication,	is	through	a	simple	denial	or
affirmation:	Did	you	finance	your	new	business	with	your	own	money?
You	say	“yes”	even	though	the	money	came	from	your	husband’s	trust
fund.
	Embellishment:	Why	did	you	start	your	own	business?	“I	had	the	best
sales	record	in	the	company	and	knew	I	could	succeed	on	my	own.”	True,
except	that	19	people	shared	“the	best	sales	record	in	the	company.”
	Transference:	Why	did	you	start	your	own	business?	“My	research
showed	that	a	community	like	this	really	needs	the	service.”	Actually,	it
was	your	friend’s	research	about	his	community,	which	is	a	lot	like	yours.
Transference	simply	means	you	take	a	slice	of	someone	else’s	truth	and
make	it	your	own.	It’s	a	tough	lie	to	defend	because	you’re	pulling	a	story



out	of	context.	Making	up	the	details	can	be	tough	unless	you	know	the
other	person’s	life	extremely	well.

My	friend	dated	a	successful	salesman	who	commonly	lied	through
transference.	After	a	few	months,	she	called	him	on	it.	He’d	laugh	and	tell	her	to
lighten	up.	He	viewed	his	lying	as	a	kind	of	party	trick—pure	entertainment.
One	evening	in	the	company	of	some	people	he’d	never	met	before,	he	described
a	battle	he’d	supposedly	been	part	of	in	Vietnam.	People	asked	questions
focused	directly	on	the	story,	so	he	got	away	with	his	vivid	descriptions	woven
out	of	the	details	of	someone	else’s	life.	Two	types	of	questions	could	have
easily	tripped	him	up:	something	that	plunged	him	into	another	context	related	to
the	story,	or	something	involving	pure	conjecture	that	was	related	to	the	story.
For	example,	“What	was	your	basic	training	like?”	is	something	the	liar	would
have	trouble	answering	if	he’d	never	been	in	the	military.	And	a	question
involving	speculation—“What	do	you	think	would	have	happened	if	the	Viet
Cong	troops	had	seen	you?”—could	cause	him	to	trail	off,	change	the	subject,	or
make	up	something	ridiculous	on	the	fly.	And	if	you’re	studying	his	face	and
body	for	signs	of	lying,	you	might	notice	that,	instead	of	signaling	that	he’s
thinking	creatively,	he’s	actually	accessing	a	memory.	That’s	a	sure	sign	that
whatever	he	says	next	is	part	of	a	rehearsed	story.	Even	without	reading	the
sections	on	body	language	indicators,	you	would	easily	recognize	differences	in
behaviors	as	the	stress	of	something	he	had	not	considered	about	the	story	came
up.	His	“cover	story”	would	have	gaps.

Cover	stories	come	apart,	which	is	why	trained	soldiers	rarely	use	lies	of
transference	or	of	commission.	It	is	too	easy	to	break	the	liar	by	questioning
details.	Legendary	German	interrogator	Haans	Scharff—the	father	of	modern
non-coercive	interrogation,	and,	oddly	enough,	the	creator	of	all	those	murals	in
Cinderella’s	Castle	in	Disneyworld—demonstrated	this	time	after	time.	Scharff
developed	soft	interrogation	techniques	to	earn	prisoners’	trust	that	often
succeeded	because	of	his	attention	to	details.	For	example,	he	had	personally
traveled	extensively	in	Europe	and	knew	train	schedules,	distances,	and	other
details	that	he	ultimately	used	to	shred	the	stories	of	captured	Allied	soldiers.	For
this	reason,	I’ve	always	taught	my	interrogation	students	that	there	are	no	useless
bits	of	information.

You	will	simplify	your	life	enormously	if	you	eliminate	complete	fabrication
from	your	repertoire.	It’s	relatively	easy	to	spot,	as	you	will	soon	see,	and	very
tough	to	defend	with	credible	details.	I’m	going	to	teach	you	to	read	body
language	that	will	help	you	tear	that	kind	of	liar	apart.	But	in	Section	V	on	self-
defense,	I	will	also	give	you	steps	to	turning	the	details	of	a	lie	into	“truth”	in



your	head—tricks	of	the	pros,	such	as	field	operatives	for	intelligence	agencies
and	undercover	cops.

I	would	not	advocate	total	elimination	of	omission	and	embellishment.	These
brands	of	lying	are	a	fact	of	life	that	help	human	beings	deal	with	myriad
challenges.	It’s	better	than	letting	your	mouth	say	whatever	your	brain	thinks.
That’s	what	children	do	before	they	learn	social	skills.	They	have	no	filter,	no
private	thoughts.	Habitually	engaging	in	a	childlike	“radical	honesty,”	a	concept
described	by	Brad	Blanton	in	a	book	of	the	same	name	(Dell,	1996),	will	hurt
people	and	alienate	even	close	friends—for	what	reason?

Do	take	a	hard	look	at	why	you	want	to	lie	by	omission	or	embellishment,
though.	Both	can	strain	relationships	to	the	breaking	point	if	they	violate
expectations,	or	entitlements.	Fidelity	is	a	common	entitlement,	even	if	the
couple	doesn’t	have	a	marriage	contract	that	specifies	it.	A	woman	asking	her
fiancé,	“Did	you	see	your	ex-girlfriend	when	you	were	in	San	Antonio?”	most
likely	doesn’t	want	a	“yes”	or	“no.”	She	expects	you	to	know	that	the	word	see
really	means	“have	sexual	contact	with,”	so	your	answer	better	be	complete
enough	to	address	that	question.	When	you	say	“yes”	and	leave	it	at	that,	it	can
be	a	fact	that	sounds	deceitful!	The	elephant	is	in	the	living	room	and	no	one
wants	to	admit	it.

Exercise
As	you	watch	television	or	a	video	one	evening,	make	a	list	of	the	types	of
lies	the	characters	introduce	(self-preservation,	polite,	and	so	forth).	How
did	the	type	of	lie	affect	your	perception	of	the	character?	How	did	it	affect
the	character(s)	to	whom	the	lie	was	told?

TOOLS	OF	THE	LIAR
(GOOD	AND	BAD;	INTENTIONAL	AND	UNINTENTIONAL)

Redirect
Have	you	ever	watched	a	magician	and	wondered:	How	did	he	do	that?	The

answer	is	very	simple:	A	magician	takes	your	attention	away	from	the	real
action.	He	might	make	wild	movements	with	one	hand	while	the	other	does	the
subtle	work,	or	drop	something	to	draw	away	your	attention	in	the	same	way	a
pick-pocket	bumps	into	you	while	the	other	takes	your	wallet.	Good	liars	use
redirects	in	the	same	way.	Here	are	a	few	examples.

A	redirect	manipulates	your	focus.	It	may	take	your	attention	off	of	a	lie,	or



A	redirect	manipulates	your	focus.	It	may	take	your	attention	off	of	a	lie,	or
move	your	attention	to	a	subject	the	person	has	no	need	to	lie	about.	Passion,
turmoil,	and	clever	use	of	language	are	a	few	big	ways	to	effect	a	redirect.	This
list	is	by	no	means	complete	but	a	good	introduction	to	the	tools	of	a	good	liar.
Passion	may	mean	sexual	energy.	At	the	same	time	your	girlfriend	lies	to	you

about	where	she	was	last	night,	she	puts	her	hand	on	your	leg	and	draws	close	to
you.	One	of	the	things	young,	male	interrogators	have	to	learn	is	that	women
often	lie	the	same	way	they	seduce.	A	man	might	use	the	same	technique,	of
course,	particularly	with	a	woman	who	is	naively	devoted	to	him.	Passion	can
also	mean	anger,	disgust,	heartbreak,	and	so	on;	it	encompasses	any	powerful
emotion	or	drive	that	stops	you	from	thinking	about	the	issue	at	hand.	Any
thinking	person	will	fall	for	fewer	lies	than	a	reactive	person;	the	passion
engendered	by	fury	prevents	all	but	the	unattached	viewer	from	seeing	the
details.	Think	of	all	of	the	types	of	passion	that	force	you	to	respond
emotionally:	pity,	anger,	sorrow,	fear.	A	child	does	an	unsophisticated	version	of
this	when	she	tilts	her	head	and	looks	up	at	you	with	a	hint	of	fear	in	her	eyes,	as
though	you	are	mean	and	overbearing.	Make	your	own	list	and	look	for	the
redirects	of	passion.
Turmoil	would	be	the	one	you	would	associate	most	with	people	who	have

some	kind	of	mental	imbalance.	I	do	not	mean	the	institutionalized	mentally	ill;	I
mean	“crazy”	in	the	pop-culture	sense.	They	go	into	their	crazy	brain	and	bring
you	along	with	them.	The	facts	become	a	flurry.	They	stop	talking	coherently,
confusing	words	and	concepts	to	the	point	where	they	are	impossible	to	follow.
Other	ways	to	effect	turmoil	are	turning	the	tables	erratically	and	making	“it”	all
about	you,	and	dismissing	the	question	or	issue	as	though	it	were	nonsense.	It’s	a
technique	to	drive	you	into	feeling	guilty,	inadequate,	angry,	or	anything	other
than	focused	on	the	subject	matter	of	the	lie.	Whether	they	do	it	intentionally	or
it	happens	to	be	their	default	behavior	when	they	lie,	they	prey	on	your
emotional	response	to	the	turmoil	they	create.
Clever	use	of	language	is	a	deliberate	redirect	tactic;	it	requires	thinking.	This

may	involve	changing	the	subject	to	one	that	instantly	fuels	your	emotions,
whipping	you	with	details	to	obscure	the	issue,	or	giving	you	high-level	answers
that	“rise	above”	the	issue.	I	saw	a	public	relations	consultant	use	that	last	one	in
a	meeting	when	her	client	asked	her	to	quantify	her	value	to	the	organization.
She	soared	right	up	to	the	stratosphere	with	an	inspiring	description	of	the	role	of
PR	in	building	and	protecting	reputation.	What	the	client	wanted	was	“How
many	press	mentions	did	we	get	for	our	$5,000?”

A	subset	of	redirect	is	something	I	call	“the	crusade,”	and	it’s	epitomized	by
disgraced	Evangelical	pastor	Ted	Haggard.	At	the	time	of	the	first	printing	of



disgraced	Evangelical	pastor	Ted	Haggard.	At	the	time	of	the	first	printing	of
this	book,	Haggard	held	a	reputation	as	one	of	the	most	staunchly	anti-gay
Evangelical	Christian	leaders	in	the	country.	Why	did	he	cover	up	a	long	running
sexual	relationship	with	a	male	escort,	from	whom	he	bought	crystal
methamphetamine?	In	large	part,	the	former	minister	was	using	the	best	of
redirects:	an	apparent	hatred	of	a	lifestyle	that	caused	few	to	question.	This
crusade	often	made	me	think	that	he	“doth	protest	too	much.”	Self-loathing	can
be	the	worst	kind	of	impetus	to	lie,	generating	wildly	irrational	passion	to	protect
others	from	knowing	about	the	secret.

Redirects	are	one	way	of	taking	attention	away	from	the	details.	I	offer	a	short
list	here.	There	are	many	more	items	on	a	complete	one,	so	look	for	others	and
start	your	own	list.	Realize	that	humans	are	creatures	of	habit,	and	any	habit	that
is	rewarded	will	become	part	of	the	future	repertoire.	Once	the	habit	is	ingrained
into	the	personal	suite	of	tools,	the	person	will	polish	the	delivery	and	create	a
mechanism	for	its	use.	Like	every	other	thing	a	person	does	that	releases
endorphins	and	delivers	reward,	it	will	become	ritualized.

Any	style	of	redirect	may	have	a	ritual	associated	with	it	and,	once	you	spot
it,	you	have	a	signal	that	the	person	may	have	just	lied	to	you,	or	may	be	trying
to	take	you	off	the	subject	to	avoid	lying	to	you.	It	may	be	something	the	person
has	done	since	he	was	a	kid—a	habit	that	developed	that	led	to	the	reward	of
getting	away	with	a	lie.	In	other	cases,	it	may	be	a	direct	response	to	something
you	did:	You	may	have	triggered	a	particular	kind	of	response	because	you	did
something	that	reminded	him	of	his	mother	or	the	mean	fourth-grade	teacher.

Unintentional	Cues
While	the	tools	of	the	liar	I	listed	are	most	often	intentional	in	the	beginning

and	then	become	so	ritualized	they	are	just	normal	for	the	liar,	the	next	set	is
rarely	intentional.	These	are	the	brain’s	own	self-preservation	tools,	and	the
brain’s	owner	might	not	even	realize	he	or	she	is	using	them.	Just	by	having
knowledge	of	this	set	of	tools	you	will	have	the	upper	hand	on	the	liar.

Pronoun	Use	and	Blame	Sharing
Use	of	pronouns	is	telling	in	conversation.	Most	people	will	use	first-person

pronouns	when	discussing	any	story,	issue,	or	problem	to	illustrate	their	thoughts
about	the	story	and	how	they	interfaced.	When	I	hear	a	shift	from	first	person	to
other	than	first	person,	I	immediately	dig	deeper.	As	a	person	grinds	along	in	his
story,	telling	me	about	the	events	of	the	day,	and	every	sentence	starts	with	“I”
until	he	gets	to	a	particular	incident—and	then	he	shifts	to	“she”	or	“he.”	That’s



when	the	digging	starts.	I	wonder	why	another	person’s	actions	take	center	stage
all	of	a	sudden,	or	why	the	spotlight	needs	to	be	shared.	Is	there	blame	to	be
cast?	Deception	at	play?	Regardless	of	the	reason,	the	shift	merits	your	attention.

People	often	use	the	word	I	in	telling	stories.	When	you	hear	I	in	every
sentence	until	something	goes	wrong,	it	is	a	good	indicator	of	blame	sharing.
Pay	close	attention	to	when	then	person	uses	I	versus	we.	Often	the	good	things
happen	to	I	and	the	bad	ones	to	we.	This	shift	suggests	all	negative	things	happen
when	others	are	involved	and	the	person	has	difficulty	with	responsibility.

Incongruent	Messages
Headline	News	sent	me	footage	of	the	interrogation	of	Ryan	Brunn,	accused

of	murdering	a	7-year-old	girl.	In	the	course	of	the	polygraph	session,	Brunn
blurted	out,	“I’m	a	good	person,	but	I	did	not	kill	that	girl.”	This	is	like	the	little
kid	saying,	“Mommy,	I	eat	my	vegetables,	but	I	didn’t	put	the	peas	on	the	floor.”
The	brain	is	simultaneously	focused	on	an	assertion	of	goodness	and	a	false
denial,	and	the	result	is	an	incongruous	statement.	This	wrong	choice	of	words
can	be	indicative	of	misuse	of	concept	or	word	in	the	past,	but	it	surely	gets	my
attention	immediately	to	ask:	“Didn’t	you	mean	to	say	and?”	It	is	a	good	sign
something	is	wrong	in	the	story.

Push-Pull
When	I	hear	words	such	as	I	am	telling	you	the	honest	truth,	my	alarm

immediately	goes	off.	This	push-pull	says	to	me:	If	this	is	the	honest	truth,	then
what	is	the	dishonest	truth?	All	heavy	conditioning	of	absolute	values	such	as
“completely	right”	is	the	equivalent	of	“very	pregnant.”	You	either	are,	or	you
aren’t.

Projection
My	friend	Woody,	who	is	58,	decided	he	would	get	on	Facebook	and	find	old

friends.	Peggy,	a	girlfriend	from	25	years	ago,	found	him	and,	after	a	few
friendly	exchanges,	told	him	one	of	her	children	was	his.	When	they	had	been
together,	she	already	had	two	children;	she	had	a	third	child	after	they	dated.	She
invited	him	to	come	and	meet	his	daughter,	without	breaking	it	to	the	girl	that	he
was	coming	or	who	he	was.	Stepping	into	fatherhood	with	pride	and
commitment,	he	came	into	the	young	woman’s	life	and	attended	her	wedding,
and	she	embraced	him	as	her	long-lost	father.

She	lied.	My	friend	was	not	the	girl’s	father.	The	question	is,	how	did	she	reel
him	into	her	lie	so	deeply	when	he	could	have	spotted	it	so	easily?	The	answer:



him	into	her	lie	so	deeply	when	he	could	have	spotted	it	so	easily?	The	answer:
projection.

Here’s	the	interesting	piece:	This	is	not	a	deranged	or	financially	needy
woman.	She	had	raised	three	seemingly	well-adjusted	children	who	are	now
happily	married.	They	apparently	felt	love,	security,	and	consistency—three
things	that	children	need	to	develop	into	psychologically	healthy	human	beings.
Professionally,	she	is	a	great	success	as	a	nurse	and	has	received	numerous
commendations	through	the	years	for	her	intelligent	and	selfless	acts.

While	I	was	not	in	the	conversations,	one	effective	tool	she	could	easily	have
used	is	his	projection	onto	the	picture.	She	picks	up	on	his	one	regret	in	life:	not
having	children.	She	plays	to	that	by	allowing	him	a	fiction.

Woman:	I	regret	I	never	went	on	to	medical	school.	How	about	you?
Woody:	Well,	my	career	is	just	about	perfect.	No	regrets	there.
Woman:	What	about	personal?
Woody:	You	know,	I	would	have	liked	to	have	had	kids.
Woman:	Maybe	you	do.
Woody:	Nope.	Pretty	sure	I	don’t.
Woman:	Have	I	told	you	about	my	daughter	Sally?

By	doing	a	slight	redirect	and	leaving	the	unanswered	comment	on	the	table,
the	woman	has	left	the	answer	open	to	interpretation.	By	filling	this	need,	she
allows	Woody	to	complete	his	own	story.	The	steps	from	there	can	include
simple	deception	(never	denying	it)	or	outright	lying	(fabricating	details,
omitting	fact,	and	so	on).

At	any	rate,	the	real	magic	is	allowing	the	victim	of	the	lie	to	craft	his	own
answers.	She	in	effect	lets	him	work	for	her.

Ask	yourself	how	often	you	fill	in	the	blanks	for	the	liar.	The	more	detail	he
must	give	you,	the	harder	it	is	to	lie.	The	less	detail	you	require,	the	easier	it	is	to
walk	away.	When	you	project	what	you	are	seeing	or	hearing,	you	are	setting
yourself	up	for	failure.	Projection	means	you	are	making	a	determination	about
the	facts	based	on	what	you	need	or	what	is	in	your	head.	Stop!

The	story	of	Woody	is	a	complicated	one	that	presents	myriad	opportunities
to	look	at	how	to	spot	a	liar,	so	I	will	return	to	it—with	many	more	details—in
upcoming	chapters.

Text	Bridges



Jack	Schafer,	a	psychologist	who	served	as	a	behavioral	analyst	for	the	FBI,
coined	the	phrase	text	bridges	to	describe	sentence	construction	that	allows	a
person	to	skip	from	one	topic	to	another.	(“Let	Their	Words	Do	the	Talking,”
Psychology	Today,	March	6,	2011).	They	show	up	in	conversation	when
someone	wants	to	skip	over	details,	so	use	of	them	isn’t	necessarily	linked	to
deception.	In	you	are	interviewing	someone	for	a	job	or	discussing	a	touchy
subject,	though,	text	bridges	can	signal	a	lie.

They	fall	into	three	categories:	subordinating	words,	adverbial	conjunctives,
and	transition	words.

Schafer’s	list	of	subordinating	words	includes	the	following:	after,	although,
as	if,	as	long	as,	because,	before,	even	though,	if,	in	order,	that,	since,	so,	than,
through,	unless,	until,	when,	where,	wherever,	and	while.	For	example,	a	robbery
suspect	might	tell	the	police:	“After	I	got	to	the	store,	I	found	the	cashier	on	the
floor.”	This	statement	omits	the	fact	that	the	cashier	wasn’t	on	the	floor	when	the
robbery	suspect	arrived.

Adverbial	conjunctives	link	ideas	that	don’t	belong	together	in	sequence.
Some	of	them	are	accordingly,	however,	besides,	nevertheless,	consequently,
otherwise,	again,	indeed,	also,	moreover,	finally,	therefore,	furthermore,	then,
and	thus.	They	are	a	great	tool	for	omitting	salient	facts.	For	example,	“I	was
sitting	in	my	car	at	a	red	light	and	then	he	started	swearing	at	me.”	The	driver
leaves	out	the	fact	that	she	had	cut	the	guy	off	in	traffic	a	minute	before.

Transition	words	can	help	create	time	gaps,	among	other	things.	Examples	of
time-related	transition	words	are	before,	during,	after,	since,	and	meanwhile.	A
careless	driver	is	using	this	style	of	transition	in	this	sentence:	“I	saw	the	school
crossing	sign.	Before	I	proceeded	through	the	crosswalk,	I	looked	to	make	sure
no	one	was	about	to	step	off	the	curb.	Suddenly,	this	kid	started	banging	on	the
hood	of	my	car.”	The	cover-up	is	that	the	driver	didn’t	come	to	a	complete	stop,
as	required	by	law,	before	moving	into	the	crosswalk,	and	a	kid	running	into	the
crosswalk	nearly	got	hit.

Manipulations	of	words	and	sentences	in	this	manner	remind	me	of	how
Barry	Minkow	describes	fraud	in	his	book	Cleaning	Up:	One	Man’s	Seductive
Journal	through	the	World	of	Corporate	Crime	(Thomas	Nelson,	2005,	p.	65):
“Fraud	is	the	skin	of	the	truth	stuffed	with	a	lie.”	He	ought	to	know.	The	Ponzi
scheme	he	concocted	when	he	was	just	20	years	old	is	one	of	the	largest
investment	frauds	ever	committed	by	a	single	person;	he	is	now	back	in	prison,
having	perpetrated	a	fraud	five	times	the	size	of	his	initial	crime.



Clutter
Good	storytellers	have	a	gift	for	lying	by	stuffing	so	much	detail	into	an

answer	that	the	clutter	of	facts	distracts	you	from	the	lies.	Ask	a	question	such	as
“How	was	your	drive	to	Chicago?”	and	you	hear	about	weather,	road	conditions,
trucks	on	the	road,	scenery,	and	the	driver	in	a	red	Subaru	that	looked	like	a
zombie.	If	you	listen	carefully,	tucked	into	the	description	of	the	scenery	might
be	an	embellishment	about	a	mansion	along	the	side	of	the	road.	That’s	a	fairly
innocent	lie,	but	if	you	pay	attention	to	politicians	with	a	gift	for	storytelling,
you	will	hear	how	smoothly	they	can	slip	distorted	“facts”	into	their	vote-for-me
speeches.

Answer	the	Question—Nothing	More,	Nothing	Less
A	secret	service	agent	was	briefing	state	police	and	hotel	security	as	part	of

the	preparation	for	the	arrival	of	the	president	of	the	United	States.	In	walked	the
hotel’s	general	manager.	Going	through	his	mental	checklist,	the	secret	service
agent	questioned,	“How	many	doors	need	to	be	secured	before	the	president
arrives?”

The	general	manager	spoke	up:	“All	of	them.”
The	jugular	vein	in	the	agent’s	neck	nearly	exploded:	“What	the	hell	have	all

you	people	been	doing?	Get	on	it!”
One	of	the	members	of	hotel	security	spoke	up,	“No,	sir,	there	must	be	some

mistake.	We’ve	already	done	the	walk-through	with	your	folks	and	locked	all
unguarded	entrances	and	exits.”

“Who’s	lying	to	me	here?”	barked	the	agent.
The	answer	is	that	the	general	manager	is	a	binary	thinker	who	answered	the

question	honestly.	In	his	mind,	the	president	is	coming	so	all	doors	need	to	be
secured.	The	agent	hadn’t	asked	how	many	how	many	doors	remained	unsecured
or	how	many	doors	had	already	been	secured.

I	once	heard	the	president	of	a	company	do	this	deliberately.	Right	after	a	big
chunk	of	the	workforce	had	received	layoff	notices,	one	of	his	directors	asked
him	if	there	were	any	positions	her	assistant	could	apply	for	in	another	part	of
the	company	because	her	department	had	been	hit	hard	with	cuts.	He	calmly
took	a	folder	off	his	desk,	opened	it,	and	said,	“Yes,	there	are	two.”

She	could	apply	for	them,	of	course,	but	to	no	avail.	One	was	so	far	below	her
pay	grade,	she	could	never	have	lived	on	the	salary,	and	the	other	required	a
college	education,	which	she	didn’t	have.	Rather	than	state	that,	he	allowed	the



inevitable	to	happen.	His	director	went	back	to	her	assistant	and	announced
optimistically	that	there	were	two	positions	she	could	apply	for.

Someone	who	uses	this	style	of	lying	is	either	naturally	a	binary	thinker	or
has	a	proclivity	for	passive-aggressive	behavior—or	both.	In	the	case	of	the
boss,	it	was	a	passive-aggressive	streak	that	kept	him	out	of	overt	confrontations,
but	ultimately	made	people	mistrustful	of	him,	and	for	very	good	reason.

Answering	a	Different	Question
Your	wife	left	for	the	gym	four	hours	ago	and	has	just	returned	home.	You

say,	“Where	were	you?	I	was	starting	to	get	worried.”
“I	did	a	really	strenuous	workout.	You	know,	the	kind	that	makes	you	want	to

sit	in	the	Jacuzzi	for	an	hour.”
“You’ve	been	gone	for	four	hours.	Were	you	at	the	gym	all	that	time?”
“Before	I	did	my	weight	workout,	I	did	a	long	cardio	session.	They	have	a

new	treadmill	and	it	does	all	kinds	of	inclines,	measures	your	heart	rate,	gives
you	readings	on	body	composition—it’s	totally	amazing.”

A	lot	of	people	do	this	and	they	have	no	intention	of	telling	a	lie;	it’s	as
though	they	aren’t	really	listening	to	your	question.	Used	deliberately,	however,
it’s	one	way	to	wear	out	the	questioner	in	the	hope	that	he	will	simply	stop
asking	for	the	answer	you	don’t	want	to	give.	Learning	to	baseline,	to	look	for
deviation	is	the	key,	and	you	will	get	detailed	guidance	on	how	to	do	that	in	the
upcoming	chapters.

THE	STYLES	OF	LYING
In	the	early	1970s	Richard	Bandler	and	John	Grinder	conducted	research	at

the	University	of	California	that	led	to	neurolinguistic	programming	(NLP).	It’s
valuable	in	understanding	how	people	absorb	and	sort	information,	and,	as	a
corollary,	how	they	lie.	A	key	concept	in	NLP	is	that	the	ability	to	establish
rapport	with	others	supersedes	natural	intelligence	and	formal	education	in
helping	a	person	achieve	success.	You	can	define	success	broadly	as	in	“a
successful	life”	or	you	can	narrow	it	down	to	“a	successful	cold	call”	or
“successfully	cheating	on	your	spouse.”	But	the	core	concept	here	is	rapport.	To
establish	rapport	you	have	use	the	most	ideal	information	channel	for	the
individual.	Next,	you	need	to	adapt	to	the	way	a	person	sorts	information.

So	how	a	person	lies,	or	really	how	well	a	person	lies,	depends	on	these
rapport	skills.	How	well	a	person	interrogates	also	depends	on	these	rapport
skills.



skills.

ACCESS	SENSES

The	primary	information	channels,	or	access	senses,	are	visual,	auditory,	and
kinesthetic.	Most	people	respond	to	visual	stimuli	more	keenly	than	the	others,
but	there	are	people	for	whom	hearing	or	feeling	something	leaves	a	stronger
impression.	In	the	next	chapter,	I	take	a	closer	look	these	channels	and	how	they
interplay	with	the	way	a	person	remembers	experiences—that	is,	by	sequence,
time,	or	event.	To	describe	how	you	sort	information	in	real-time,	I’m	going	to
use	a	different	set	of	criteria,	but	you’ll	later	see	how	they	come	together	to
define	you	as	a	sequence-,	time-,	or	event-driven	person.

SORTING	STYLES

In	Rangers	Lead	the	Way	(Adams	Media,	2003),	former	U.S.	Army	Ranger
and	leadership	consultant	Dean	Hohl	gives	a	straightforward	list	of	sorting	styles
(pp.	170–171).	These	are	either/or	choices.	As	you	go	through	them,	pick	the
ones	that	describe	you	and	think	of	someone	you	know—someone	you	have	a
hard	time	communicating	with—and	pick	the	ones	that	you	think	best	describe
him	or	her:

	Large	chunk—big	picture.
	Small	chunk—detail-oriented.
	Sequential—orderly,	process-oriented.
	Random—juggler,	productive	in	spite	of	a	messy	desk.
	Positive—optimist.
	Negative—pessimist.
	Sameness—picks	up	similarities	and	patterns.
	Difference—picks	up	contrasts.
	Past—oriented	toward	what	happened	before.
	Present—oriented	toward	today.
	Future—oriented	toward	tomorrow.
	I—definite	sense	of	self-worth	and	own	ideas.
	We—prefers	confirmation	from	others.
	Polarity	responder—offers	alternatives,	plays	“devil’s	advocate.”



	Conformity	responder—more	likely	to	agree	than	offer	alternatives.
	Approach—actively	curious,	moves	toward	the	unknown.
	Avoidance—inhibited,	moves	away	from	the	unknown.

Let’s	say	our	suspected	liar	is	kinesthetic,	who	is	a	large-chunk,	random	sort
of	guy,	and	he’s	trying	to	impress	you	by	talking	about	cars	he’s	owned—or	says
he	owned.	His	Porsche	cornered	beautifully	at	75	miles	an	hour,	it	went	from
zero	to	60	in	a	few	seconds,	and	on	and	on.	You,	on	the	other	hand,	are	a	visual
person,	who	tends	to	be	a	sequential,	small	chunker.	You	ask	him	what	color	the
car	was,	to	describe	the	interior,	how	much	trunk	space	he	had—and	he	fumbles.
The	lack	of	rapport	didn’t	necessarily	make	you	doubt	his	story,	but	when	you
pursued	more	information	based	on	your	access	sense	and	your	sorting	style,	his
Porsche	didn’t	sound	so	real	anymore.

As	an	interrogator,	these	differences	may	help	you	spot	a	lie,	but	to	extract
information,	you’ll	probably	want	to	build	rapport	with	your	source.	Your
baselining	questions	need	to	give	you	information	about	his	access	sense	and
sorting	style,	so	that	you	talk	to	him	on	his	own	terms.

As	these	two	tools	of	analysis	suggest,	communication	isn’t	just	verbal.
Words	are	just	one	common	system	of	auditory	symbols	to	transmit	an	idea	from
one	person	to	another.	A	handshake	is	a	kinesthetic	symbol.	A	wink	is	a	visual
symbol.	Perfume	is	an	olfactory	communication.	None	has	an	absolute	meaning.
They	can	be	misconstrued	not	only	because	of	differences	in	access	and	sorting
style,	but	also	because	people	have	connotations	or	idiosyncratic	associations	for
symbols.	These	may	have	more	weight	in	their	mind	than	the	denotations.	For
example,	I	associate	perfume	with	flirting,	probably	because	women	in	the
military	didn’t	wear	perfume	unless	they	were	socializing	off-duty.	The	first
time	I	realized	the	important	of	connotations	was	in	ninth	grade	when	my
English	teacher,	Shepherd	Chuites	announced,	“It	makes	me	angry	as	heck	when
someone	offers	a	home	for	sale	in	the	newspaper.	You	can’t	sell	a	home.	You
can	sell	a	house.”	The	point	stuck	with	me	the	rest	of	my	life.

People	can	mean	different	things	by	different	symbols	because	each	of	us	has
filters.	Filters	are	sensory,	cultural,	religious,	ethnic,	physical,	racial—the	litany
can	go	on	and	on.	A	person	smelling	of	cigarettes	might	strike	you	as	careless,
repulsive,	and	nervous	because	those	are	traits	you	associate	with	smoking.
Subliminally,	you	might	value	what	that	person	says	less	than	the	statements	of
someone	who	has	no	odor.	That	individual	could	have	the	most	profound
insights	of	anyone	you	have	ever	met,	but	your	filters	prevent	you	from



absorbing	his	wisdom.	Many	people	in	the	South,	people	who	were	my
neighbors	when	I	was	a	small	child,	could	not	see	Martin	Luther	King	for	the
man	of	greatness	that	he	was.	To	them,	he	was	black,	so	he	couldn’t	possibly	say
anything	relevant	or	inspiring	to	white	people.

Whenever	we	do	something	or	learn	something	new,	it	affects	our	filters.
Whenever	we	make	a	decision,	it	limits	another	choice.	Whenever	we	assign	a
meaning	to	a	word,	it	defines	for	us	how	it	can	be	used.	You	have	to	recognize
filters	and	work	with	them	and	through	them	in	applying	interrogation	skills.	If
someone	is	angry,	she’ll	have	a	different	filter	in	hearing	a	piece	of	information
from	someone	who’s	fearful.	A	political	dissident	with	the	same	story	about	a
despot	that	a	party	member	of	the	despot	is	telling	will	have	a	different	take	on
it.	Two	lovers	from	your	past,	one	of	whom	dumped	you	and	one	of	whom	you
dumped,	will	probably	describe	you	in	conflicting	terms.	To	the	human	mind,
perception	is	reality,	and	so	each	of	these	people	at	odds	with	the	information	are
all	telling	what	they	see	as	the	truth.	“Truth,”	then,	is	not	necessarily	what’s	true.
You	want	to	learn	these	techniques	because	you	want	to	know	what’s	true.

Choice	of	a	word	or	phrase	can	enable	a	person	to	lie	more	comfortably,
because	that	word	or	phrase	distances	him	from	an	event.	The	killer’s	filters	stop
him	from	saying	“murder;”	instead,	he	says	“accident.”	On	a	less	dramatic	level,
your	son	might	say,	“Someone	broke	the	window,”	which	doesn’t	pin	the	blame
on	anyone—even	though	he	did	it—but	it	announces	the	event	in	a	non-
judgmental	way.	Often,	this	kind	of	distancing	involves	putting	a	lot	of	filler
words	into	a	sentence	and	omitting	the	words	that	get	to	the	point.	Listen	to	any
politician’s	denial	of	wrongdoing	to	find	a	vivid	illustration.	A	more	common
example	might	be	a	drawn-out	exchange	in	which	one	person	clearly	hopes	that
delaying	a	response	will	take	the	questions	from	a	steady	flow,	to	a	slow	drip,	to
a	stop:

“Did	you	eat	the	cookies?”
“What	cookies?”
“The	Girl	Scout	cookies	in	the	pantry.”
“Aren’t	they	there	anymore?”
“The	Thin	Mints	are	still	there,	but	the	Do-Si-Dos	are	gone.”
“Oh,	the	Thin	Mints	are	still	there?”
“Yeah,	but	the	Do-Si-Dos—oh,	forget	it.”
One	other	thing	to	note	here	is	that	sometimes	people	deliberately	talk

without	having	any	meaning	in	their	words,	but	that	doesn’t	mean	they’re	trying



without	having	any	meaning	in	their	words,	but	that	doesn’t	mean	they’re	trying
to	deceive	you.	It	gives	them	time	to	set	up	an	important	statement,	to	delay
saying	something	when	it’s	clear	the	time	isn’t	right,	or	to	reclaim	a	lost	thought.
Politicians	do	it	with	phrases	such	as,	“The	American	people	need	to	know	that
this	issue	is	one	of	many	that	we	are	giving	serious	consideration	to	in
Congress.”	You	might	have	used	the	device	in	trying	to	back-pedal	away	from	a
marriage	proposal.	And	many	of	us	have	made	sentences	that	meant	nothing
more	than	“blah,	blah,	blah”	when	we	couldn’t	remember	what	we	meant	to	say.
It’s	a	version	of	“uh”	that	gives	a	person	time	to	think.	I	frequently	deal	with
people	in	business	who	can’t	deliver	a	quick	retort.	My	advice	to	them:	If	you
think	it’s	important	to	get	in	the	first	word,	open	your	mouth	with	a	rehearsed
response,	a	space	filler.	You	don’t	have	to	have	your	thought	completely	formed
when	you	start	talking.

PERSONALITY	TYPES

The	last	set	of	criteria	I’ll	give	you	for	analyzing	a	person’s	approach	to
communication	is	the	Myers-Briggs	model	of	personality.	The	value	of	this	is
that	it	may	be	very	familiar	to	you	because	you	took	the	typology	test	at	school
or	work.	I’ll	give	you	an	overview	of	the	four	sets	of	either/or	categories,	and
then	suggest	how	knowing	someone’s	profile	will	help	you	understand	her
approach	to	lying	and	how	you	might	spot	a	lie.	Here’s	an	important	caveat:	I’ve
used	Myers-Briggs	profiles	extensively,	but	I’m	not	an	expert	on	the	theory.
That’s	why	I’ve	asked	Deborah	Singer	Dobson,	a	vice	president	of	human
resources,	author,	and	certified	Myers-Briggs	consultant	since	1989,	for	her
insights	on	what	a	Myers-Briggs	profile	tells	you	about	how	to	spot	a	liar.

Knowing	Myers-Briggs	types	helps	you	establish	how	people	think	more
directly	than	how	they	lie.	Your	ability	to	assess	types	becomes	invaluable	in
establishing	rapport	and	running	approaches,	which	I	cover	later.	A	grasp	of
Myers-Briggs	also	gives	you	an	edge	when	you	decide	to	use	someone’s	style	of
sorting	data	against	him	in	forcing	him	out	of	a	practiced	lie.

Myers-Briggs	takes	four	pairs	of	criteria	to	determine	a	type.	A	thorough	test
is	the	only	true	way	to	determine	your	type.	The	paired	criteria	are:	introverts	vs.
extroverts;	sensing	vs.	intuiting;	thinking	vs.	feeling;	and	judging	vs.	perceiving.
When	determining	the	letter	that	is	used,	each	in	the	pair	is	exclusive	of	the
other.	There	are	also	degrees	of	each,	so	the	test	helps	you	to	understand	how
deeply	ingrained	you	are	in	a	category.	Certain	generalities	will	help	you	get	the
basic	idea.



Extroverts	vs.	Introverts
Do	you	get	your	energy	from	people	or	recharge	you	batteries	through

privacy?	Do	you	prefer	to	focus	on	the	world	outside	or	on	your	own	inner
world?

This	characteristic	is	all	about	where	people	get	their	energy.	Introverts	get
their	energy	from	being	in	their	own	brains	and	inside	themselves,	and	must
recharge	alone	with	their	own	interests	and	hobbies.	They	absolutely	need	their
own	private	space	and	tend	to	need	more	privacy	overall.	High-energy	introverts
will	often	be	seen	mumbling	to	themselves	when	alone.	They	rehearse	what
they’re	going	to	say	before	saying	it.	They	would	prefer	to	watch	any	new
activity	and	have	an	opportunity	to	practice	on	their	own	before	experiencing
something	new.

Extroverts	get	their	energy	from	the	rest	of	the	world	and	from	being	with
other	people.	Strong	extroverts	will	not	engage	in	“alone	activities”	for	long
periods	of	time	and	find	being	at	home,	even	when	sick,	extremely	confining.
Extroverts	are	known	for	“thinking	with	their	mouths”	and	are	known	for
literally	making	it	up	as	it	rolls	off	their	tongue.	They	must	experience	things
and	will	put	themselves	easily	into	new	situations	and	environments	and	tend	to
take	on	more	physical	risks	easily.	Their	body	language	is	generally	easier	to
read	than	that	of	an	introvert,	because	their	body	orientation	is	more	connected
to	the	rest	of	the	world.

Sensing	vs.	Intuiting
This	is	the	category	that	describes	how	you	gather	data.
Sensing	types	take	the	world	as	it	is,	look	for	data,	like	to	build	and	make

things	and	use	their	hands,	and	are	generally	highly	organized	and	systematic.
Sensors	are	viewed	by	others	as	methodical,	realistic,	and	grounded	people	who
make	decisions	based	on	facts.	Intuiting	types	can	view	these	people	as
unimaginative	and	caught	up	in	the	mundane.	Intuiting	types	always	“read
between	the	lines”	and	are	using	their	“sixth	sense”	to	try	to	understand	what	is
not	easily	seen	or	supported	by	data.	They	are	always	about	creating	something
new	or	innovatives	and	generally	are	more	comfortable	with	breaking	rules	if	it
means	developing	something	new.	Sensing	types	can	also	be	very	creative,	but
generally	try	to	solve	problems	that	exist	already	or	are	attached	to	current
technology.

As	an	intuiting	type,	I	find	my	most	brilliant	observations	come	when	I	am
talking	to	someone.	I	may	not	notice	details	of	the	exchange	because	they	just
aren’t	as	important	as	the	ideas	that	surface,	which	I	then	internalize.	Thanks	to



aren’t	as	important	as	the	ideas	that	surface,	which	I	then	internalize.	Thanks	to
the	Army	and	negative	reinforcement	I	got	over	relying	on	intuition,	I	can	see
the	details	of	the	concrete	when	I	really	need	to.	Not	surprisingly,	the	Army	is	a
sensing	organization	and,	like	sensing	individuals,	often	see	intuiting	types	as
flighty.

One	time,	I	had	a	coaching	session	with	four	salesmen,	two	of	whom	were
sensing	individuals	and	two	of	whom	were	intuiting.	The	simulation	centered	on
a	customer	who	wasn’t	particularly	happy.	I	asked	the	first	one,	an	intuitor:
What	does	this	customer	want?	He	said,	“He	wants	us	to	build	on	a	relationship
of	the	past.	He	doesn’t	like	or	trust	us,	but	figures	we’re	the	best	thing	he	has
going	right	now.”	When	I	asked	how	he	knew	that,	he	replied,	“I	don’t	know.”
So	I	probed	further.	He	finally	answered,	“It	isn’t	what	I	heard.	It’s	what	I	didn’t
hear	when	I	asked	questions	that	made	me	conclude	that.”	I	asked	one	of	the
sensing	individuals	the	same	question.	“He	wants	the	product	on	time,	a
particular	service	schedule,	and	a	budget	that	doesn’t	exceed	$100,000.”	Again,	I
asked	the	question	“How	do	you	know	that?”	He	seemed	to	think	that	was	a
dumb	question:	“It’s	what	he	said!”	The	two	types	make	ideal	partners,	but	the
sensing	individual	often	can’t	stand	the	insights	of	an	intuitive	type,	whom	he
sees	as	working	from	voodoo.	On	the	other	hand,	intuitors	get	fed	up	with	the
nitpicking	sensors	who	have	to	have	every	piece	of	hard	data	to	make	a	decision.
Their	view	is	“I’m	smart	enough	to	connect	the	dots.	I	know	what	this	means.”

As	Deborah	Dobson	succinctly	puts	it,	“An	intuitive	type	most	likely
developed	the	microwave	and	VCR,	while	a	sensing	type	most	likely	developed
the	heat	shields	for	the	space	shuttle	and	better	shock	absorbers	for	cars.”

Thinking	vs.	Feeling
First	of	all,	thinking	types	obviously	feel	and	feeling	types	obviously	think.

This	characteristic	is	all	about	how	people	make	decisions,	and	thinkers	value
the	facts.	They	make	decisions	with	their	heads,	whereas	feeling	types	make
decisions	based	on	morals,	values,	norms,	and	generally	how	decisions	will
affect	people	and	how	they	feel	or	live.	Facts	may	play	a	part	in	their	decisions,
but	not	the	pivotal	role.

Both	types	can	get	to	the	same	decision,	just	by	different	methods.	For
instance,	a	T	and	an	F	who	are	married	might	choose	the	same	car,	but	their
reasons	are	different.	The	T	will	do	the	research	and	determine	that	a	particular
car	is	the	right	price,	good	size,	gets	reasonable	gas	mileage,	and	has	an
acceptable	appearance.	Those	things	may	also	have	to	be	true	for	the	F,	but	the
car	also	has	to	make	the	F	feel	good.	It	might	be	like	the	car	the	F’s	parents	had,
and	therefore	represents	something	comfortable.	The	F	would	also	want	to	be



and	therefore	represents	something	comfortable.	The	F	would	also	want	to	be
sure	the	car	came	in	a	desirable	color,	and	maybe	even	that	the	company	itself
could	withstand	scrutiny	as	a	good	corporate	citizen.

Judging	vs.	Perceiving
This	characteristic	is	all	about	how	people	want	to	manage	their	lives.	Judgers

—and	this	should	not	be	construed	as	a	pejorative	designation—lives	their	lives
under	the	conception	that	there	is	a	right	way	for	things	to	occur.	“Right”	in	this
case	means	“structured”	or	“ordered.”	Js	like	their	environment	to	look	like	their
mind:	clean,	orderly,	uncluttered.	They	think	of	work	first,	deadlines	with
consequences,	and	committing	to	a	cause,	goal,	or	calendar.	With	regard	to
organization	skills,	these	are	the	filers.

Perceivers,	on	the	other	hand,	are	pilers.	Offices	and	living	spaces	can	be	a
mess	without	disrupting	the	perceivers’	schedules,	and	deadlines	are
suggestions.	Ps	live	in	a	world	of	possibilities.	Making	one	decision	limits
others,	so	perceiving	types	are	always	rethinking	or	redoing	things.	Ps	are
procrastinators,	not	because	they’re	irresponsible,	but	because	they	feel	they
have	to	wait	until	the	last	possible	minute	in	case	a	really	good	idea	or	new
information	becomes	available	to	help	with	their	decision.	They	get	energy	from
many	things	in	their	life	“staying	open.”	The	proverbial	person	who	believes	that
the	perfect	mate	is	just	around	the	corner	is	most	likely	a	P.

In	Myers-Briggs	circles,	the	joke	is	that	Js	make	lists	and	use	them,	and	Ps
make	lists	and	lose	them.	Js	like	to	know	many	weekends	in	advance	what
they’re	doing,	while	Ps	want	to	wait	until	Saturday	morning	to	determine	what
they’ll	do	that	day,	and	then	again	Sunday	morning	to	determine	what	they’ll	do
then.

My	last	Army	supervisor,	with	whom	I	shared	a	birthday,	was	David
Hastings,	one	of	the	most	knowledgeable	interrogators	I	met	in	my	Army	career.
Dave	was	a	CW5,	the	highest	rank	an	interrogator	in	the	U.S.	Army	can	reach.
He	was	the	scheduler	and	coordinator	for	all	of	our	training—a	classic	J.	Dave
created	all	of	our	transportation	grids	and	support	needs.	He	also	handled
program	coordination.	On	the	other	hand,	I	was	the	content	guy	and	our	front
man.	In	Dave’s	words,	he	was	the	chartsy	graphsy	guy	and	I	was	the	artsy
craftsy	guy.	Together,	we	worked	magic	in	the	interrogation	training	because	of
our	complementary	methods,	and	were	able	to	create	programs	that	brought	in
all	services	and	foreign	armies	as	well.	Dave	had	a	very	orderly	cube,	about
12x12	with	masses	of	books,	charts,	and	tables	all	in	a	neat	row.	He	also	had	a



sign	on	the	wall	that	said:	“work	until	you	fall	down	and	then	pick	weeds.”	My
cube	was	next	to	Dave’s	and	about	12x18.	You	could	rarely	see	the	floor	in	it.	I
stacked	documents	to	about	3-feet	high	and	all	surfaces	had	paper	at	any	given
time.	Once,	after	a	particularly	eye-opening	(for	the	students)	training	session
about	psychology	of	capture,	the	students	identified	him	as	the	Palpatine	and	me
as	Darth	Vader—the	methodical	builder	of	an	empire,	and	the	wielder	of	the
dark	side	of	the	Force	who	was	full	of	tricks	and	surprises.

TEMPERAMENT	TYPES

We	get	closer	to	an	understanding	of	how	all	this	ties	in	with	lying	by	looking
at	temperament	and	intelligence	types	based	on	Myers-Briggs	sorting.	David
Keirsey	and	Marilyn	Bates	did	the	original	codification	in	Please	Understand
Me,	and	then	Keirsey	expanded	on	it	in	his	follow-up	work,	Please	Understand
Me	II	(Prometheus,	1984	and	1998,	respectively).	With	the	Keirsey/Bates
categories	and	keywords	as	a	basis,	Deborah	Dobson	looks	to	the	four	types—
rationals,	idealists,	guardians,	and	artisans—for	clues	about	how	different	people
lie.	Her	insights	reflect	her	direct	experience	using	Myers-Briggs	to	help
companies	solve	personnel	problems.

The	Rationals
The	rationals	are	NTs—that	is,	a	type	characterized	by	the	combination	of

intuiting	and	thinking.	Keirsey	cites	their	“high	strategic	analysis	ability.”	In
military	terms,	they	are	the	generals.	Their	keywords	are	competent,
autonomous,	and	strong-willed.

NTs	don’t	lie	well.	They	have	a	clumsy,	confessional	approach	to	deceit,	first
fessing	up	a	little	bit,	and	then	spilling	the	whole	truth	in	response	to	pressure.
Dobson	knows	how	to	spot	them:	“It’s	been	my	experience	you	can	tell	when
they’re	lying	because	they	have	fidgety	body	language,	they	stumble,	they
stutter.”	Because	competency	and	productivity	reign	supreme	for	an	NT,	if	you
catch	one	in	a	lie,	it’s	very	degrading	to	him.

NTs	are	not	accustomed	to	thinking	that	they	have	to	lie	because	they	are
natural	leaders;	they	think	mostly	about	people	doing	what	they	say	or	want	or
being	able	to	convince	them	with	their	sheer	intellect	or	charisma.	If	they	have	to
lie	to	move	their	agenda	forward,	it	makes	them	feel	uncomfortable,	and	is	not	a
part	of	their	“leadership	persona”	or	self-image.

The	Idealists



These	folks	are	NFs,	or	a	combination	of	intuiting	and	feeling	types.
According	to	Keirsey,	their	keywords	are	authentic,	benevolent,	and	empathic.
This	temperament	type’s	mission	and	focus	are	on	“becoming”	and	harmony.

And	they	make	good	liars.	When	they	anticipate	having	to	lie	in	a	situation,
they	use	their	gifts	as	visual	people	to	conjure	up	a	mental	picture	of	the	deceit—
that	is,	how	it	would	have	happened.	They	have	an	ability	to	picture	themselves
doing	whatever	it	is	the	lie	is	about,	and	that	reduces	body	symptoms	of	lying.
NFs	are	all	about	creating	solutions,	and	helping	people	and	organizations.	They
focus	on	process	improvement;	therefore,	they	are	always	picturing	the	next	step
—something	new,	something	that	hasn’t	happened	yet.	They’ll	lie	because	it	will
maintain	harmony	and	good	relations.

Less	mature	NFs	are	conflict-averse	and	will	lie	as	a	result.	NF’s	are	also	the
“experts”	at	understanding	others,	and	what	makes	them	tick,	and,	as	such,	they
know	what	to	say	or	how	to	frame	things	to	move	others	to	do	things.

Don’t	take	this	to	mean	that	NFs	actually	like	to	lie	or	prefer	it	as	a	course	of
action.	In	fact,	they	tend	to	be	keenly	sensitive	to	the	immorality	of	a	lie.	They
just	have	a	few	traits	that	make	them	better	at	it	than	other	classes	of	people.

The	Guardians
These	SJs,	or	sensing-judging	types,	are	concrete	communicators	who	collect

data	through	external	channels.	They	would	then	use	a	proven	methodology	to
get	people	together	to	solve	problems.	They	want	to	maintain	the	status	quo	and
value	hard	work.	Keirsey	cites	their	keywords	as	respectable,	good,	and	reliable.

As	a	rule,	SJs	won’t	lie.	They	may	get	legalistic	in	an	attempt	to	lie,	but	more
likely	they’ll	say,	“I	can’t	talk	about	it.”	They	are	rule-oriented,	so	they	avoid
occasions	where	they	might	need	to	lie.	They	are	generally	easy	to	read,	almost
projecting	guilt.

The	Artisans
The	artisans	are	SPs—sensing-perceiving	types.	This	temperament	type’s

mission	and	focus	are	on	enjoyment	and	action.	They	are	concrete
communicators	who	collect	information	from	external	channels	and	see	the
possibilities	through	their	perceiver	eyes.	According	to	Keirsey,	their	keywords
are	graceful,	daring,	and	adaptable.

SPs	get	you	in	the	ballpark	of	truth,	and	that’s	good	enough	for	them.	They
have	occupations	related	to	enjoyment	and	experiencing;	they	are	pilots,
paramedics,	professional	skydivers,	and	actors.	Their	approach	to	lying	is	“if	I



paramedics,	professional	skydivers,	and	actors.	Their	approach	to	lying	is	“if	I
tell	a	little	truth,	that’s	good	enough,”	which	translates	to	“if	you	ask	me	what
happened	on	the	10-yard	line	and	I	tell	you	what	happened	on	the	50-yard	line,	I
told	you	the	truth.”	You	have	to	keep	digging	for	specifics	with	a	lying	SP.
Finally,	they’ll	probably	tell	you	the	truth,	but	in	the	meantime,	they	won’t	get
uptight	about	it.	For	that	reason,	they	may	not	leak	stress	as	a	clue	that	they	are
hiding	something.	They	can	actually	turn	the	lie	into	a	game	or	have	some	fun
with	it.

The	value	of	spotting	access	senses,	sorting	styles,	and	personality	and
temperament	types	will	take	shape	as	you	begin	looking	at	the	specifics	of	how
to	spot	a	liar.	They	will	help	you	to	understand	how	others	think	and	where	they
are	coming	from	to	eliminate	yet	another	filter	from	your	mind.



CHAPTER	3
ARE	MEN	AND	WOMEN	(AND	CHILDREN)

DIFFERENT?
Yes,	they’re	different.	And	the	long	answer	is	that	people	can	be	sorted

according	to	how	they	learn,	how	they	remember,	how	they	relate	to	other
people,	and	what	they	are	mentally	adept	at	doing.	Some	of	these	differences
relate	to	gender,	some	to	age,	and	others	might	be	attributed	to	a	genetic
predisposition.

Are	you	a	visual,	auditory,	or	kinesthetic	learner?	What	drives	your
recollections:	sequence,	or	relationships	of	one	thing	to	the	next;	time,	as	in
hours	and	minutes;	or	events,	so	that	some	experiences	come	through	clearly	and
others	don’t	even	get	the	tiniest	bit	of	memory?	Do	you	have	a	man’s	brain	or	a
woman’s	brain?	Do	you	take	in	information	through	the	five	physical	senses,	or
do	you	consciously	rely	on	that	sixth	sense	of	intuition?	Are	you	driven	by	logic
or	feeling?	Are	you	older	or	younger	than	25?	Perception,	memory,	and	your
ability	to	express	why	or	how	something	occurred	all	take	shape	because	of	the
factors	just	mentioned.	They	also	affect	your	filters	for	information	and	establish
where	you	have	natural	advantages	and	natural	challenges	as	someone	who	can
spot	a	liar.

Even	if	you	can	identify	these	differences	under	the	hood,	however,	you’ll
have	a	hard	time	using	that	information	unless	you	grasp	the	commonalities
between	people.

FULL	BODY	SCAN
I’ll	work	from	head	to	toe	to	highlight	the	physical	traits	human	beings	share

so	that	you	will	have	benchmarks	for	picking	out	the	different	ways	people
telegraph	deception.	Human	beings	naturally	look	for	patterns,	so,	as	you
progress	to	the	techniques	for	spotting	a	liar,	you	will	find	that	this	basic
knowledge	prepares	you	to	build	on	talents	you’ve	used	all	your	life.

THE	BRAIN

A	quick	tour	through	the	brain	provides	the	foundation	for	reading	cues
related	to	eye	and	head	movements.	The	visual	cortex	is	in	the	back	of	your
head,	and	you	use	that	to	process	anything	you	see—it’s	to	store	visual



head,	and	you	use	that	to	process	anything	you	see—it’s	to	store	visual
information	as	well	as	to	envision	something.	The	sounds	you	conjure	up	or
actually	hear	will	be	stored	in	your	auditory	cortex	(temporal	lobe),	which	sits
over	your	ears	and	is	also	responsible	for	motion.	This	could	explain	why	we
respond	so	quickly	to	auditory	as	opposed	to	visual	stimulus.	It’s	a	short	trip
from	stimulus	to	perception.	Anything	related	to	higher	thought	involves	the
prefrontal	cortex,	or	the	front	of	your	brain—what	makes	us	fancy	monkeys.

THE	FACE

Unless	the	brain	has	sustained	certain	types	of	damage,	the	human	face	is	the
most	easily	controlled	portion	of	the	body.	It	also	involuntarily	leaks	emotions	in
specific,	easily	identifiable	patterns.

One	reason	why	the	human	face	presents	us	with	such	a	range	of	possibilities
for	expressing	both	deception	and	genuine	emotion	is	that	it	is	the	most	complex
system	of	muscles	in	the	body,	and	an	area	where	muscle	connects	to	skin
instead	of	bone.	Watch	Gollum	in	The	Lord	of	the	Rings:	The	Return	of	the	King
(New	Line	Cinema,	2003)	to	see	how	a	face	can	telegraph	a	stunning	array	of
emotions.	The	face	of	this	animated	creature	illustrates	his	emotional	transition
from	the	pathetic,	bitter	Smeagol	to	the	greedy,	murderous	character	who	wants
the	ring.

Shortly	after	birth,	babies	can	recognize	the	characteristics	of	a	human	face,
even	though	they	see	nothing	more	than	gross	shapes	and	shadows.	In	a	study



documented	in	the	December	2004	issue	of	Current	Directions	in	Psychological
Science,	when	presented	with	two	drawings—one,	a	circle	with	two	dark	spots
above	and	one	dark	spot	below,	and	the	other,	a	circle	with	one	dark	spot	above
and	two	dark	spots	below—a	baby	fixates	on	the	one	that	looks	more	similar	to	a
human	face.	One	conclusion	we	can	make	from	this	is	that	human	beings	are
programmed	from	birth	to	read	human	faces.	They	are	how	we	identify	each
other,	how	we	determine	basic	qualities	about	each	other.	Even	language	reflects
that	with	phrases	such	as	“he	lost	face.”	Face	is	our	primary	means	of
communication,	whether	or	not	we	say	a	word.

The	commonality	of	our	facial	expressions	is,	in	fact,	grounded	in	our	animal
nature	and	not	where	we	grew	up	or	what	language	we	speak.	Paul	Ekman,	an
authority	on	facial	expressions	and	their	meaning,	explains	in	Telling	Lies	(W.
W.	Norton,	1991):

The	involuntary	facial	expressions	of	emotion	are	the	product	of	evolution.
Many	human	expressions	are	the	same	as	those	seen	on	the	faces	of	other
primates.	Some	of	the	facial	expressions	of	emotion—at	least	those
indicating	happiness,	fear,	anger,	disgust,	sadness,	and	distress,	and
perhaps	other	emotions—are	universal,	the	same	for	all	people	regardless
of	age,	sex,	race,	or	culture.	(p.	124)

A	lot	of	body	language,	including	eye	movement,	isn’t	nearly	as	consistent
across	cultures,	races,	and	geography	as	faces.	An	Arabic	proverb	says,	“To
learn	another	language	is	to	gain	another	soul”;	this	reflects	the	fact	that
language	affects	brain	patterns.	Albanians	shake	their	heads	when	they	mean
“yes.”	In	Asian	societies,	constant	eye	contact	is	not	polite,	but	Arabs	like	to
maintain	steady	eye	contact.	American	culture	generally	associates	eye	contact
with	honesty	and	wandering	eyes	with	some	kind	of	deception,	but	that	varies
from	person	to	person.	We	can	find	myriad	other	differences	in	body	language,
therefore,	even	among	types	of	people	who	have	a	cultural	commonality.
Generally	speaking,	however,	facial	expressions	are	universal,	meaning	that
human	beings	were	designed	to	communicate	with	the	face.

Given	that	we	rely	so	much	on	our	faces	to	convey	intent,	reactions,	and	so
on,	that	means	that	we	have	more	practice	using	our	faces	to	communicate	than
we	do	using	other	parts	of	the	body.	It	follows	that	we	should	be	better	at
controlling	our	faces	than	any	other	part	of	our	body	in	creating	deception.	We
do	have	involuntary	facial	micro-gestures,	however,	that	give	away	our	secrets.
You	and	I	might	be	having	a	great	conversation	at	a	party.	I’m	smiling	broadly	at
you	and	then	I	notice	that	a	guy	who	beat	up	my	sister	just	walked	through	the



you	and	then	I	notice	that	a	guy	who	beat	up	my	sister	just	walked	through	the
door.	The	remnants	of	a	smile	might	still	be	there,	but	the	corners	of	my	mouth
might	turn	down	and	my	brow	wrinkles.	I	was	caught	off	guard	and	couldn’t
control	my	reaction;	a	noticeable	incongruence	resulted.	And	even	in	situations
where	we	have	contrived	and	controlled	the	appearance	of	emotion	on	our	face,
our	body	naturally	responds	to	stimuli	before	we	have	time	to	control	it.

THE	EXTREMITIES

High	stress	impacts	your	body	in	the	ways	I	enumerated	in	Chapter	1.	The
brain	says,	“Alert!	Body,	you’d	better	do	something!”	The	body	responds	with,
“Okay,	this	is	my	area!	I’m	going	to	protect	us!”	And	then	the	cognitive	part	of
the	brain	shuts	down	and	lets	the	body	take	charge.	Under	emotional	but	less
stressful	conditions,	human	bodies	from	the	neck	down	still	share	a	few	response
characteristics.	The	movements	themselves	aren’t	the	same,	but	why	and	where
they	occur	are.

Zoologist	Desmond	Morris	posited	that	the	hardest	areas	of	your	body	to
control	are	those	farthest	away	from	your	brain—the	hands	and	feet.	People	do
lots	of	different	things	with	their	hands	to	defend	themselves,	whether	from
physical	threats	or	from	verbal,	psychological,	or	emotional	ones.	Whereas	the
arm	and	hand	positions	of	a	person	in	fight	or	flight	are	extreme	and	well
defined,	the	hand	positions	of	someone	who	feels	annoyed,	slightly	threatened,
enthusiastic,	and	so	on	differ	greatly.	What	they	have	in	common	is	what	they
mean.

You	use	your	hands	to	accomplish	the	following,	among	other	things:
	Set	up	a	barrier	between	you	and	another	person.
	Signal	your	superiority	or	inferiority.
	Drive	home	a	point.
	Express	openness.
	Excuse	someone.

First	and	foremost,	baselining	is	the	most	important	thing	in	ascertaining	the
meaning	of	a	gesture.	If	someone	naturally	crosses	his	arms,	it	means	nothing.	If
the	arm	crossing	only	occurs	when	you	ask	a	pointed	question,	it	means
something.	One	of	the	classic	signs	of	self-protection,	at	least	for	a	man,	is	to
cover	his	crotch.	No	doubt,	you’ve	seen	this	posture	of	a	man’s	hands	folded	in
front	of	his	body—the	fig-leaf	posture—perhaps	standing	in	a	way	that	makes
him	appear	to	be	at	attention.	It’s	a	type	of	barrier.



Humans	are	unlike	most	other	animals	in	that	we	walk	around	upright	with
our	most	precious	and	vital	parts	exposed	to	the	enemy.	Every	other	creature	on
the	planet,	when	prepared	for	combat,	has	its	abdomen	and	genitalia	safely
tucked	away.	Barriers	such	as	the	fig-leaf	posture,	folded	arms,	and	clasped
hands	are	therefore	invaluable	indicators	of	discomfort.	Other	barriers	include	a
man	who	adjusts	his	shirtsleeves	constantly	under	the	guise	of	grooming.
Unconsciously,	he	is	taking	attention	away	from	himself	and	toward	the	activity
while	crossing	his	hands	in	front	of	the	soft	white	underbelly.	Most	of	the	active
forms	of	body	crossing,	such	as	nail	grooming,	knuckle	cracking,	and	shirt
adjusting,	also	include	an	element	of	displacement	or	relieving	nervous	energy.

One	of	the	classic	signs	of	driving	home	a	point	is	batoning.	In	his	public
rebuttal	of	the	accusation	that	he’d	had	an	affair	with	Monica	Lewinsky,
President	Clinton	did	this.	He	used	his	forearm	and	hand	like	a	baton	to
emphasize	every	word	of	his	denial.	Adolph	Hitler	engaged	in	foot	stamping	and
wild,	animated	hand	gestures	to	whip	his	subordinates	into	a	frenzy	and	his
opponents	into	submission.	Television	evangelists	commonly	present
outstretched	arms	and	open	palms	to	emphasize	their	point.	A	simple	swat	of	the
hand	in	the	direction	of	anyone	indicates	they	have	been	excused	and	are	no
longer	of	use	to	the	conversation.	Gestures	such	as	these	have	become	so	much	a
part	of	communication	style	that	vestiges	of	them	will	occur	even	when	not
intended.

Hands	can	signal	a	multitude	of	intentions	and	emotions,	some	exclusive	to	a
culture.	Among	those	that	leak	into	our	body	language	from	the	subconscious,
the	most	prominent	is	steepling.	You	can	regularly	see	examples	on	TV	in
interviews	with	politicians	and	experts.	The	steepler	places	the	fingertips	of	his
hands	against	each	other	and	raises	the	fingertips	to	a	vertical	position.	This	is	an
indicator,	at	least	subconsciously,	that	the	steepler	feels	superior	or	has	the	upper
hand.	This	behavior	can	be	seen	in	all	cultures	and	at	all	strata	of	society.	A
modified	and	bold	version	of	this	behavior	is	to	place	the	interlaced	fingers
behind	the	head.	Steepling	in	another	form	indicates	a	feeling	of	vulnerability,
submission,	or	inferiority.	Place	your	hands	in	the	steepling	position	and	rotate
from	the	fingertips	up	position	to	one	in	which	the	fingertips	are	horizontal	or
pointing	down.	In	a	February	2005	AP	photograph,	a	welcoming	UK	Prime
Minister	Tony	Blair	greeted	U.S.	Secretary	of	State	Condoleezza	Rice	with	his
hands	in	this	lowered	steepling	position.	The	point	may	have	been	wasted	on	the
former	secretary,	but	not	on	me.

All	extremities	can	unintentionally	signal	emotions;	it	takes	practice	to
prevent	that.	Once	in	an	interrogation	training	I	was	playing	the	role	of	an
American	captured	by	the	enemy.	The	idea	was	to	demonstrate	to	students	how



American	captured	by	the	enemy.	The	idea	was	to	demonstrate	to	students	how
much	body	language	leaked,	and	I	had	agreed	to	allow	the	use	of	physical	force
by	the	interrogator	to	simulate	an	unscrupulous	captor.	We	had	rules	to	prevent
this	from	getting	out	of	hand;	one	was	that	the	captor	could	slap	me	only	three
times.	I	played	the	role	of	a	cocky	jerk	and	when	I	responded	arrogantly,	the
interrogator	struck	me.	In	the	end,	my	fellow	interrogators	critiqued	my	ability	to
hide	body	language.	Their	finding:	I	had	raised	the	index	finger	on	my	right
hand—as	if	to	say,	“That’s	all	you	get”—when	the	third	slap	came.	I	was
completely	unaware	of	it.

People	use	their	fingers	and	toes	to	indicate	significant	things	unconsciously.
We	routinely	give	directions	and	help	make	a	point	through	the	use	of	hand
signals,	so	it	is	no	surprise	that	we	leak	these	when	under	stress.	A	person
sequestered	in	a	stressful	meeting	may	point	his	toe	to	the	door	and	fidget.
Another	may	tap	his	wrist	as	the	day	winds	on.	All	of	these	are	ways	the	body
uses	its	normal	ritual	to	convey	a	message	subconsciously.

The	most	interesting	part	of	body	signaling	is	that	you	can’t	stop	it	altogether.
If	you	mask	eyes,	torso,	trunk,	and	hands,	it	leaks	into	the	feet.	Even	when	you
master	these	skills,	the	real	struggle	is	to	keep	cadence.	Cadence	and	smoothness
of	transition	will	tell	on	you	every	time.	A	person	who	has	successfully	lied,	and
then	realizes	he	has	duped	the	questioner,	feels	a	sudden	rush	of	relief	and	may
change	his	demeanor	abruptly.	Among	the	many	ways	it	could	show	up	are	the
speed	of	hand	or	foot	movements,	tone	of	voice,	and	cadence	of	words.

In	summary,	you	can	use	your	legs	and	feet	to	convey	the	following,	among
other	things:

	Set	up	a	barrier	between	you	and	another	person.
	Express	impatience	or	discomfort.
	Point	toward	the	door,	as	a	conscious	or	subconscious	indication	that	you
want	to	get	out	of	the	room.
	Signal	tension.

Try	to	catch	yourself	in	the	act	of	rubbing	your	toes	together,	shaking	your
foot,	tapping	your	toes,	crossing	your	legs,	or	moving	your	leg	up	and	down	or
side	to	side.	What	are	you	feeling	at	the	moment?	Would	you	rather	be
somewhere	else,	or	with	someone	else?

MALE	AND	FEMALE	GESTURES	OF	STRESS	AND
DECEPTION



For	the	most	part,	men	and	women	don’t	have	distinctly	different	gestures
that	will	help	you	spot	a	lie,	but	here	are	three	to	consider.

	When	a	woman	tilts	her	head,	opens	her	eyes	wide,	and	has	soft	lips,	it
makes	her	look	vulnerable.	Even	if	the	woman	is	lying,	she	might	be	able	to
use	this	set	of	gestures	effectively	to	arouse	a	man’s	protective	nature.
(Note:	This	has	even	worked	on	James	Bond.)
	Women	sometimes	blotch	in	the	neck	in	response	to	stress.
	When	they’re	comfortable,	men	usually	sit	with	their	legs	a	little	apart.	If
you	see	an	American	man	snap	his	legs	together,	he’s	either	feeling	some
kind	of	tension	or	he	spent	years	of	his	life	having	teachers	yell	at	him,	“Put
your	legs	together	and	sit	up	straight!”

SEE,	HEAR,	OR	FEEL	YOUR	WAY	TO	NEW	IDEAS
Having	looked	at	the	body,	I’m	now	going	inside	the	head—where	we	start	to

see	big	differences	in	the	way	people	absorb,	sort,	and	store	information.	And	all
of	these	differences	affect	the	way	people	both	perpetrate	deception	and	detect	it.

“I	see	what	you’re	saying.”
“I	hear	you.”
“I	have	a	feeling	about	that.”
These	statements	are	the	most	common	way	to	ascertain	a	person’s	access

sense.	Roughly	75	percent	of	people	are	visual,	20	percent	are	auditory,	and	5
percent	are	kinesthetic.	Teachers	typically	use	a	combination	of	visual	and
auditory	in	classrooms,	but	how	many	people	do	you	know	who	seemed	“stupid”
in	school	but	did	well	in	the	real	world?	I	know	of	one	woman	who	did	so	poorly
in	school,	teachers	deemed	her	learning-impaired—yet	she	excelled	as	an	athlete
and,	later,	as	a	personal	trainer.	She	didn’t	have	the	kind	of	balance	many	people
achieve.	She	learned	kines	thetically,	and	most	every	other	approach	to
education	bored	her	or	didn’t	get	through.

For	most	of	us,	it’s	not	quite	so	dramatic.	But	interrogators	know	that	the
difference	in	access	senses	still	exists.	It	helps	to	determine	how	to	make
questioning	more	appealing,	and	it	helps	to	know	what	can	drive	someone	to	the
breaking	point.

For	example,	an	auditory	person	exposed	to	noise	such	as	the	repetitive	sound
of	children	banging	on	a	piano	would	be	in	misery.



YOUR	MEMORY	KEY:	WHAT,	WHEN,	OR	THEN	WHAT?
To	extract	information	from	someone	through	questions	(as	opposed	to

torture),	you	must	know	how	he	or	she	remembers	things.	Is	the	person	time-
driven,	event-driven,	or	sequential	in	terms	of	memory?

Arguments	will	arise	when	an	event-driven	person	in	a	relationship	comes	to
loggerheads	with	his	or	her	partner	if	that	person	is	time-driven	or	sequence-
driven.	You	get	to	church	a	few	minutes	late,	but	that	drives	him	crazy	because
he	must	be	on	time.	He	gives	you	flowers	at	six	p.m.	on	your	first	anniversary,
but	you	were	married	at	noon,	so	you	wanted	the	event	commemorated	at	noon.
These	differences	affect	our	lives	in	countless	ways.	Take	a	look	at	complex
recipes	written	by	a	sequence-driven	person.	You’ll	definitely	know	what	to	do
next,	but	you	won’t	know	up	front	how	long	it	takes	to	produce	each	segment	of
the	dish	or	what	the	discrete	activities	are	in	preparing	it.

With	a	time-driven	person,	I	would	ask,	“What	did	you	do	yesterday?”	and	he
might	respond	by	telling	me	what	time	he	woke	up,	when	he	went	to	work,	and
so	on.	An	event-driven	would	tell	me	what	memorable	events	occurred:	“I	met
with	my	boss,	had	lunch	with	a	client,	closed	a	deal.”	A	sequential	person	would
provide	a	chronology	of	activities:	woke	up,	had	breakfast,	went	to	work,	and	so
forth.

The	way	you	remember	can	be	due	to	training	as	much	or	more	than	it	is	to
“what	comes	naturally.”	Senior	executives	in	companies	often	need	to	set	their
priorities	in	terms	of	events—product	release,	keynote	speech—while	other
people	around	them	concern	themselves	with	time	and	sequence.	Sports	could
reinforce	or	require	a	sequence-driven	mentality,	as	in	“What	play	comes	after
that?”	U.S.	Rangers	work	on	a	clock.	Their	training	stresses	that	an	extraction
time	of	0830	doesn’t	mean	0831.	They	will	either	have	their	butts	at	the
helicopter	on	time	or	get	left	behind.	To	emphasize	this	point,	I	asked	Dean
Hohl,	author	of	Rangers	Lead	the	Way	(Adams	Media,	2003)	and	a	former	Army
Ranger,	to	tell	me	about	his	experience	during	the	invasion	of	Panama	in	1989:

The	night	we	jumped	into	the	Rio	Hato	airfield,	fifteen	or	sixteen	C130’s
lined	up,	each	one	with	64	Rangers.	The	drop	occurred	at	three	minutes
past	midnight.	Precisely	thirty	seconds	prior	to	that,	the	Air	Force
dropped	laser-guided	bombs	out	of	F117	Stealth	Fighters.	The	Air	Force
had	to	cross	the	threshold	going	from	ocean	to	land	at	an	exact	time	in
order	to	drop	the	bombs	and	get	out	of	the	area	because	we	were	right
behind	them.	Once	we	hit	land,	we	had	a	narrow	window	of	time	to



assemble	in	our	areas	and	press	out	from	the	center	to	the	objective.
Forty-five	minutes	after	the	time	we	jumped,	our	re-supply	aircraft	were	to
land	on	the	runway,	a	two-mile	stretch	that	had	to	be	cleared	from
obstructions	the	Panamanians	had	put	on	it	as	a	defense.	The	jumpers
included	a	special	team	with	hot-wire	kits	who	had	to	get	directly	to	the
bulldozers	and	other	heavy	machinery	on	the	runway	and	crank	up	the
engines	so	they	could	move	them	and	push	other	clutter	off	the	runway.

What	if	the	fighters	had	not	left	their	air	base	on	schedule	and	had
dropped	their	bombs	fifteen	seconds	late?	We	would	have	had	to
parachute	through	debris	or	possibly	jumped	“danger	close.”	What	if	our
special	teams	couldn’t	clear	the	runway	in	forty-five	minutes?	The	planes
with	our	jeeps	and	motorcycles,	and	other	supplies	we	needed	to	secure
the	area	and	finish	the	mission	could	not	have	landed	on	schedule.	That
would	have	jeopardized	the	mission,	and	more	importantly,	jeopardized
lives.

In	this	kind	of	situation,	there’s	no	calling	the	customer	and	apologizing.
Lives	depend	on	strict	adherence	to	the	timetable.	We	found	out	later	that
the	brass	had	estimated	that	we’d	lose	eighty	men	that	night.	Instead,	we
stuck	to	the	schedule	and	plan,	completing	the	mission	in	a	mere	five	hours
and	losing	only	two	Rangers.

Depending	on	whether	you	are	a	sequence,	a	time,	or	an	event	person,	certain
types	of	lies	are	easier	or	harder	for	you	to	tell	and	defend.	By	the	same	token,
certain	types	of	questioning	will	elicit	a	calm	lie	of	omission	or	commission,	but
other	types	will	rattle	the	liar	and	cause	him	to	leak	emotion.

For	example,	let’s	say	a	sequence-driven	person	steals	$50,000	out	of	the
company	safe.	When	questioned	out	of	suspicion—“What	did	you	do
yesterday?”—he	says,	“I	closed	the	safe	and	then	went	home.”	Consistent	with
the	text	bridging	described	in	Chapter	2,	he	simply	picked	up	with	the	part	of	the
sequence	that	was	true,	so	the	lie	of	omission	comes	out	comfortably.	If	the
question	is,	“What	did	you	do	with	the	money?”	his	response	might	be:	“I	put	it
in	the	safe	and	closed	the	door.”	That’s	harder	for	him	to	say	because	the
statement	doesn’t	track	with	the	actual	sequence	of	events.	It	is	now	a	lie	of
commission	because	the	true	sequence	is	that	he	put	some	of	the	money	in	the
safe	and	some	of	it	in	his	briefcase,	and	then	he	closed	the	door.	It	takes	more
energy	for	him	than	the	lie	of	omission,	and	he	is	more	likely	to	signal	that	lie
through	his	body	language.



Event-driven	people	are	big	chunkers.	They	put	things	in	order	of	what’s
important,	so	in	responding	to	a	question	about	what	they	did	yesterday,	they
might	not	even	mention	what	happened	in	order.	Sequence-driven	people	are
small-chunk	sorters;	one	things	hinges	on	the	next.	Time-driven	people	have	a
sequence	that	is	dictated	by	chronology,	so	they	are	likely	to	remember	how	long
it	took	for	something	to	occur	and	what	time	the	next	event	happened.	It’s
another	version	of	small-chunking.

Before	trying	to	extract	information,	you	need	to	ask	baselining	questions	to
determine	what	kind	of	person	you’re	dealing	with.	After	that,	you	can	choose	to
undermine	the	person’s	pattern	of	communicating	by	using	a	conflicting	style,
but	that	could	interrupt	your	progress.	More	often	than	not,	you’ll	want	to	tap
into	the	way	your	source	communicates,	not	confuse	him.	For	example,	you
might	ask	your	sequence-driven	spouse,	who’s	on	a	business	trip,	“What	did	you
do	today?”	What	you	really	want	to	know	is	“What	significant	things	occurred?”
but	he	hears	your	question	in	terms	of	a	sequence	of	events	that	began	when	he
woke	up	and	ended	at	the	point	when	you’re	asking	the	question.	He	starts	with,
“Well,	I	got	up	when	the	alarm	went	off,	caught	the	morning	news	on	NPR
while	I	was	shaving….”	If	you	want	to	maintain	a	strong	rapport	so	the
questioning	can	continue,	you	need	to	just	listen,	even	if	you	feel	as	though
you’re	Archie	Bunker	in	the	sitcom	All	in	the	Family.	It	was	a	running	joke	that
Edith	would	ramble	in	response	to	Archie’s	questions	and	he	would	interrupt	her
with,	“Just	get	to	the	point	(pronounced	“pernt”),	Edith.”	To	be	fair,	I	should
note	that	the	Ediths	of	the	world	go	crazy	when	they’re	deprived	of	the	details.

Pretend	you’re	an	Archie,	as	I	am,	and	you’re	interrogating	a	person	who
remembers	sequentially.	You	could	redirect	him	by	interrupting	with	a	question
about	an	event	or	time	of	an	occurrence,	but	you	run	the	risk	of	alienating	him
on	a	subliminal	level,	if	not	a	conscious	one.	At	that	point,	you	might	cause	him
to	skew	the	data.	You	also	might	telegraph	that	you	have	more	interest	in	one
thing	than	all	the	others:	“I	wonder	why	she	didn’t	care	about	that	new	bridge
construction,	but	wanted	all	the	details	of	my	lunch	meeting	with	Sherry?”

Memory	is	sketchy	at	best.	You	want	him	to	remember	items	the	way	he
logged	them;	the	more	you	drag	the	person	away	from	his	normal	thought
process,	the	more	liable	he	is	to	distort	the	data.	Put	up	with	a	couple	of	extra
minutes	of	blah,	blah.	It’s	easier,	and	more	effective,	for	you	to	adapt	your	style
of	questioning	than	it	is	for	that	person	to	adapt	his	style	of	answering.	That	said,
I	will	also	give	you	tips	on	redirecting	skillfully	in	later	sections.



OH,	WHAT	A	SMALL	CORPUS	CALLOSUM	YOU	HAVE!
Commonly,	women	remember	things	in	terms	of	experience,	whereas	men

remember	what	happened.	Here’s	another	generality	that	we	use	in	interrogation:
Relying	on	intuition,	a	woman	can	usually	figure	out	that	a	man	is	on	to	her
faster	than	a	man	can	figure	out	that	a	woman	is	on	to	him.	This	is	not	to	say	that
there	are	no	intuitive	men,	but	women	seem	to	rely	it	more	naturally	than	most
men.	Look	to	the	structure	of	the	brain	to	explain	intuitive	ability	rather	than
Hollywood	storytellers,	some	of	whom	depict	women	as	magically	prescient.

The	corpus	callosum	is	a	thick	collection	of	nerve	fibers	that	connects	the	left
and	right	hemispheres.	Together,	those	structures	make	up	the	central	nervous
system’s	main	component	(the	cerebrum).	In	general,	men	and	women	are	not
equal	when	it	comes	to	the	corpus	callosum:	Women	win	the	contest	of	size	and
development.	Signals	cross	from	the	left	to	the	right	side	of	the	brain	(and	vice
versa)	more	quickly	in	the	female	corpus	callosum.	Men	use	the	left	side.	Stop.
They	use	the	right.	Stop.	The	effect	is	that	men	seem	to	persist	in	a	logic	pattern
or	a	creative	mode,	whereas	women	might	agilely	flash	back	and	forth	from
creative	to	logical	to	creative	to	logical,	and	on	and	on.	Because	intuition
involves	both	feelings	and	facts,	you	can	see	how	the	female	brain	would
support	it.

Both	men	and	women	can	be	left-brained	or	right-brained,	meaning	that	one
or	the	other	hemispheres	appears	to	be	dominant.	Here’s	a	scientifically
questionable	test	to	see	what	you	are:	Clasp	your	hands	together	quickly	and
don’t	pull	them	apart.	Which	thumb	is	on	top?	If	you’re	right	thumb	is	on	top,
your	left	brain	is	probably	in	charge.	If	it	feels	strange	to	clap	your	hands	and	put
the	other	thumb	on	top,	then	you	are	dominant	one	way	or	the	other.	If	they	feel
equally	comfortable,	then	it	reflects	an	equality	in	your	brain—at	least	in	terms
of	which	half	is	in	charge.

Your	eyes	have	different	amounts	of	texture	and	color	in	them,	and	can	also
give	you	an	indication	of	which	side	of	your	brain	is	in	charge.	If	your	right	eye
seems	to	have	a	more	texture	and	flecks	of	color,	for	example,	then	you	are
probably	left-brained.	Look	for	texture	more	than	color	in	conducting	your
observations.

Regardless	of	left-brain	or	right-brain	dominance,	men	and	women	have
different	stress	mannerisms—that	is,	they	have	different	ways	of	touching	parts
of	their	body,	as	well	as	ways	that	parts	of	their	body	react	involuntarily	to
stress.	Under	stress,	a	man	tends	to	adapt	by	rubbing	his	skin	(thighs,	hands,	and
so	forth),	whereas	a	woman	might	flip	her	hair	with	her	fingers,	tilt	her	head,	or



perhaps	touch	her	neck.	These	are	all	auto-erotic	gestures	that	redirect	energy,
but	the	woman’s	seem	friendlier.	In	fact,	a	woman’s	body	language	in	the	midst
of	deceit	bears	a	remarkable	similarity	to	seductive	behavior.	The	key
difference?	When	a	woman	uses	these	gestures	to	seduce,	the	lips	are	engorged
with	blood	so	they	plump	up,	and	the	whole	face	has	a	softer,	fuller	look.	Under
stress,	the	gestures	might	be	the	same,	but	blood	leaves	the	lips	so	they	look	thin.
Where	does	the	blood	go?	To	the	muscles,	because	the	person	under	stress	has
autonomic	responses	associated	with	the	fight-or-flight	mode.	Men:	Remember
this	signal	when	you	meet	a	woman	you	find	attractive	and	you’ll	have	a	good
sense	of	what	could,	or	won’t,	happen	next.

We’ve	seen	a	bizarre	exception	to	this	stress	signal	during	interrogations.
Some	women	find	power	so	attractive	that,	even	when	threatened	verbally,	they
exhibit	signs	of	seduction.	Of	course,	a	male	interrogator	will	take	advantage	of
that	as	much	as	possible	to	extract	information	(some	feeling	as	though	they’re
the	star	of	a	spy	movie	the	whole	time).	It’s	rarely	true,	however,	that	men	find
powerful	women	disarmingly	attractive,	so	female	interrogators	take	a	different
approach.

The	key	differences	between	men	and	women	as	interrogators	show	up	during
the	approach	and	questioning	phases	of	the	process,	which	will	receive	much
more	attention	later.	In	the	approach	phase,	male	interrogators	can	generally
blend	in	elements	of	physical	harshness	more	naturally	than	women.	Depending
on	the	circumstances,	female	interrogators	might	have	an	easier	time	building
sexual	incentives	into	their	approach.	The	less-obvious	differences	come	after
the	interrogator	gets	the	source	into	an	emotional	state	through	the	approach.
The	interrogator	needs	to	keep	the	person	in	an	emotional	mode	throughout
questioning.	This	could	require	flashing	back	and	forth	between	a	logical
questioning	sequence	and	reinforcing	the	approach	to	sustain	the	person’s
emotion.	In	teaching	both	men	and	women,	I	found	that	men	often	get	stuck	in
the	logical,	whereas	female	interrogators	can	learn	to	shift	back	and	forth	more
easily,	but	tend	to	sustain	emotion	when	they	should	have	turned	it	off.	The
concept	is	that	the	two	have	to	blend:	Interrogators	have	to	be	logical	with	the
questioning	sequence	while,	at	the	same	time,	reinforcing	their	approach.

Exercise
Females	generally	have	a	greater	ability	to	focus	on	details.	If	you

believe	in	evolution,	one	way	to	explain	the	genetic	origins	of	this	is	that	it
would	be	vital	that	a	woman	be	able	to	discern	tiny	differences	in	berries



so	she	wouldn’t	poison	her	family.	If	she	did,	she	wouldn’t	pass	on	her
genes.	Men	would	be	more	attentive	to	big	schema	changes,	to	notice
differences	in	an	animal’s	behavior	or	a	weather	pattern	that	would
indicate	danger.
Ask	three	men	and	three	women	to	describe	the	same	event.	Choose	an

event	involving	some	emotion,	such	as	a	violent	car	wreck	or	a	funeral.
Just	have	them	write	a	few	details	down	without	knowing	which	person
wrote	what.	Read	them	and	guess	the	gender	of	the	author.

THE	CONFUSION	OF	YOUTH
The	brain	evolves	forward	in	the	same	sequence	in	which	it	shuts	off.	So

children	are	not	born	with	the	ability	to	think	logically;	in	fact,	some	studies
have	indicated	that	the	brain	isn’t	fully	developed	until	about	age	30.

Kids	don’t	polish	their	conversation	or	their	body	language.	They	don’t	know
how	to	deceive,	and	if	you	study	kids,	you	can	usually	learn	a	lot	about	their
parents.	They	will	do	everything	an	adult	will	do	with	their	eyes,	for	example,	to
telegraph	a	certain	emotion.	They	pick	it	up	by	watching	and	listening.	Why
does	a	little	girl	who’s	confronted	with	bad	behavior	cross	her	legs,	twist	her	hair
with	her	finger,	tilt	her	head,	and	say,	“I	don’t	know”?	She’s	an	itty-bitty	woman
hiding	something	at	that	moment.	How	many	times	have	you	had	a	positive
image	of	parents	you	didn’t	know	well	or	had	never	met—teachers	have	this
experience	all	the	time—because	you	met	a	child	with	manners?	On	some	level,
you	realize	that	some	of	that	good	kid	is	probably	still	alive	in	the	adult.

In	determining	how	and	when	young	people	are	lying,	there’s	a	complicating
factor:	whether	they’re	male	or	female.	You	can	give	a	well-behaved,	thoughtful
child	a	healthy	dose	of	hormones	in	adolescence	and	that	child	will	overreact,
talk	back,	and	act	stupid	for	a	few	years.	Commonly	in	limbic	mode,	it’s	a
biological	struggle	for	an	adolescent	to	make	sense.	The	hormones	ramp	up	the
endocrine	system	with	the	result	that	this	teenager	is	essentially	in	fight-or-flight
mode.

A	common	problem	in	communicating	with	a	teenager,	or	someone
exhibiting	the	characteristics	of	a	teenager—say,	an	adult	in	sustained	limbic
mode—is	that	he’s	likely	to	scramble	information.	You	give	strict	orders	to	do
one	thing,	but	he	hears	another	and	acts	on	it.

As	part	of	our	efforts	to	arrange	a	cease-fire	during	Operation	Desert	Storm,
we	were	making	a	tape	to	play	loudly	to	the	Iraqis	holding	down	a	building.	We
wanted	to	say,	“Don’t	fire	on	us.	If	you	do,	it	will	be	bad	for	you.	We’ll	blow	up



wanted	to	say,	“Don’t	fire	on	us.	If	you	do,	it	will	be	bad	for	you.	We’ll	blow	up
the	building.”	And	then	they	told	me	to	insert	a	phrase,	“All	criminals	come
out.”	I	thought	that	was	absurd,	but	we	put	it	in	the	tape.	Sure	enough,	about	a
hundred	people	came	out	of	the	building.	In	a	highly	emotional	state,	the	mind
tends	to	distort	and	generalize,	and	this	is	precisely	what	happened	here.	They
heard	“blow	up	the	building”	and	“come	out.”

Of	course,	kids	are	capable	of	intentionally	lying,	but	keep	in	mind	both	their
chronological	and	emotional	ages	before	you	assume	they’re	guilty	of	a
deliberate	act	of	deceit.	As	child	psychologist	Peter	Spevak	notes	in	Empowering
Underachievers	(New	Horizon,	2006)	our	internal	defenses	help	us	survive
feelings	that	scare	us,	and	kids	who	are	stuck	emotionally	will	commonly	use	a
stock	of	defenses	that	result	in	lies	of	omission	and	commission.	Specifically,	he
cites	these:

	Avoidance:	An	attempt	to	get	far	away	from	an	unpleasant	event	or
situation	to	avoid	both	the	outcome	and	the	emotions	associated	with	it.
	Denial:	A	refusal	to	accept	something	as	reality.	Because	this	is	an
unconscious	act,	Spevak	draws	a	sharp	distinction	between	denial	and
lying.
	Minimizing:	A	lowering	of	the	affect	or	value	of	an	act	to	make	it	seem
less	important.	As	you	will	soon	find	out,	interrogators	consider	this	a	key
offensive	technique	as	well.
	Projection:	In	this	defense,	the	person	externalizes	hopes	or	wishes,	and
that	leads	to	a	distortion	of	reality.
	Rationalizing:	A	distortion	of	reality	to	cover	up	mistakes	or	failures	that
will	further	erode	self-esteem.
	Repression:	“An	unconscious	exclusion	from	the	conscious	mind	of
objectionable	acts,	memories,	or	ideas,	so	that	the	conscious	mind	is	not
aware	that	the	offensive	materials	exists.”

If	we	could	only	leave	these	defenses	behind	when	we	grow	up!



SECTION	II
TOOLS



CHAPTER	4
PLANNING	AND	PREPARATION

THE	VALUE	OF	PLANNING	AND	PREPARATION

RESEARCH	AND	ADAPT:
THAT’S	THE	BEGINNING	OF	YOUR	PLANNING	AND	PREPARATION

Planning	and	preparation	put	in	motion	a	process	that	concludes	with	you
getting	the	outcome	you	want.	Taking	a	shortcut	approach,	such	as	only	reading
eyes	or	relying	solely	on	body	language,	is	lame.	It’s	a	shortcut	to	frustration	and
mistakes.

Planning	and	preparation	mean	securing	background	information	on	your
source,	knowing	that	person’s	rituals,	defining	your	role	and	his	or	hers,	and
making	sure	the	costumes	and	scenery	create	the	right	effect.	Interrogation	is
theater	for	one;	if	you	want	to	see	how	effective	interrogation	techniques	can
really	be	in	your	life,	keep	that	in	mind	as	you	plan	and	prepare.

In	the	interrogator’s	world,	planning	and	preparation	constitute	the	major
portion	of	the	work.	First,	an	interrogator	creates	a	picture	of	the	inside	of	a
prisoner’s	head	by	linking	bits	of	information	about	him.	In	teaching	young
interrogators	how	to	combine	fragments	of	information	to	get	a	picture	of
someone,	I	used	the	pocket	litter	exercise.	I	would	bring	a	uniformed	soldier
forward	and	have	him	dump	the	contents	of	his	pocket	on	the	table.	The	wallet
alone	would	contain	enough	information	to	build	a	profile.	You	know	a	lot	about
a	guy	with	a	library	card,	condom,	pilot’s	license,	blood	donor	card,	and	ATM
statements.	(Think	about	that	the	next	time	you	put	something	away	in	your
wallet.)

Second,	the	interrogator	builds	a	plan	of	what	she	will	do	on	contact.	There	is
an	old	Army	adage	that	goes	“Few	plans	survive	first	contact	with	the	enemy.”
It’s	certainly	true	of	interrogation,	but	I	might	also	add	that	the	enemy	has	less
chance	of	surviving	if	you	have	a	plan	at	first	contact.	That	plan	covers	at	least
two	essentials:	what	will	likely	motivate	the	prisoner	to	do	what	we	want,	and	a
questioning	strategy.

An	initial	assessment	of	a	source,	whether	that	person	is	a	prisoner	or	your
boss,	is	going	to	be	based	on	that	person’s	dominant	role	at	the	moment.	You
can	influence	that	role	through	good	planning	and	preparation,	but	this	is



can	influence	that	role	through	good	planning	and	preparation,	but	this	is
precisely	where	many	people	fail	in	their	quest	for	a	particular	outcome.	They
invite	the	wrong	person	to	the	dance.	“Boss”	is	not	a	characterization	that
describes	an	entire	person.	“Boss”	is	one	role	of	many	that	make	up	that	person.
Thorough	planning	and	preparation	let	you	view	the	other	roles	that	create	the
person,	in	effect	allowing	you	to	decide	who	you	dance	with.	Given	my	choice,	I
want	to	dance	with	the	role	who’s	no	match	for	my	skill	set.

To	illustrate	how	planning	and	preparation	influence	outcome,	I’ll	give	you
an	overview	of	the	phases	of	interrogation	that	receive	a	closer	look	in	Chapter
6.	Interrogators	have	the	results	of	screening	reports	to	help	indicate	who	the
source	is;	your	“screening	report”	is	the	results	of	your	research.	Think	of	this
tool	as	X-rays	that	help	a	surgeon	pinpoint	what	she	has	to	remove—in	this	case,
information.

Stop	visualizing	interrogation	as	bright	lights	in	a	confining	room	and	instead
start	thinking	about	a	good	interrogation	as	a	meeting	in	which	both	parties	have
their	needs	met.	In	the	session,	the	interrogator	is	managing	the	needs	of	the
source	to	ensure	he	feels	good	about	the	outcome.	The	outcome	of	“the	most
information	in	the	shortest	period	of	time”	is	what	satisfies	the	interrogator.	If
you	treated	every	meeting	like	this,	you	would	set	up	a	plan	for	that	meeting	that
was	meaningful	and	valid,	with	little	waste	of	time,	clear	expectations,	and
guaranteed	outcomes.	Interrogation	instructors	have	a	process	that	is	repeatable
to	train	junior	interrogators;	this	is	how	we	run	our	very	effective	meetings.

PHASES	OF	INTERROGATION

	Establish	control:	In	an	interrogation,	I	might	say,	“Sit	in	that	chair	with
your	feet	flat	on	the	floor	and	your	hands	placed	on	your	legs.”	In	a
meeting,	you	might	begin	with	“Please	have	a	seat,”	and	point	to	a	chair	on
the	side	of	table	where	you	occupy	a	chair	at	the	head.	Your	meetings	are	a
bit	less	direct,	but	someone	should	always	be	in	control.
	Establish	rapport:	The	word	rapport	implies	a	positive	connection,	but	in
this	context,	it	could	mean	a	negative	one.	In	interrogation,	rapport	may
refer	to	a	stern	tone	that	you	intend	to	maintain:	“I	know	you	have
information	about	the	suicide	bombers	and	you	will	tell	me.”	Depending	on
the	background	information	you	collected	for	a	meeting,	you	may	also	want
to	establish	a	negative	rapport:	“Bob,	your	performance	review	obviously
comes	at	a	bad	time.”	Normally,	however,	you’d	go	the	opposite	route:
“Bob,	you	seem	to	be	running	in	place	lately.	Let’s	talk	about	moving



forward.”	Small	talk	up-front	helps	the	meeting	run	more	smoothly,	rather
than	jumping	into	the	technical	discussion	immediately.
	The	approach	phase:	This	is	the	psychological	piece	involving	primary
tactics	to	make	a	person	comply	with	you.	You	rely	heavily	on	the
background	information	you’ve	collected,	the	rituals	of	the	source	you’ve
observed,	the	role	you’ve	adopted	in	the	interrogation,	and	the	costumes
and	scenery	that	support	your	drama.	Think	about	what	he	needs;	you
already	know	what	you	need.	Listen	to	what	he	is	asking	for	and
accommodate	where	necessary.	Think	about	the	drives	that	make	him	work.
We	have	discussed	two	concepts	that	come	into	play	here.	The	first	is	the
love,	hate,	and/or	greed	that	give	you	insight	into	the	person.	The	second	is
to	want	to	feel	part	of	something	or	to	distinguish	himself—that	is,	to
belong	or	differentiate,	respectively;	identifying	the	need	allows	you	to
know	how	to	best	satisfy	it.	This	is	a	more	sophisticated	approach	to
gaining	leverage	with	someone	than	the	actual	approaches	taught	in
interrogation	training.	Instead	of	framing	leverage	in	interrogation	terms
such	as	“we	know	all,”	think	of	these	two	human	drives	of	belonging	and
differentiating	that	we	all	share.	Combine	that	with	the	drivers	of	love,	hate,
and	greed:	If	someone	is	angry	and	hates	someone	else,	you	can	prey	on
that.	Self-love,	love	of	a	project,	and	the	desire	for	a	bonus	are	also	ways
into	the	person’s	psyche.	An	employee’s	overwhelming	drive	to	show
others	how	smart	he	is	gives	you	a	lever	to	manage	his	performance.	Stop
for	a	few	minutes	and	take	all	of	the	data	you	find	about	the	person	to	create
a	mental	image	that	allows	you	to	think	about	and	change	strategies	that
will	work	while	you	are	talking	to	him.
	The	questioning	phase:	This	intertwines	with	the	previous	phase	and
begins	sometime	after	getting	the	source	into	an	emotional	state.
	Follow	up	with	questioning:	If,	during	questioning,	the	source	gives	me
what	interrogators	call	source	leads—he	tells	me	something	he’s	interested
in	talking	about—I	make	a	note	of	it	and	follow	up	either	immediately	or
later,	depending	on	how	he	reacts.	You	probably	do	this	at	parties.	You
begin	a	conversation	with	someone	who	moves	down	that	path	and	then
loops	back	to	the	original	point.	In	other	words,	you	get	what	you	came	for.
	Termination:	This	where	I	leave	the	source	feeling	as	if	what	I	have	just
done	is	not	finished,	but	part	of	a	process.	I	assure	him	that	I’ll	be	following
up	on	the	information	he	shared	and	that	we’ll	be	talking	again.	In	a	good
meeting,	this	is	the	summary	and	the	time	line	for	follow-up	or	action



items;	otherwise,	the	meeting	was	a	conversation,	not	a	session	with	a
designed	outcome.

COMPONENTS	OF	PLANNING	AND	PREPARATION

BACKGROUND	INFORMATION

In	military	interrogations,	there	are	three	kinds	of	data	requirements:
1.	Priority	intelligence	requirements:	“I	need	to	know	this	now;	something’s

going	to	hurt	me	if	I	don’t	find	out	what	you	know.”
2.	Information	requirements:	“I	won’t	die	if	I	don’t	have	this	fact,	but	my	life

will	be	a	lot	easier	if	I	do.”
3.	Basic	information	requirements:	“I	might	be	able	to	use	this	to	gain

leverage	over	you,	but	there’s	no	guarantee.”
Know	everything	you	possibly	can	about	your	target.	If	you	plan	to	baseline

and	question	a	loved	one,	you	already	have	a	wealth	of	information.	The
challenge	in	that	case	becomes	the	fact	that	you	have	processed	a	great	deal	of
data	about	the	person	through	your	own	filters.	You	must	adapt	by	remaining	as
objective	as	possible.	If	your	target	is	a	potential	client	or	employee,	you	need	to
dig	up	anything	you	can	about	him	before	you	walk	into	the	room	for	the
meeting.	Then,	in	the	course	of	the	meeting,	you	use	that	knowledge	to	move
that	person	or	group	toward	the	outcome	you	intend.

Most	people	don’t	use	the	free	resources	that	are	readily	accessible	to	find	out
about	people	around	them,	including	their	friends.	They	walk	into	presentations
with	prospective	clients	completely	focused	on	themselves:	What	am	I	going	to
say?	How	can	I	impress	him?	That	will	get	you	nowhere	compared	to	the	person
who	has	collected	in-depth	background	information.

By	doing	a	search	on	someone	prior	to	a	meeting,	you	can	find	out	facts	about
the	individual’s	personal	life,	as	well	as	things	about	her	business.	It’s	relatively
easy	to	find	out	where	someone	lives,	for	example,	which	will	tell	you
something	about	her	level	of	affluence,	preferences,	and	so	on.	If	your	target	has
a	small	ranch	30	miles	outside	of	town,	you	can	safely	assume	she	likes	the
country,	animals,	and	open	spaces.	When	you	conduct	a	Web	search	on	her,	you
might	also	find	references	to	the	Rotary	Club	or	some	other	service	organization;
that	will	clue	you	in	about	her	sense	of	community.	All	of	that	is	important
baselining	information.	I’m	not	saying	that	you	should	find	out	where	someone
lives	and	start	talking	about	her	neighborhood	in	the	first	meeting—that’s
potentially	creepy.	Find	out	what	you	can,	make	it	clear	that	have	you	have	good



potentially	creepy.	Find	out	what	you	can,	make	it	clear	that	have	you	have	good
intelligence	on	the	business,	and	then	use	the	personal	information	you’ve
collected	to	give	you	insights	on	the	individual.	I	am	not	advocating	stalking,	but
rather	a	model	for	getting	some	information	about	the	person	you	are	going	to
meet.

I	am	also	not	suggesting	you	“friend”	the	person,	but	you	can	easily	review
your	source’s	public	profile.	You	may	even	find	photos	of	your	source	in
compromising,	or	at	least	interesting,	activities.	Aside	from	the	artificial
intelligence	of	the	software	that	tracks	your	Web	visits,	most	people	will	“join,”
“like,”	“friend,”	or	“love”	something	that	will	tell	you	about	his	or	her
personality.

Simply	looking	at	the	number	of	people	who	have	connections	to	your	source
can	tell	you	about	the	person	you’re	dealing	with.	Seeing	regular	participation	in
the	games	on	Facebook,	or	hundreds	of	friends	the	person	has	little	real
connection	to,	makes	me	immediately	jump	to	a	conclusion	that	the	person	has
too	much	time	on	his	hands	and	little	real	involvement.

The	games	designed	for	the	social	networks	run	the	gamut	from	shooting
games	to	personality	profiling	games.	All	are	intended	to	prey	on	those	two
middle	drives	in	Maslow’s	Hierarchy	of	Needs:	belonging	and	differentiating.
Because	social	media	games	and	“quizzes”	prey	on	those	vital	drives,	people
will	toddle	along,	providing	more	and	more	information	about	themselves,	and
in	some	cases	divulging	their	innermost	thoughts	thoughtlessly.	You	might	even
find	the	person’s	Myers-Briggs	profile.	What	interrogator	or	other	intelligence
collector	would	not	take	advantage	of	this?	While	the	information	is	self-
reported	and	therefore	not	100-percent	trustworthy,	it	at	least	gives	you	some
idea	of	the	role	the	person	will	portray.	It’s	a	good	lever,	and	it’s	free.

For	this	reason,	few	people	in	the	business	of	intelligence	collection	have	a
profile	on	one	of	those	sites.	One	old	acquaintance	I	talked	to	told	me	he	had
built	a	profile	and	spent	a	few	weeks	on	a	site	until	he	looked	late	one	night	at
the	amount	of	detail	he	had	thoughtlessly	shared	about	his	personal	life;	it	make
him	question	the	sanity	of	his	decision.	The	unfortunate	thing	about	the	alternate
universe	is	it	never	goes	away.	And	your	“friends”	and	their	“friends”	can	post
an	abundance	of	information	about	you.	The	digital	world	and	its	ties	to	the	need
to	belong	and	differentiate	are	creating	a	virtual	world	with	little	privacy,	and
you	can	be	the	beneficiary.	You	don’t	have	to	have	a	robust	profile	to	use	the
tool.	You	can	use	it	to	your	benefit	by	saying	very	little	about	yourself	and
paying	attention	to	the	massive	amount	of	information	other	people	put	out	about



themselves.	As	I	mentioned	in	the	Chapter	2	discussion	on	push-pull	words,
once	it	is	said,	it	is	fair	game.

When	I	received	an	interrogation	assignment	in	the	Army,	I	read	everything
about	that	prisoner	in	the	files.	I	examined	everything	that	other	soldiers	had
stripped	off	his	body	and	put	in	a	bag.	Then,	I	walked	out	and	watched	the
prisoner,	maybe	for	20	minutes,	maybe	for	10	hours,	depending	on	who	he	was.
I	recorded	everything	he	did—how	he	interacted	with	other	people,	what	his
mannerisms	were,	and	so	on—so	that	I	would	know	later	when	he	deviated	from
his	normal	pattern.

Let’s	say	the	prisoner	was	a	chemical	weapons	expert.	Because	that’s	an	area
of	strong	interest,	we	would	have	had	information	on	file	about	chemical
weapons,	even	though	we	may	have	very	few	background	facts	on	the	prisoner
himself.	From	that	information,	I	could	not	only	reinforce	my	ability	to	question
him	on	his	expertise,	but	also	deduce	certain	things	about	him.

The	impression	I	create	with	the	prisoner	by	knowing	about	chemical
weapons	gives	me	credibility	with	him	as	well	as	an	ability	to	question	sharply.
If	I	begin	the	interrogation	genuinely	ignorant	of	his	field,	I	might	say,	“Tell	me
something	about	chemical	weapons,”	and	he	could	lead	me	down	a	path	of
irrelevant	details	and	nonsense.	He	would	know	almost	immediately	that	I	had
no	clue	about	his	expertise.	If,	however,	I	begin	the	interrogation	the	same	way,
but	follow	up	with	well-informed	questions,	he	has	no	idea	how	much	I	know,
and	I	have	the	chance	to	lead	him	down	a	narrow	path	of	fact	after	fact	after	fact.

In	civilian	life,	this	style	of	preparation	has	been	invaluable	to	me.	I	walk	into
meetings	with	people	I	have	never	met	and	know	the	details	of	their	business	and
maybe	even	their	office	operations—but	they	don’t	know	nearly	as	much	about
me.	This	one-up	position	might	stem	from	really	simple	facts.	The	person	comes
from	Kansas,	has	a	teenage	boy	who	just	learned	to	drive,	and	loves	baseball.
Knowledge	is	power.	I	know	more	than	they	do	and	that	gives	me	an	advantage
in	a	negotiation,	interview,	or	presentation.

Now	the	information	in	Section	I	will	start	to	influence	your	ability	to	spot	a
liar.	Everything	you	know	about	a	source	will	impact	how	you	approach	him.
Using	what	you	know	about	Myers-Briggs,	say	you’ve	determined	that	your
source	is	a	sensing-judging	type	(SJ),	driven	by	input	from	the	outside	world,
using	methodical	processes	to	make	decisions.	To	establish	rapport	with	him,
you	need	to	need	to	create	an	environment	that	is	secure	and	fits	his	needs.
Remember	that	his	keywords	are	reliable,	good,	and	respectable.	You	will	need
to	decide	early	whether	he	is	secure	or	insecure	and	whether	you	will	attack	his



conformity	to	his	own	standards	or	bolster	his	self	image.	That	is,	you	need	to
decide	to	go	with	the	type,	or	against	the	type.	The	approach	you	then	select	is
the	lever	you	will	use	to	create	certain	feelings	to	get	the	source	to	talk.	In
addition	to	his	temperament	category,	you	also	want	to	ascertain	learning	style:
Is	he	time-,	event-,	or	sequence-driven?	This	will	become	important	from	the
minute	you	open	your	mouth	to	engage	your	source	in	conversation.	The
learning	modality—visual,	auditory,	or	kinesthetic—will	also	give	you	insights
on	how	to	structure	your	questions	either	to	suit	his	style	of	memory	or	to
counter	it	to	cause	stress.

Combine	this	internal	background	information	on	your	source	with	the
externals,	such	as	education,	residence,	and	so	on,	and	you	can	pinpoint
sensitivities	and	characteristics	of	a	person	to	an	astonishing	degree.	You	will
know	with	a	great	level	of	certainty	how	useful	pride,	emotion,	and	other
elements	of	approaches	will	be.	These	facts	also	figure	prominently	into	the
scheme	of	data	that	includes	baselining	the	person’s	body	language	and	speech
patterns.	Taken	together,	they	tell	you	what	you	need	to	know	to	build	rapport
and	apply	stress	so	you	can	drive	toward	your	desired	outcome.

The	background	information	gives	you	an	initial	view	of	who	you	want	to
invite	to	the	dance.	You	refine	that	as	you	get	to	know	your	source.	You	know	it
will	be	easier	to	achieve	your	outcome	in	the	meeting,	if	you	can	draw	out	the
relationship-oriented	community	servant	than	if	you	draw	out	the	cutthroat	CEO.

RITUALS

A	ritual	can	be	an	automatic	response	pattern,	or	it	could	be	something	you	do
quite	thoughtfully.	In	some	cases,	rituals	are	habits	“forced”	upon	you	because
of	your	culture	or	religion,	or	perhaps	even	a	health	need.	Working	fact:	You
adapt	your	environment	to	you	through	rituals.

Humans	are	designed	for	rituals.	We	use	them	to	relieve	stress,	lure	a	mate,
connect	us	to	God,	and	make	us	socially	acceptable.	Sometimes,	even	when	we
can’t	quite	identify	a	behavior	pattern	as	a	ritual,	it	often	is.	For	example,	I	have
a	friend	who	grew	up	in	the	Roman	Catholic	tradition,	which	employs	obvious
and	carefully	structured	rituals	in	worship.	Whether	it’s	a	sacrament,	such	as
baptism,	or	mass,	Catholics	rely	on	an	identical	sequence	of	events	and	words;
this	gives	a	lot	of	people	a	strong	sense	of	connection	to	each	other	and	to	the
church.	When	she	went	with	her	boyfriend	to	an	Evangelical	Free	Church
without	a	structured	liturgy,	she	felt	really	uncomfortable	with	it.	She	said,
“They	have	no	ritual!”	I	said,	“Yes,	they	do.	It	just	looks	different.”	She	insisted
that	wasn’t	the	case	until	we	looked	at	the	service	closely.	Every	week,	they	sang



that	wasn’t	the	case	until	we	looked	at	the	service	closely.	Every	week,	they	sang
at	least	five	songs.	Every	week,	they	listed	to	a	sermon	or	some	other
presentation	containing	a	Bible-based	message.	Every	week,	they	took	up	a
collection.	Every	week,	they	had	a	designated	time	for	socializing.	There	were
also	many	physical	elements	of	the	service—where	the	musicians	stood,	where
the	pastor	preached,	and	so	on—that	ritualized	the	experience.	Without	enough
of	those	elements,	people	in	the	congregation	would	get	“lost.”	They	wouldn’t
feel	connected	to	each	other,	to	the	pastor,	to	the	point	of	the	whole	thing.

Stress	Relievers
The	rituals	of	primary	interest	to	interrogators	are	those	that	relieve	stress.

Watch	how	animals	use	ritual	for	this	purpose.	Some	cats	crawl	under	the	bed
when	a	stranger	enters	the	room,	and	some	circle	the	new	person	and	smell	her
shoes.	A	parrot	might	pluck	his	feathers.	“Behaving	like	a	caged	animal”	has
real	meaning	if	you	watch	a	captive	creature,	no	matter	what	the	species.	Most
horses	at	the	racetrack	will	develop	one	of	these	rituals,	or	“vices”	as	they	are
known	in	that	world.	The	vices	range	from	weaving	a	sort	of	dance	back	and
forth,	to	wind-sucking,	in	which	the	horse	grips	something	with	his	teeth	and
sucks	air	into	his	stomach.	The	vices	release	endorphins,	so	they	become
addictive	behavior	for	the	horse.	Human	stress	rituals	do	the	same	thing.	In
response	to	the	unknown	or	high	level	of	anxiety,	a	person	will	automatically	try
to	adjust	to	her	environment.	The	interrogator’s	job,	then,	is	to	note	how	the
person	behaves	when	under	no	stress	and	to	get	a	clear	indication	when	the
rituals	begin.

The	historical	underpinning	of	some	of	our	contemporary	rituals	is
fascinating.	For	example,	I	found	it	curious	that	I	could	be	easily	identified	as	an
American	when	I	first	had	tours	of	duty	abroad.	Foreigners	would	watch	me	eat
and	know	immediately	where	I’m	from.	Other	cultures	keep	the	knife	and	fork	in
hand	throughout	the	meal.	So	why	is	it	that	most	Americans	pick	up	their	knife
with	the	right	hand	(even	if	they’re	left-handed)	and	put	it	back	down	after
cutting	something?	In	the	days	of	the	American	Revolution,	the	separatists	and
loyalists	argued	bitterly.	These	people	were	neighbors	who	shopped,
worshipped,	and	ate	together.	So	they	developed	a	ritual	that	averted	stabbings	at
the	table,	and	we	follow	it	to	this	day:	They	put	down	the	knife	after	they	cut
their	meat.

Personal	history	also	lies	at	the	heart	of	many	of	our	rituals	as	adults.	If	you
were	a	thumb-sucking,	hair-stroking,	or	foot-tapping	kid,	you	may	not	be	doing
that	specific	action	to	calm	yourself	in	a	tense	business	meeting,	but	you’re
probably	doing	a	variation	of	it.	The	thumb-sucker	might	have	a	habit	of



probably	doing	a	variation	of	it.	The	thumb-sucker	might	have	a	habit	of
bringing	her	thumb	to	her	chin.	The	hair-stroker	might	put	her	hand	on	her	neck.
The	foot-tapper	might	move	his	toes	in	his	shoes.

Let’s	say	you’re	a	foot-tapper	and	I	put	you	in	the	cloistered	environment	of
an	interrogation	room—a	place	designed	to	ratchet	up	your	stress	level.	Your
comfort	ritual	will	become	a	more	dominant	behavior	than	it	usually	is.	In	this
artificially	sterile	environment,	nothing	is	familiar	to	you	at	first	except	your
weird	little	ritual.	In	a	new	business	setting	or	on	a	first	date,	you’ll	notice	the
same	adjustment.	You	will	also	see	it	when,	for	example,	a	neat	person	has	to
experience	some	social	or	business	event	in	a	cluttered	environment.

As	you	try	to	reorder	your	position	in	the	alien	environment,	you	will	likely
observe	a	whole	spectrum	of	rituals	that	help	the	person	adapt	mentally.	For
example,	if	I’m	interrogating	the	excessively	neat	person	who	has	now	been
subjected	to	clutter,	he	may	start	out	by	foot-tapping,	but	that	habit	might	join	a
party	of	rituals	such	as	brushing	his	clothes,	buttoning	and	re-buttoning	his	shirt
cuffs,	and	moving	his	fingers	across	the	table	to	remove	dust.	He	would	try	to
order	what	he	could,	to	gain	control	over	the	structure	of	his	environment	as
much	as	possible.

I	have	a	cousin	who	used	to	bite	himself	when	he	was	a	kid.	Any	bit	of	stress
and	his	teeth	would	clamp	down	on	a	nearby	body	part.	He	clearly	had	to	train
himself	out	of	that	to	avoid	ridicule;	he	developed	a	substitute.	As	an	adult	his
version	of	the	same	habit	was	reflexively	bringing	his	hand	toward	his	mouth.
Only	someone	who	knew	him	as	a	child	would	ever	connect	the	two	gestures.

Food
Remember	Pavlov’s	experiment	with	the	dogs?	Ring	a	bell	just	before

feeding	time,	and	the	dogs’	behavior	becomes	predictive	of	the	meal.	Dangle	a
treat	in	front	of	your	own	dog,	and	then	take	more	than	the	usual	time	to	give	it
to	him.	If	you	wait	too	long,	the	dog	will	salivate	enough	to	drool.	This	is	a
simple	example	of	a	feeding	ritual.	We	are	not	far	removed	from	our	canine
friends	in	this	sense.	The	mere	thought	of	food	can	raise	digestive	enzymes	in
the	stomach	and	increase	salivation	in	humans.	In	filming	a	British	TV	special,
our	team	of	interrogators	teased	the	volunteer	prisoners	by	saying,	“They	are
preparing	your	food.	Can	you	smell	it?”	In	fact,	the	volunteers	were	being	fed
standard	Army	rations,	a	high-energy,	pre-cooked	meal	packaged	in	such	thick
plastic	that	the	smell	of	food	could	not	escape.	That	didn’t	stop	the	prisoners
from	imagining	it.	The	intent	of	the	question	was	to	raise	expectations.	A
subsequent	delay	in	the	delivery	of	the	food	created	a	displaced	expectation,



which	made	them	more	vulnerable.
By	most	anyone’s	standards,	Army	rations	are	disgusting,	but	in	the	field,

they	represent	health	and	home.	In	that	way,	even	this	kind	of	food	is	part	of	a
stabilizing	ritual.	People	who	eat	to	excess	tend	to	view	food	as	the	centerpiece
of	a	stabilizing	ritual	in	their	lives.	Interrogators	exploit	the	fact	that	people	use
food	to	stabilize	and	offer	comfort	items—tastier	treats	than	the	standard	rations
that	everyone	receives—as	incentives	for	the	prisoner	to	talk	to	us.

In	some	cases,	you	can	similarly	exploit	a	person’s	ritualized	link	to	food.
Establish	the	routine	of	the	source	you	are	talking	to.	If	the	person	has	heavy
food	rituals,	use	that	to	enhance	rapport	or	to	exploit	his	telegraphed	needs.	You
can	create	a	great	deal	of	discomfort	for	some	people	by	working	through	lunch.

Sex
Birds’	sexual	rituals	commonly	involve	a	demonstration	ritual,	followed	by

acknowledgment,	and	then	a	mirroring	ritual.	In	humans,	these	dances	become
more	polished	with	age,	but	the	basics	are	there	early	in	life.	Two	of	the	more
noticeable	rituals	are	proximity	and	mirroring.	Americans	reserve	space	of	less
than	18	inches	for	intimate	contact.	This	varies	culturally.	If	someone	moves	in
past	this	space,	it	had	better	be	invited	or	it	is	a	seen	as	a	sign	of	hostility.	Even
in	cultures	where	casual	contact	is	closer,	the	rituals	of	sex	are	demonstrative.
Americans	traveling	abroad	are	often	taken	aback	by	intimate	contact	in	the
streets	and	see	it	as	a	sexual	ritual.	The	truth	is	that	the	elements	of	the	American
sexual	ritual	don’t	involve	intimate	contact	and	this	is	obvious	to	the	trained	eye.
Simply	holding	hands	does	not	indicate	intimacy.	Mirroring	involves	making	the
body	move	as	the	other	person’s,	and	in	its	subtle	form,	it	subconsciously	puts
the	other	person	at	ease.	On	the	other	hand,	the	seduction	dance	involves	overt
mirroring	done	at	a	slow	pace.	Watch	sexually	attracted	adults	still	in	the	stage
of	courtship	and	notice	the	exaggerated	movements	that	seem	almost	lethargic.	If
you	increase	the	speed,	you	would	find	the	dance	bizarre.	Voices	lower,	hands
curl	to	make	each	person	appear	less	threatening,	heads	tilt,	eyes	are	open.	As	a
result	of	hormones	pumping,	blood	flows	to	mucosa	and	the	systems	needed	for
reproduction:	Eyes	dilate	to	take	in	the	picture	better,	lips	fill,	faces	flush,	and
everything	seems	softer.	As	this	progresses,	the	mating	couple	begins	to	match
cadence	and	the	ritual	is	complete.

When	I	was	stationed	at	Ft.	Bragg,	some	of	my	fellow	interrogators	and	I
frequented	a	large	country	bar.	Most	nights,	one	of	our	group	would	walk	back
toward	the	rest	of	us	and	start	mirroring	the	behavior	of	one	of	the	others	after
his	unsuccessful	attempt	to	begin	the	“love	dance.”	All	of	a	sudden,	the	obvious



his	unsuccessful	attempt	to	begin	the	“love	dance.”	All	of	a	sudden,	the	obvious
rituals	of	mating	take	on	a	comic	or	disconcerting	meaning.	Out	of	context,	they
appear	contrived,	or	even	robotic.

If	you	are	in	an	intimate	relationship,	there	are	rituals	you	conduct	on	a
regular	basis	that	lead	to	lowering	defenses	and	opening	up	to	your	mate.	This
baseline	is	well	established.	If	these	rituals	feel	wooden	and	something	is	out	of
sequence,	it	is	cause	for	concern.	This	does	not	indicate	infidelity,	but	it	does
indicate	a	change	in	the	way	the	other	person’s	mind	is	engaged.	Stress	impacts
sexuality	in	tremendous	ways.

Sleep
Anyone	who	has	suffered	from	insomnia	realizes	the	power	of	ritual	in

putting	the	mind	at	rest	and	the	body	to	sleep.	How	your	pillow	is	angled,	the
temperature	of	the	room,	which	side	you	sleep	on—all	of	these	factors	can
influence	your	ability	to	sleep.

The	routine	you	conduct	before	you	go	to	sleep	can	indicate	whether	or	not
you’re	at	ease.	Interrogators	and	guards	keep	their	eyes	and	ears	on	all	prisoners
in	the	cage	to	learn	about	their	state	of	mind	as	they	try	to	sleep.

Business	Rituals
Companies	and	other	organizations	that	establish	patterns	for	conducting

meetings	attempt	to	embed	a	ritual	into	the	participants	that	not	only	connects
them	with	each	other,	but	makes	it	easier	for	the	boss,	manager,	or	supervisor	to
manipulate	them.	It	sounds	sinister—and	it	could	be—but	the	point	is	to	try	to
accomplish	the	corporate	mission	as	efficiently	as	possible.

Bring	people	from	different	companies	together	for	a	trade	association	or
coalition	meeting	and	you’re	likely	to	see	“ritual	wars.”	To	some	extent,	they
will	drag	their	corporate	rituals	with	them	into	the	new	arena;	before	they	know
what	happened,	the	rituals	clash	and	cause	disruptions.	Robert’s	Rules	of	Order
can	be	useful	in	establishing	a	kind	of	neutral	set	of	behaviors	in	that	setting,	but
they	only	go	so	far.	If	the	guy	from	Company	A	keeps	his	laptop	open	and
wirelessly	alive	because	that’s	how	people	do	it	at	his	corporate	meetings,	but
the	guy	from	Company	B	has	been	trained	to	avoid	that	at	all	costs,	the	meeting
has	an	undercurrent	of	tension.	The	simple	solution	is	to	create	a	new	ritual
specifically	for	that	group:	“Today,	we’ll	going	to	go	through	presentations	for
an	hour	at	a	time.	No	laptops.	After	that,	we’ll	take	10-minute	breaks	to	check	e-
mail.”



ROLES

The	202nd	MI	Battalion	stationed	in	Augusta,	Georgia,	is	considered	a
“strategic	asset”	for	collecting	intelligence,	and	it’s	at	the	complete	disposal	of
the	theater	commander.	For	a	while,	their	motto	was	“Semper	Gumbi”	(“Ever
Flexible,”	but	don’t	call	it	classical	Latin).	This	describes	a	basic	requirement	for
an	interrogator	and	surfaces	most	obviously	in	how	he	adopts	different	roles.

What	will	you	project	to	the	person	you	want	a	straight	answer	from?	How	do
you	want	to	be	perceived?	Are	you	playing	mother?	Tyrant?	Seducer?	Analyst?
What	is	the	other	person’s	role?	Act	as	a	predator,	move	as	a	predator,	and	you
will	be	perceived	as	a	predator.	Act	as	a	rescuer,	and	your	source	will	respond	to
you	as	someone	who	can	take	him	away	from	the	predator.

Well,	at	least	that’s	how	it	is	in	an	ideal	situation.	The	more	thorough	you	are
with	all	aspects	of	planning	and	preparation,	the	more	likely	you	are	to	adopt	the
role	and	approach	that	match	the	personality	and	background	of	your	source.

A	big	part	of	interrogation	is	not	just	adopting	a	role	that	benefits	you,	but
overcoming	the	role	held	by	the	prisoner.	What	if,	as	a	young	kid,	I	had	been
sent	in	to	interrogate	a	general	from	a	foreign	army?	The	process	would	depend
on	my	moving	into	a	role	of	authority	and	undermining	his	ability	to	maintain
his	role	as	a	general.	I	talked	to	a	guy	who	interrogated	Saddam	Hussein.
Imagine	the	role	coaching,	never	mind	the	other	aspects	of	planning	and
preparation,	that	went	into	that	confrontation.

In	rehearsal,	even	before	the	costumes	and	scenery	show	up,	an	actor
preparing	for	a	role	might	anchor	key	traits	of	the	character	in	his	head	through	a
piece	of	clothing,	speaking,	or,	ritual	he	designs	for	the	character.	The	villain
twirls	his	moustache	when	he	yells	at	the	ingénue,	who	bites	her	lower	lip	in
fear.	Before	a	job	interview,	you	prepare	for	the	role	of	public	relations
executive	by	putting	on	a	suit,	straightening	your	posture,	and	smiling.

You	have	certain	scripted	roles	in	your	daily	life.	You’re	a	little	different	with
the	various	people	you	know:	mother,	best	friend,	employees,	lover,	kids,	and	so
forth.	Does	that	mean	you	have	multiple	personalities?	No,	because	all	of	the
roles	are	facets	of	your	own	personality.	Within	those	roles,	you’re	consistent.	A
sudden	inconsistency	that	signals	a	role	change	would	cause	ripples	in	your
world.	Nevertheless,	you	sometimes	have	a	reason	to	adopt	a	different	role	or
expand	on	the	one	you	have.	You	were	in	the	rear	cubicle	yesterday	and	a
manager	today.	Last	year,	you	had	the	role	of	a	partner	in	your	law	firm;	this
year	you	own	a	deli	and	entertain	people	while	you	make	sandwiches.



Certain	roles	you	adopt	stay	with	you	for	life.	I	was	a	career	soldier	and	I’ll
always	be	a	soldier.	People	who	see	me	in	a	corporate	setting	see	that	regardless
of	what	my	title	is	on	the	organizational	chart.	Your	roles	could	be	similarly
colored	by	something	in	your	background	or	a	fact	of	your	life	(you	were	a	body
builder,	you’re	a	mom,	you’re	gay).

Changing	roles	to	suit	your	circumstances	doesn’t	make	you	a	fake;	it	doesn’t
imply	lying.	Adjusting	your	demeanor	can	be	simply	part	of	putting	yourself	in
charge.	Adopting	the	right	role	gives	you	a	way	of	controlling	events	and	the
flow	of	conversation,	and	of	driving	toward	the	outcome	you	want.	Your	role
affects	perceptions	of	what	you	know,	what	you	can	do,	and	even	who	you
know.

The	role	you	choose	can	affect	your	very	survival,	or	your	survival	in	a	job,
too.	If	your	boss	suddenly	yells	at	you,	he	brings	out	the	victim	in	you,	unless
you	have	the	capacity	to	bring	to	the	fore	another	part	of	you.	It	takes	practice
because	stress	hormones	will	take	you	down	an	emotional	path	unless	you	have
practiced	remaining	in	cognitive	thought	under	stress.

If	I	haven’t	trained	a	part	of	me	to	handle	a	traumatic	situation,	if	I	can’t	play
the	role	of	someone	in	control	under	stress,	then	I’m	just	a	victim.	Other	roles,
such	as	Greg	the	Businessman,	Greg	the	Jouster,	and	Greg	the	Horse	Lover,	are
still	in	my	repertoire,	but	they	aren’t	any	good	to	me.	If	I	can	call	on	Greg	the
Hostage	Survivor,	however,	then	he	can	come	to	the	fore	saying,	“This	is	what	I
do	well.”

When	Oprah	Winfrey	appears	in	public,	she	brings	the	mogul,	the	abused
child,	the	activist,	the	person	who	has	both	been	overweight	and	has	overcome
obesity,	the	African-American,	the	glamorous	woman,	the	philanthropist,	and
many	more	roles.	She	makes	cognitive	choices	about	which	ones	she	projects
and	when,	based	on	circumstances,	as	well	as	the	needs	and	interests	of	the
people	she’s	talking	with.	She	didn’t	allow	her	guests,	for	example,	to	draw	forth
the	roles	she	didn’t	deem	appropriate	for	the	occasion.	She	does	have	a	keen
ability	to	do	that	to	other	people,	however	(although,	I’ll	add,	I’ve	never	seen	her
do	it	disrespectfully).

Even	within	the	same	role,	you	can	have	dramatic	variations	through	changes
in	speech	and	body.	It’s	logical	that	you	make	the	changes	depending	on	the
circumstances.	A	cop	in	the	doughnut	shop	doesn’t	sound	the	same	as	a	cop
busting	a	thief.	Volume,	cadence,	and	other	elements	of	speech	convey
relaxation,	commands,	anger,	stress,	and	so	on.	The	non-language	aspects	of
vocal	expression,	especially	tone	of	voice,	have	a	critical	role	in	conveying



meaning	and	cementing	your	role	in	the	mind	of	whoever	hears	you.	Moms	and
dog	trainers	probably	know	this	better	than	anyone.	Mom	can	say	sweetly,
“Please	go	outside	and	play,”	and	you	know	she	just	wants	you	to	have	some
fun.	Or,	she	can	make	the	same	sentence	sound	as	though	it’s	a	10-penny	nail
stabbing	your	thumb.	They’re	the	same	words,	but	it	really	means	“Get	out	of
my	hair!”	The	rate	of	speech	can	carry	a	great	deal	of	meaning,	too.	Excellent
teachers	and	motivational	speakers	do	this	to	drive	home	a	point.	Their	speech	is
energetic	and	fast-paced	until	it	comes	time	to	deliver	the	important	fact.	They
slow…down…	so…you…get…every…word.

COSTUMES	AND	SCENERY

Costumes
In	presenting	yourself	as	an	authority	figure	to	your	sales	team,	you	might

wear	a	suit,	but	the	motivational	speaker	who	climbed	Everest	might	command
far	more	attention	from	the	same	people	by	wearing	hiking	pants.	Your	costume
has	to	match	your	role	to	have	maximum	effect.

Again,	I’ll	begin	with	the	value	of	Semper	Gumbi.	You	may	be	a	guy	who
projects	precision	with	your	clothes,	taste	with	your	Rolex,	and	neatness	with
your	clean	car.	But	what	if	wrinkled	trousers	distract	you	from	a	conversation,
wearing	a	$20	sports	watch	causes	hives,	and	you	feel	desperate	for	a	car	wash
after	riding	through	mud?

As	an	interrogator,	I	learned	to	manipulate	people	who	must	have	that	level	of
predictability	in	their	lives—people	who	rigidly	maintain	control	over	their
environment.	The	less	flexible	you	are	about	externals,	the	easier	you	are	to
move	off	center	and,	ultimately,	to	break.	And	if	clothes,	cars,	and	other
elements	of	costumes	and	scenery	define	you,	you’re	locked	into	a	narrow	role,
so	you	fail	as	an	interrogator	as	well.	In	the	movie	Along	Came	Polly	(2004),
Ben	Stiller	plays	a	stiff	insurance	salesman	who	reconnects	with	a	free-spirited
Jennifer	Aniston.	Scene	after	scene	provides	vivid	examples	of	how	difficult	it	is
for	a	rigid	person	to	adapt	to	new	situations.

That	kind	of	person	is	an	interrogator’s	dream	target	for	two	reasons:	Any
deviation	from	his	routine	that	he	initiates	will	show	up	right	away,	and	any
deviation	I	force	upon	him—such	as	spilling	coffee	on	his	pants—will	drive	him
nuts.	That	kind	of	person	could	also	be	his	own	saboteur	in	trying	to	apply
interrogation	techniques	for	two	reasons:	He	may	have	a	tough	time	matching
his	role	to	the	source,	and	anyone	who	is	aware	of	his	obsessions	has	a	certain
power	over	him.



I’m	not	telling	you	to	change	who	you	are.	I	just	want	to	point	out	that	you
may	have	limits	that	will	make	it	difficult	for	you	to	either	fully	use	or	fully
resist	the	techniques	I	describe.

In	choosing	your	costumes	and	scenery	as	part	of	your	preparation	and
planning,	you	first	need	to	be	aware	of	preconceived	notions	of	certain	images.
For	example,	if	you	walk	into	a	cold	room	where	a	bright,	white	light	stabs	the
darkness	and	see	nothing	but	a	small	table	and	one	straight-backed	chair,	you
think	“interrogation	room.”	That’s	because	you’ve	seen	it	on	television	hundreds
of	times.	If	I	know	something	about	you,	whether	it’s	cultural	or	personal,	that
tells	me	how	to	make	the	environment	more	intimidating,	then	I	should	change
the	scenery	accordingly.	The	idea	is	to	make	the	prisoner	feel	vulnerable.	When
I	worked	at	SERE,	one	of	my	colleagues	often	adopted	the	role	of	a	cruel	guard,
a	dark	creature	obsessed	with	cigarettes	and	coffee.	He	would	pour	his	coffee	on
the	floor,	and	then	he	put	his	cigarettes	out	in	it.	He	made	prisoners	sit	in	that
foul	puddle	while	he	questioned	them.

Scenery
Planning	and	preparation	include	every	aspect	of	the	stage	you	are	preparing

for	your	audience	of	one.	If	you	plan	to	come	across	as	the	mild,	non-threatening
type,	your	environment	must	support	this;	if	you	portray	the	savage,	that	role
also	needs	support	from	the	stage	and	props.	When	Team	Delta	filmed	The
History	Channel	special	We	Can	Make	You	Talk,	one	of	the	volunteers	was	a
bright	young	man	who	lectured	at	London	University.	On	our	interrogation	staff,
we	had	a	world-class	questioner	who	was	a	retired	U.S.	Army	interrogator	with
SERE	with	combat	experience	in	Panama.	We	also	had	a	younger	interrogator
named	Marshall	Perry,	who	shaves	his	head	and	has	multiple	piercings	in	his
face	and	ears.	To	illicit	fear	from	the	young	volunteer,	Marshall	washed	beer
around	his	mouth,	punched	the	wall	to	bloody	his	knuckles,	and	visited	the
young	man	in	his	interrogation	room.	Marshall	used	his	size	and	all	the	props	at
hand	to	portray	a	loose	cannon.	The	retired	interrogator,	Dora	Vazquez-Hellner,
one	of	the	best	interrogators	I	knew—through	the	use	of	logical	sequence	of
questions	alone	she	could	break	a	story—moved	in	and	won	a	confession	by
coming	to	the	volunteer	prisoner’s	rescue	and	gaining	his	trust	and	confidence.
He	later	told	us	he	thought	she	was	the	only	intelligent	person	in	the	group	and
he	feared	we	would	really	injure	him,	despite	the	fact	that	this	was	a	simulation.

Interrogators	in	daily	operations	have	to	improvise	because	they	are	often	not
in	the	most	suitable	environment	for	their	purposes.	When	you	go	into	a



prospect’s	office,	you	face	a	similar	challenge.	You	are	not	likely	to	have	the
capability	to	modify	his	environment—or	can	you?	Is	it	possible	to	remove	him
from	the	safe	zone	of	his	office,	thereby	creating	a	feeling	of	discomfort	that	you
then	resolve	by	offering	services	to	make	his	life	easier?	You	could	suggest
meeting	for	coffee,	or	moving	to	a	meeting	room	down	the	hall	from	his	office.
In	the	interrogation	world,	the	only	limit	is	the	mind.	We	use	change	of	scenery
to	create	the	illusion	that	we	are	not	the	bad	guys.	We	walk	the	prisoner	to
somewhere	he	has	never	seen.	We	tell	him	we	would	get	in	trouble	if	our
superior	caught	us,	so	walk	quietly.	We	lead	him	between	the	two	sets	of	barbed
wire	of	the	cage	so	that	he	feels	that	we	are	on	his	side.	So	how	do	you	change
the	scenery	in	a	strange	office?	Use	your	imagination!

Scenery	can	have	either	a	calming	and	welcoming	effect,	or	it	can	have	an
inhibiting	effect,	which	is	what	all	barriers	do.	Barriers	remove	your	ability	to
read	body	language,	but	you	can	also	use	them	to	help	make	yourself
unreadable.	When	you’re	stressed,	the	toe-tapping,	finger-rubbing,	and	foot-
twitching	that	always	occurred	during	a	math	test	will	show	up	once	again.
Putting	a	table	between	you	and	another	person	can	hide	stress	reactions—
precisely	what	you	don’t	want	if	you’re	the	one	trying	to	baseline.	The	ideal
configuration	is	one	that	hides	your	stress	and	reveals	the	other	person’s.	Most
offices	are	unintentionally	arranged	this	way.	The	occupant	sits	behind	a	massive
desk	and	the	visitor	gets	a	lone	chair.	If	it’s	your	office,	take	advantage	of	the
set-up.	If	it’s	the	other	person’s,	find	a	way	to	bring	the	person	out	from	behind
the	barrier.

Exercise
Think	of	10	people	you	see	on	a	regular	basis—some	close	to	you	and	some
acquaintances—and	sort	them	out	in	terms	of	rigidity	in	their	costumes	and
scenery.	That	could	mean	suits	and	car,	make-up	and	bathroom,	lingerie
and	bedroom,	uniform	and	office,	and	so	on.

THE	COMPONENTS	IN	ACTION
Think	back	to	the	story	of	Woody	and	Peggy	in	Chapter	2.	After	a	few

exchanges	via	Facebook	and	e-mail,	Woody	had	a	lot	of	curiosity	about	what
might	happen	next	with	Peggy.	Planning	and	preparation	are	all	about	dispelling
fiction,	so	he	would	be	a	fool	to	even	talk	on	the	phone	before	he	had	taken	the
necessary	steps	to	do	that.



If	you	suspect	someone	is	lying,	your	first	job	is	to	determine	the	essential
elements	of	the	case.	Here’s	an	example:	A	letter	arrived	not	long	ago	that
began:	“Dear	Mr.	Hartley,	May	I	please	have	this	opportunity	to	introduce
myself	to	you.”	Within	a	few	sentences—the	letter	was	eight	pages—I	knew
exactly	why	he	was	contacting	me:	He	was	attempting	to	show	commonalities
between	us	in	the	hope	that	I	would	help	him.	“I	voluntarily	gave	myself	up	to
serve	a	sentence	for	a	crime	for	which	I	was	unlawfully	convicted….”	The	rest
of	the	letter	had	so	many	incongruities	in	it	that	if	he	thought	I’d	rush	to	his	aid
as	an	“authority	on	truth-telling,”	he	was	way	off	base.	He	said	he	begged	to	take
a	polygraph	to	prove	his	innocence,	and	then	argued	that	he	simply	had	to	accept
a	plea	bargain	bargain	he	couldn’t	afford	tens	of	thousands	of	dollars	“for	an
attorney	that	was	convinced	of	my	innocence.”

What	are	the	essential	elements	of	the	case	so	far?
	Element	one:	Since	1966,	law	enforcement	official	have	been	required	to
inform	suspects	of	their	Miranda	Rights	before	any	questioning.	The	two
key	elements:	the	right	to	remain	silent	and	the	right	to	an	attorney.	He	says
he	couldn’t	afford	an	attorney	even	though	he	had	a	right	to	a	public
defender.	He	also	qualifies	what	kind	of	attorney—that	is,	one	who	was
convinced	of	his	innocence.	Dig	a	little	deeper.	If	he	had	a	decent	case,	he
could	probably	find	at	least	one	muckraking	defense	attorney	to	take	the
case	just	to	get	his	name	in	the	newspapers.	His	story	was	filled	with
indicators.	Think	back	to	the	discussion	of	push-pull	words.	“Convince”	is
an	odd	choice	of	words;	it	is	a	transitive	verb	requiring	action	on	the	part	of
one	person	to	get	something	from	the	other.	Although	it	is	not	definitive,	it
makes	me	ask	myself	why	he	wouldn’t	simply	say	“get	a	lawyer	who
believed	me.”	It	is	immediate	reason	to	be	suspicious.
	Element	Two:	“I	voluntarily	gave	myself	up	to	serve	a	sentence	for	a
crime	for	which	I	was	unlawfully	convicted.”	This	implies	that,	after	due
process,	he	somehow	escaped	and	then	returned	to	custody.	If	I	chose	to
respond	to	his	mail	my	questions	would	certainly	make	him	less	than
comfortable.	I’d	ask,	“What	were	the	elements	of	the	case	against	you?”
“What	were	you	convicted	of?”	“How	long	was	the	sentence?”	“Why
should	I	believe	you?”	All	of	those	key	elements	are	missing	from	this
courtroom	drama.	“Trust	me,	I	am	absolutely,	100	percent,	not	guilty”	just
isn’t	enough.

Anytime	you’re	questioning	whether	or	not	something	is	possible,	if	you
don’t	know	enough	about	the	elements	of	the	process,	that’s	where	you	need	to



focus	your	attention	in	terms	of	planning	and	preparation.	The	“process”	could
be	legal,	in	the	case	of	the	incarcerated	man	who	wrote	to	me,	or	anything	else,
such	as	buying	a	house,	racing	horses,	or	having	a	baby.

If	you’ve	ever	listened	to	Car	Talk	on	NPR,	you	have	probably	heard	the	tales
of	woe	of	consumers	falling	for	a	lie	from	a	mechanic.	Most	people	don’t	know
the	inner	workings	of	their	cars	and	can	easily	be	duped	by	an	“expert”	building
a	reason	why	they	need	to	spend	$1,000	instead	of	$100.	Many	times,	Tom	and
Ray	Magliozzi	arm	callers	with	the	questions	about	process	that	they	need	to
pose	to	the	mechanic	to	get	the	straight	answer.	The	guy	with	a	car	that	makes
weird	grunting	noises	when	it	idles	can	then	go	to	the	mechanic	and	ask	about	a
throttle	position	sensor	and	give	the	mechanic	push-back	when	he	insists	on
installing	a	new	fuel	pump.

But	even	if	you	don’t	have	the	benefit	of	Tom	and	Ray’s	advice,	when	you	go
to	the	mechanic,	part	of	planning	and	preparation	involves	knowing	something
about	the	process	of	fixing	your	car,	rather	than	nothing.	The	Web	is	full	of
information	about	process	on	anything	you	want	to	know.	Spend	a	few	minutes
finding	it	and	vet	your	source.	In	the	case	of	a	car	repair,	in	today’s	information
age,	you	can	pay	a	few	dollars	and	get	a	likely	diagnosis	before	you	start.	(Or,
you	can	go	on	the	Car	Talk	Website	and	get	it	for	free.)	Facing	a	broken	ankle,
you	can	get	the	process	and	all	the	details	from	folks	who	have	been	there	and
done	that	with	a	long	list	of	accessories	you	might	need.	The	only	reason	to	be
blindsided	by	a	process	and	have	no	idea	what	to	ask	is	to	choose	to	be	ignorant.

In	Woody’s	case	with	the	woman	telling	him	her	daughter	was	his	child,	let’s
hope	he	knew	the	process	involved.	His	homework	will	focus	more	on	dispelling
any	fiction	related	to	time	line	and	opportunity.

The	starting	point	is	objectifying	elements	of	the	story.	Woody	desperately
needed	to	do	this,	because	he	wanted	the	lie	to	be	true	so	badly	that	his
projection	was	bound	to	affect	his	interpretation	of	her	story.	Without	a	system
of	planning	and	preparation	in	place	to	objectify	elements	of	the	story,	he	could
collect	information	and	pick	through	the	events	of	her	life	and	morph	them	into
supporting	his	belief	that	he	was	her	child’s	father.	Thousands	of	years	of	human
history	support	the	assertion	that	this	is	a	natural	human	impulse.	Eve	wanted	to
believe	that	apple	was	good	for	her;	it’s	the	most	human	of	drives	to	create	a
fiction	to	make	what	you	want	good	for	you	and	to	fit	it	into	your	understanding
of	the	world	around	you.	It	is	why	sources	fall	for	everything	that	good
interrogators	do	to	them.	It	allows	them	a	cheap	“out”—a	free	pass	to	the
cognitive	dissonance	created	by	doing	something	they	know	they	should	not	do.



The	fiction	creates	a	good	flavor	for	the	bitter	pill.	By	projecting	the	answer	you
want,	you	allow	the	liar	to	do	half	the	work	she	should	do	to	persuade	you	of	her
lie.

To	objectify	elements	of	a	story,	you	detach	yourself	from	the	story	as	much
as	possible.	Pretend	your	relationship	with	the	person	is	a	movie.	Is	the	movie
believable,	or	one	that	requires	you	to	suspend	disbelief?	Analyze	relationships,
both	the	one	the	two	of	you	had	and	the	relationships	you	had	with	others	during
the	same	period.	Try	hard	to	remember	the	key	issue:	Why	did	you	part?	It	will
put	your	analysis	glasses	on	for	the	story.	This	is	the	fundamental	exercise	in
scrubbing	your	mind	of	projection,	which	is	something	you	must	do	to	spot	and
break	a	liar.	If	you	are	going	to	create	a	fiction	that	allows	that	person	to	not
have	to	lie,	but	rather	just	leave	open	spaces	in	conversation,	then	you	make	it
impossible	to	get	the	upper	hand	and	extract	the	truth.

STEPS	IN	OBJECTIFYING	ELEMENTS	OF	A	STORY

Create	a	checklist
Woody	needed	to	arm	himself	with	a	checklist,	at	least	a	mental	one.	On	the

left	side,	it’s	a	list	of	“what	I	want	out	of	this.”	On	the	right	side,	it’s	a	list	of
story	elements.	And	then,	it’s	time	to	ask:	“What	on	the	left	might	affect	my
interpretation	of	what’s	on	the	right?”	In	other	words,	“Is	her	story	being
tinctured	by	my	needs?”	If	the	lists	are	identical,	alarm	bells	should	ring.

For	example,	everyone	wants	to	be	attractive,	but	most	of	us	have	a	realistic
vision	of	where	we	stand	in	relation	to	people	that	our	society	holds	up	as	really
attractive.	With	that	in	mind,	if	someone	gushes,	“You’re	gorgeous!”	you	should
ask	yourself	a	few	questions,	starting	with	“What	does	she	want?”	and	“What
else	is	she	saying	that’s	over	the	top?”	If	you	don’t	mind	that	kind	of	fiction	and
the	eventual	cost,	at	least	beware	of	it	and	don’t	fall	for	the	story	enough	to
redefine	yourself	later.

Examine	limiting	factors
Once	Woody	gets	the	answer	to	his	question	about	how	well	her	story	fits	his

needs,	he	can	proceed	to	the	next	step.	Is	what	Peggy	has	told	him	even
possible?	If	he	concludes	that	the	story	does	seem	to	make	sense,	then	he	moves
to	the	next	level	of	examination:	How	likely	is	what	she	is	saying	true?	Limiting
factors	would	be	whether	or	not	she	was	in	another	relationship	at	the	time,	her
lifestyle	at	the	time,	whether	he	left	too	soon	for	this	to	be	true,	and	much	more.



Determine	motivation
The	next	phase	is	determining	if	she	has	any	motivation	to	lie	to	him.	If	she

were	trying	to	raise	young	children	alone,	the	motivation	would	be	obvious.	But
in	Woody’s	case,	the	girl	was	25	years	old.	Peggy	was	successful	in	her	career,
so	money	and	security	were	not	the	issue.	Did	her	story	involve	excessive
compliments—“You	look	so	amazing	after	all	these	years!”—and	repeated	focus
on	the	“good	times”?	Both	of	those	would	suggest	that	the	motivation	is
companionship,	a	simple	matter	of	“I	want	you	back.”	This,	in	fact,	is	often	not	a
simple	matter	at	all.	Some	people	have	real	underlying	drives	that	are	sinister,
such	as	wanting	to	be	the	dumper	rather	than	the	dumpee	all	of	these	years.
Others	believe	that	something	meaningful	and	permanent	went	wrong	because	of
timing,	or	careers,	or	the	tooth	fairy.

He	would	need	to	ask	questions	about	her	(how	long	she’s	been	divorced,
what	her	hobbies	are,	and	so	on)	and	dig	into	other	aspects	of	her	life	to
determine	if	she’s	a	person	who	sounds	emotionally	needy,	or	listen	for	over-
the-top	language	about	“meant	to	be,”	“destiny,”	or	the	use	of	angry	passive-
aggressive	language.	This	is	analogous	to	what	I	would	do	before	interrogating	a
prisoner.	I	want	to	find	out	what	that	guy	did	before	he	got	to	the	point	where
he’s	sitting	in	front	of	me	in	an	interrogation	room.	And	it	isn’t	just	a	matter	of
asking	her	questions;	it’s	a	matter	of	using	all	resources	at	hand.

Remember	that	Woody	and	the	woman	who	claimed	to	be	the	mother	of	his
child	reunited	through	Facebook.	If	you	know	the	person	has	a	Facebook	page,
the	chances	are	very	good	you	can	find	out	a	lot	about	her.	It	is	possible	to	have
some	level	of	“privacy”	by	only	allowing	your	“friends”	see	your	profile,	but
that’s	certainly	not	the	norm.	Worse	than	that,	you	can	have	actual	friends	who
are	on	Facebook	and	they	happily	post	photos	of	you,	so	that	picture	of	you	at
the	class	reunion	when	you	looked	like	a	sausage	wearing	a	string	of	pearls	is
there	for	the	world	to	see.	Forever.

Postings	on	Facebook	give	tremendous	insights	into	vulnerabilities,	priorities,
passions,	and	other	aspects	of	a	person’s	life	and	personality	that	allow	others	to
prey	on	them.	One	of	my	friends	posted	a	link	to	a	video	on	the	gay	marriage
issue—he	is	in	favor	of	it—and	the	resulting	explosion	of	re-postings,	tweets,
and	other	ways	of	officially	electronically	“sharing”	showed	how	very	strongly
people	in	his	catalogue	of	“friends”	felt	about	the	issue,	and	by	inference,	about
him.

As	part	of	Woody’s	planning	and	preparation	for	further	interaction	with
Peggy,	it’s	essential	that	he	go	to	her	Facebook	page	and	look	at	her	list	of



friends.	Click	through	to	find	out	about	them,	because	the	daughter	is	most	likely
among	them.	With	very	little	research,	he	could	probably	find	out	the	girl’s
birthday,	as	well	as	facts	about	other	people	in	Peggy’s	and	her	daughter’s	life
through	the	years.	It	wouldn’t	be	a	documentary	of	Peggy’s	life,	but	it	would	be
kind	of	film	noir,	with	shadows	and	mist	suggesting	what	really	happened.	And
unless	she	was	really	a	long-range	planning	crazy	woman,	she	would	likely	not
have	thought	of	all	the	elements	to	support	her	lie	and	built	them	into	the
Facebook	page.	Even	if	she	is	that	kind	of	crazy,	the	likelihood	she	could	create
a	“cover	story”	better	than	a	CIA	operative	is	low.	That	is	all	you	need	to	come
up	with	the	questions	that	break	the	liar	(which	is	what	the	detective	would	do	in
film	noir).

Speculate	that	Woody	didn’t	find	out	much	about	Peggy	through	her
Facebook	profile	and	postings.	What	then?	For	$19.99,	he	could	get	a	lot	of
information	about	her.	For	$39.99,	he	could	get	even	more.	The	expensive
reports	akin	to	what	private	detectives	would	provide	in	the	20th	century	are
cheap,	legal,	and	rather	comprehensive	in	the	21st	century.	You	can	get	the
following	for	the	price	of	a	few	lattes	at	Starbucks:

	Full	name.
	Address.
	Age	and	DOB.
	Phone	number.
	Relatives.
	Address	history.
	Property.
	Criminal	check.
	Bankruptcies.
	Liens.
	Judgments.
	Aliases.
	Lawsuits.
	Neighbors.
	Death	records.
	Marriages	and	divorces.



Identify	any	rituals
Make	an	actual	list	of	rituatls	involving	the	person	and	avoid	repeating	them.

Generally,	when	people	who	had	an	intimate	relationship	reconnect	deliberately
after	a	period	of	years,	they	focus	on	the	good	times,	which	undoubtedly
involved	certain	rituals.	Word	choices,	tone	of	voice,	a	way	of	touching—these
are	the	things	that	stir	up	feelings,	and,	to	maintain	an	objective	view	of	a	story,
you	need	to	be	thinking,	not	feeling.

Define	pre-existing	roles
When	Woody	dated	Peggy,	she	already	had	two	children.	Was	he	a	rescuer?

A	protector?	Was	she	a	nurturer?	A	seductress?	A	victim?	What	elements	of	the
story	informed	the	relationship	when	it	was	at	its	peak?	Do	those	roles	seem	to
be	taking	shape	again?

I’ll	go	more	into	how	Woody	would	use	his	success	in	objectifying	the	story
in	Chapter	7.



CHAPTER	5
BASELINING	TO	DETECT	AND	APPLY	STRESS

THE	IMPORTANCE	OF	BASELINING
In	1929,	when	the	Geneva	Convention	banned	torture	of	POWs,	military

interrogators	had	to	develop	non-violent	methods.	Some	focused	on	the
intimidating	power	of	words.	Could	they	be	the	most	powerful	tool	you	have	to
make	them	tell	the	truth?	Yes.	You	can	use	words	to	go	deep	into	someone’s
soul,	to	create	a	psychic	pain	impossible	to	defend	against.

To	do	that,	you	can’t	rely	solely	on	parlor	tricks	pulled	out	of	a	psychology
book	or	from	a	blurb	by	experts	in	reading	facial	expressions.	Using	fragments
of	such	material	is	what	stokes	arguments	that	begin:	“I	know	you’re	lying
because	you	looked	to	the	left	and	blinked	six	times.”	Looking	to	the	left	does
tell	you	something	about	a	person’s	state	of	mind,	but	not	necessarily	that	she’s
lying.	Traits	of	human	behavior	such	as	this	work	into	a	scheme	of	unconscious
giveaways	involving	the	face,	voice,	hands,	and	more.	Ranging	from	subtle	to
obvious,	the	signs	can	tell	you	whether	or	not	someone	is	practicing	deceit—but
those	signs	differ	from	person	to	person.

You	need	to	begin	with	baselining—that	is,	the	process	of	determining	how
an	individual	reacts	in	a	stress-free	situation.	A	baseline	enables	you	to	create	for
yourself	a	picture	of	the	person’s	natural	communication	style	when	talking
about	non-stressful	topics,	such	as	the	best	restaurant	in	the	area.	It	shows	you
how	that	person	acts	when	he	feels	he	has	control	of	his	environment.	Once	you
know	how	to	baseline,	you	can	detect	stress,	or	loss	of	control,	in	that	person
with	certainty.	From	there,	you	can	proceed	to	the	next	stages:	using	the	baseline
to	determine	which	of	your	words	or	actions	are	causing	stress,	and	then
increasing	those	activities	to	apply	stress.	After	that,	it’s	a	direct	route	to
flagging	deception	and	extracting	information.

When	you	baseline,	you	take	the	role	of	dance	coordinator.	You	are	setting	up
a	situation	in	which	you	can	invite	the	person	you	want	to	the	dance	floor.	You
gain	a	high	degree	of	control	in	your	interaction.

To	illustrate	some	of	the	aspects	of	baselining	before	we	go	through	it	step	by
step,	I’ll	begin	with	three	scenarios,	one	involving	strangers	in	a	job	interview,
one	involving	a	professional	acquaintance	from	the	past,	and	one	involving



Woody	and	Peggy,	the	people	reunited	through	Facebook	that	we’ve	been
tracking	since	Chapter	2.

SCENARIO	1:	BASELINING	STRANGERS

Walt,	an	executive	I	trained,	told	me	this	story	about	a	job	interview	he	went
through	shortly	after	we	ended	our	coaching	sessions.

The	three	people	interviewing	him	were	an	officer	of	the	company,	a	vice
president,	and	a	human	resources	director.	After	he	sat	down,	they	asked	him
what	he	knew	about	the	job.	In	the	process	of	telling	them	what	he	knew,	he	had
multiple	opportunities	to	baseline	all	three.

He	dropped	bits	of	information	about	them,	including	bits	of	mis-information.
For	example,	to	one	of	them,	he	said,	“I	know	you	haven’t	been	here	long—two
months.”

“No,	four,”	he	shot	back.	When	he	said	that,	Walt	slipped	in	a	question	about
what	day	the	man	started.	People	rarely	keep	that	kind	of	detail	in	the	forefront
of	their	brains.	As	he	searched	for	the	answer,	Walt	baselined	him	for	visual
recall.

He	turned	to	the	person	who	was	the	other	man’s	boss.	Walt	said	to	him,	“I
know	you’ve	been	here	a	lot	longer	than	that,”	and	then	when	he	moved	to	the
date	question,	his	eyes	moved	around	as	well.	So	within	moments	of	the	opening
conversation,	Walt	had	two	of	the	three	baselined	for	visual	recall.

Playing	off	the	date,	he	mentioned,	“It	must	have	been	hectic	when	you
moved	here	from	the	old	facility.”	With	that,	he	deftly	aroused	a	bit	of	emotion
so	he	could	pick	up	some	examples	of	illustrators	and	adaptors.	Walt	also	made
references	to	the	previous	location	and	thereby	opened	the	floodgates	for	visual
cues.

When	they	got	to	the	heart	of	the	interview,	Walt	reiterated	their	words	to
play	off	of	their	questioning	styles.	He	pinpointed	their	anchor	words	and	used
them	to	return	to	points	he	wanted	to	emphasize.

In	asking	Walt	what	concerns	he	had	about	coming	to	work	for	them,	he
really	showed	his	stuff.	He	said,	“Frankly,	I’m	a	little	concerned	about	working
for	HR	people.	I	just	don’t	know	how	you	folks	function.”	With	that,	the	HR
director	immediately	put	up	barriers.	His	head	tilted,	his	body	language	shifted
to	a	closed	position,	and	he	got	terse.	Walt	had	hit	a	sore	point,	but	he	done	it
deliberately,	so	he	also	knew	how	to	shift	the	tenor	of	the	conversation.

By	unemotionally	stating	his	concern,	and	not	seeming	frantic	or	needy	about



By	unemotionally	stating	his	concern,	and	not	seeming	frantic	or	needy	about
pleasing	them	to	get	the	job,	he	actually	made	them	feel	more	comfortable	with
him.

Walt	accomplished	the	task	of	building	rapport	and	establishing	baseline	at
the	same	time.

SCENARIO	2:	BASELINING	A	FORMER	BUSINESS	ASSOCIATE

Here’s	another	story	from	a	former	colleague	in	the	intelligence	community,
who	also	honed	his	skills	and	then	took	them	into	the	world	of	business.

Bob	had	worked	three	tiers	down	from	an	executive	with	whom	he’d	had
several	meetings,	but	really	didn’t	know	well.	Suddenly,	a	shift	in
responsibilities	in	this	big	company	had	put	him	in	a	position	of	needing	to	tell
the	executive	that	he	had	to	change	his	business	systems.

Because	of	his	mission,	when	Bob	walked	into	the	man’s	office,	he	already
knew	he	was	persona	non	grata.	He	needed	to	get	a	current	baseline	on	him	to
determine	how	to	de-stress	him	and	build	rapport.

Bob	opened	with,	“Looks	like	you	rearranged	a	few	things	here.	Didn’t	this
table	used	to	be	over	there?”	As	the	executive	described	his	redecoration	efforts,
recalling	where	things	had	been	in	his	office,	Bob	was	able	to	baseline	for	visual.
Continuing	on	a	casual	conversational	track,	he	then	asked	the	executive	if	he
was	okay,	because	the	man’s	skin	had	the	mottled	look	of	someone	who	was
undergoing	a	skin	treatment.	The	question	brought	out	some	emotion—and	a
plethora	of	baselining	information—as	well	as	established	Bob	as	an	empathetic
person.	Good	for	rapport	building.

The	database	of	baselining	cues	that	Bob	built	on	the	executive	served	him
well	a	couple	of	days	later	when	he	returned	to	the	executive’s	office.	He	had	to
make	a	request	related	to	the	system	changes	and	the	man	hedged—responding
with	body	language	indicating	calculation	and	then	emotionally	driven	body
language	when	he	should	have	been	relatively	relaxed	and	able	to	give	a	straight
answer.

SCENARIO	3:	BASELINING	A	PAST	LOVE

Woody	and	Peggy	spoke	on	the	phone	a	few	times	before	they	decided	to
have	a	face-to-face	“reunion.”	If	Woody	had	known	anything	about	baselining,
he	would	have	listened	for	changes	in	cadence,	word	choice,	stridency,	and
pitch,	and	how	those	changes	corresponded	to	the	subject	of	the	conversation,
his	responses	to	her,	and	his	questions	to	her.



his	responses	to	her,	and	his	questions	to	her.
In	the	face-to-face	meeting,	he	would	want	to	put	her	at	ease	as	much	as

possible	to	observe	her	in	low-stress	or	no-stress	moments.	After	that,	once
again,	it’s	a	matter	of	looking	for	changes	from	the	norm.	Just	as	Walt	and	Bob
asked	simple,	casual	questions	to	pick	up	visual	cues	and	how	their	subjects
acted	when	they	felt	some	emotion	about	a	topic,	that’s	what	Woody	would	do.
He	would	want	to	look	for	specifics,	such	as	the	raised	eyebrows	signaling
request	for	approval	in	talking	about	the	daughter	that	was	supposedly	his	child.
He	would	want	to	take	note	of	when	she	used	adaptors,	those	self-soothing
gestures	that	show	up	when	stress	is	creeping	in.

But	poor	Woody.	Not	only	did	he	lack	baselining	skills,	but	he	came	to	the
meeting	with	his	brain	polluted	with	projections.	He	was	easy	to	lie	to.

FACIAL	SIGNS
In	a	real	way,	eye	movement	signals	you	looking	for	answers	inside	your

head.	Distinct	portions	of	the	brain	process	data	in	different	sensory	channels.
The	visual	cortex,	which	handles	visual	stimulus,	is	at	the	back	of	the	brain.	The
structures	in	the	brain	responsible	for	processing	sound	are	in	the	temporal	lobes
located	directly	over	the	ears.	Cognitive	thought	and	problem-solving	are
conducted	in	the	frontal	lobe	in	adults.	By	asking	questions	that	target	a
particular	sensory	channel,	you	can	drive	your	source	to	access	that	channel.
When	the	source	accesses	a	sensory	channel,	the	eyes	will	follow	that	access.
The	questions	need	to	isolate	a	specific	sensory	channel,	rather	than	engage
multiple	channels,	and	the	questions	must	be	complex	enough	to	cause	thought.
“What	color	is	your	car?”	is	too	simple.	“What	colors	are	in	the	tapestry	above
your	mother’s	bed?”	is	the	right	style.	By	asking	questions	that	target	specific
sensory	channels	and	specific	parts	of	the	brain—visual,	auditory,	cognitive—
you	can	drive	the	source	to	look	toward	part	of	the	brain.	You	can	do	this
exercise	with	anyone,	whether	a	stranger	or	an	intimate	companion.	In	fact,	try	it
out	on	a	few	people.	Watch	what	happens	when	you	pose	the	following
questions,	or	similar	questions	that	more	directly	match	the	intelligence	and
experience	of	the	subject:

	What	does	your	kitchen	look	like?
	What	is	the	fifth	word	of	the	“Star	Spangled	Banner”?
	What	is	the	square	root	of	39?
	What	do	you	think	the	surface	of	Venus	looks	like?



	What	kind	of	sound	does	a	giraffe	make?
	What	was	it	like	losing	a	friend	to	cancer?

Did	the	person’s	eyes	move	dramatically,	or	just	a	bit?	In	many	cultures,
evasive	or	erratic	eye	movement	is	considered	deceptive,	so	a	person	would
work	to	avoid	it.	This	exercise	demonstrates	that	eye	movement	is	natural,
though.	The	eye	movement	you	noticed	is	an	indicator	of	which	part	of	the
person’s	brain	was	activated	to	answer	your	question.	When	someone	recalls
info	from	the	memory	side	of	the	visual	cortex,	I	refer	to	that	as	visual	memory;
I	refer	to	created	visual	as	visual	construct.	Was	it	memory	left	and	construct
right,	or	vice	versa?	You	can	use	this	knowledge	of	which	part	of	the	brain	a
person	uses	to	create	a	baseline.	And	then,	when	your	questions	should	cause	the
person	to	draw	from	memory	but	he	deviates,	you	have	reason	to	be	suspicious.
You	can	tear	the	lie	apart	by	zeroing	in	on	the	pieces	you	know	to	be	false.

Although	exceptions	do	exist	in	terms	of	visual	and	auditory	memory	being
left	or	right,	most	people	respond	in	this	way:

	In	visualizing	a	place	they	know	well	and	can	describe	easily,	they	will
glance	to	their	upper	left.	This	is	a	result	of	accessing	the	visual	cortex	located	in
the	back	of	the	brain.	(In	Section	V,	I’ll	teach	you	how	to	use	a	combination	of
memory	and	visual	construct	to	skew	a	baseline.	You’ll	learn,	in	effect,	to	resist
being	baselined!)

	In	trying	to	recall	the	fifth	word	of	the	“Star	Spangled	Banner,”	people
commonly	let	the	song	play	mentally	until	they	reach	the	fifth	word.	During
that	process,	they	look	directly	to	their	left—that	is,	over	their	left	ear.	The
question	keyed	the	sensory	channel	for	auditory	memory,	and	in	most
people,	it	is	over	the	left	ear.
	The	process	of	reaching	into	the	brain	to	try	to	calculate	the	square	root	of
an	unusual	number	(as	opposed	to	one	such	as	64,	which	involves	a
memorized	response)	will	take	your	subjects’	eyes	to	their	lower	left.	This
is	one	that	has	been	standard	for	all	people	I	have	ever	questioned.	Inner
voice	or	cognitive	thought	are	always	down	to	the	source’s	left.
	Describing	the	surface	of	Venus	requires	imagination,	unless	you	seriously
study	planets.	Your	subjects	will	have	to	make	up	something,	and	as	they
do,	their	eyes	will	wander	to	their	upper	right.	Again,	they	are	accessing	the
visual	cortex,	but	this	time	in	a	creative	fashion.
	What	kind	of	sound	does	a	giraffe	make?	None,	but	most	people	don’t



know	that,	so	they	will	try	to	invent	something.	In	that	process,	they’ll	look
hard	to	their	right,	accessing	their	auditory	processor	on	the	creative	side.	If
the	source	says	she	has	never	heard	a	giraffe,	then	ask	her	what	she	thinks	a
giraffe	sounds	like.	This	may	elicit	a	complex	response,	causing	the	source
to	go	to	her	auditory	memory	for	sounds	of	similar	animals,	then	going	to
auditory	construct	to	compile,	and	back	to	the	center	to	describe.
	Ever	watch	people	at	a	funeral?	Many	of	them	will	have	drooping	heads
and	eyes	slightly	turned	to	the	lower	right.	This	is	a	position	that	indicates
deep	emotion;	I’ve	never	seen	a	deviation	of	this.

The	only	documented	exception	to	this	pattern	that	I	know	of	is	in	Basques.
Keep	this	as	a	rule	of	thumb	for	everyone	else:	The	patterns	for	the	upper	tiers	of
eye	movement	are	locked	together	so	that	you	never	get	auditory	up	left	or	visual
memory	straight	right.	The	only	differences	from	the	norm	are	which	side	is
memory	and	which	is	construct.	Auditory	is	always	lateral,	and	visual	is	always
up.	Of	course,	I	haven’t	baselined	everyone	in	the	world,	so	keep	an	open	mind
about	deviations.

As	I	said	before,	you	cannot	judge	a	person’s	honesty	solely	on	these	typical
reactions.	Paul	Ekman,	world-renowned	for	his	writings	and	workshops	on
“understanding	the	face,”	identified	a	major	error	in	detecting	lies	that	he	calls
the	Brokaw	hazard.	Named	for	NBC’s	Tom	Brokaw,	it	refers	to	an	incident
when,	during	an	interview,	the	news	anchor	interpreted	certain	eye	movements
as	lying.	He	was	wrong.	The	pattern	happened	to	be	normal	for	that	individual.

Another	facial	sign,	but	one	that	varies	from	person	to	person,	is	the	smile.
My	natural,	genuine	smile	is	a	little	crooked,	a	sort	of	half	smile.	But	when	I’m
meeting	someone	for	the	first	time	or	smiling	for	the	television	cameras,	I	will
give	a	balanced	smile.	Take	a	look	at	people	you	know	well	and	notice	the
difference	between	their	relaxed	smile	and	the	one	they	use	as	part	of
establishing	control.	Notice	your	own	smile	styles:	camera	smile,	amused	smile,
seductive	smile,	smile	of	recognition.

And	then	there	is	the	element	of	the	face	that	the	French	call	the	“grief
muscle,”	that	area	between	the	brows	just	above	the	nose.	Smile	at	yourself	in
the	mirror	at	the	same	time	you	use	that	grief	muscle	to	draw	your	eyebrows
together.	You	look	stressed,	don’t	you?

I’ll	come	back	to	these	signs	and	other	types	of	facial	signs	in	teaching	you
how	to	use	them	in	baselining.	First,	let’s	go	through	a	few	other	exercises.



BODY	SIGNS
You	are	looking	for	barriers	and	leaking	emotion	in	observing	body	language.

Baselining	will	know	whether	your	subject’s	folded	arms	and	foot-tapping	are
normal,	or	whether	they	are	serving	as	a	barrier	and	revealing	stress.

Have	your	subject	sit	comfortably	in	a	chair.	Ask	questions	that	move	from
casual	to	somewhat	personal	to	prying,	and	watch	how	the	person’s	body
changes	as	the	questions	become	invasive.	You	might	progress	this	way:

	How	many	brothers	and	sisters	do	you	have?
	What	kind	of	fun	things	did	you	do	as	kids?
	Did	you	ever	fight	when	you	were	kids?
	Did	your	parents	treat	you	any	differently	from	your	siblings	when	you
were	growing	up?
	What	was	the	worst	thing	any	of	your	siblings	ever	did	to	you?
	At	some	point,	you	must	have	done	something	hurtful	to	them,	too—
reading	a	diary,	or	stealing	a	baseball,	or	breaking	something	on	purpose
because	you	were	mad.	What	did	you	do?
	Have	you	done	anything	such	as	that	as	an	adult	that	really	made	you	feel
disgusted	with	yourself?

Another	approach	you	can	take	probes	information	more	than	emotion,	but	as
the	subject	runs	out	of	information,	emotion	(and	stress)	kicks	in.

Again,	have	your	subject	sit	comfortably	and	progress	similar	to	this:
“Where	was	your	favorite	place	that	you	went	for	a	vacation?”
“Tortola	in	the	British	Virgin	Islands.”
“Why	was	it	so	special	to	you?”
“I	got	certified	in	scuba	diving	there.”
“What	kind	of	a	course	did	you	have	to	take?”
“We	had	to	do	practical	training	half	a	day	and	go	into	a	classroom	every

evening	for	five	days.	It	was	really	involved.”
“What	are	the	most	important	things	you	have	to	remember	when	you	dive?”
The	questions	can	move	to	a	level	of	complexity	that	can	tax	the	knowledge

of	anyone	except	a	pro	or	someone	with	an	enormous	amount	of	experience.



When	your	subject	reaches	the	point	of	“I	don’t	know”	or	“I	don’t	remember”
and	you	keep	asking	questions,	she’s	likely	to	feel	a	bit	inadequate,	and	might
make	excuses	for	not	knowing	and	try	to	change	the	subject.	Did	she	make	any
sudden	changes	in	body	position	during	the	conversation?	How	is	her	body
different	from	when	you	started?

AUDITORY	SIGNS
Language	is	a	combination	of	spoken	word,	tone,	and	pitch.	If	you’ve	ever

had	a	polygraph,	you	know	that	the	examiner	asks	you	at	least	one	question	to
which	you	must	respond	with	a	lie.	This	is	an	attempt	to	baseline	you	on	your
pitch,	tone	of	voice,	and	choice	of	words	when	you	are	lying.	These	three	key
elements	of	speech,	and	how	they	correspond	to	shifts	in	your	body	posture,
signal	your	relationship	to	the	truth.

When	you	hear	a	politician	field	a	question	that	takes	him	out	of	his	areas	of
familiarity	and	expertise,	listen	for	changes	in	the	pace	of	speech,	or	maybe	a
sudden	preference	for	a	folksy	tone	in	contrast	to	his	usual	academic	style.	You
might	also	think	of	the	stereotypical	teenage	girl,	whose	pitch	swoops	up	an
octave	when	she	utters	the	lie,	“I	swear	I	didn’t	do	it,	Mom!”

TRAPPINGS
In	Chapter	4,	I	referred	to	costumes	and	scenery	as	elements	of	your	planning

and	preparation.	Here,	I’ll	use	the	term	trappings	to	differentiate	between	what
you	set	up	and	the	customs	and	scenery	that	your	target	has	selected.

Trappings	have	enormous	significance	in	our	lives,	no	matter	what	our
cultural	background	or	nationality.	Sometimes,	without	them,	a	person	loses	all
credibility	and	status.	Take	a	four-star	general	out	of	his	Pentagon	office	and	put
him	in	a	sweat	suit	on	the	street.	Would	you	believe	him	if	he	told	you	the
United	States	was	about	to	invade	another	country?	Take	the	Pope	out	of	his
Pope	clothes	and	away	from	his	Pope	attendants.	If	he	gave	you	a	blessing,	you
might	laugh	and	say,	“Thanks,	old	man.”	Conversely,	trappings	can	give	a
person	credibility	and	status	when	it	isn’t	there.	Put	a	bright	smile	and	good	suit
on	a	handsome	man	such	as	Ted	Bundy	and	watch	him	get	away	with	murder—
at	least	for	a	while.

Military	uniforms	are	a	complex	billboard	of	information	about	the	wearer.
Uniforms	advertise	accomplishments,	time	in	service,	where	you	served	in
combat	and	for	how	long,	and	with	which	unit	you	served.	They	can	even	tell
you	if	someone	was	injured	in	combat.	In	effect,	the	uniform	is	a	resume	for	the
wearer	and	a	trapping	of	the	first	order.



wearer	and	a	trapping	of	the	first	order.
Trappings	tell	you	what	a	person	wants	to	project,	what	she	likes,	what

excites	her,	what	she’s	proud	of,	and	what	she	may	expect	of	you.	Clothing,
furniture,	photos,	the	size	of	a	room,	a	house,	a	neighborhood—if	the	subject	has
some	control	over	the	choice	of	it,	then	it	reveals	something	about	that	person.
After	a	while,	people	may	not	even	notice	their	trappings	and	your	interest	may
take	them	by	surprise.	Questions	about	the	trappings	allow	you	to	build	rapport
and	establish	a	baseline	at	the	same	time.

A	friend	of	mine	spent	12	years	as	a	consultant	to	start-ups	dominated	by
engineers	and	computer	software	developers.	Depending	on	their	age,	they	wore
anything	from	jeans	and	sweatshirts	to	khakis	and	sweatshirts.	Their	clothes
projected	disdain	for	corporate	mores;	they	concentrated	on	“the	work.”	When
attending	meetings	with	them,	the	consultant	usually	wore	suits,	the	traditional
emblem	of	corporate	power	and	success.	The	costume	highlighted	her	value.	It
said,	“I’m	different	from	you.	I	connect	to	the	people	outside	your	world,	the
ones	you	need	to	make	your	business	work.”

One	of	her	clients	had	trappings	that	posed	unique	challenges	and
opportunities.	It	was	a	so-called	incubator	company	that	put	teams	working	on
different	projects	into	a	single,	warehouse-sized	room.	Old	doors	served	as
desktops.	The	floor	was	bare	cement.	No	partitions	separated	one	person	or
group	from	another.	If	you	could	develop	a	great	idea,	your	reward	for	working
there	was	enough	venture	capital	to	launch	a	business.

At	some	point,	client	meetings	generally	moved	to	the	well-stocked	kitchen	at
one	end	of	the	room.	A	kitchen	is	the	equivalent	of	a	primordial	cooking	fire,	a
gathering	place	for	friends	and	family	having	open	conversation.	It’s	also	a	place
where	people	might	confront	one	another.	Awareness	of	what	trappings
symbolize,	as	well	as	how	they	look	on	the	surface,	offers	a	tremendous
advantage.	A	kitchen	could	be	the	perfect	place	to	close	a	deal—or	not.	It	could
be	the	best	area	in	the	building	to	discuss	a	project	budget—or	the	worst.	You
would	need	to	walk	into	that	area	knowing,	through	your	baselining,	what	topics
make	your	client	anxious	and	what	he	feels	good	about	discussing.	A
conversation	in	the	kitchen	could	nudge	him	toward	greater	anxiety	or	turn	his
good	feelings	into	real	enthusiasm.

Once,	I	had	a	job	interview	in	a	barren	conference	room	containing	a
rectangular	table	with	straight-backed	chairs	that	had	no	art	on	the	walls.	It	was
probably	a	convenience	that	the	interviews	took	place	there,	but	I	knew	I	had	to
“own”	the	trappings	if	I	wanted	the	job.	The	first	interviewer	came	in.	I	sat	at	the
end	of	the	table	with	my	chair	turned	toward	the	door,	so	he	logically	took	a	seat



end	of	the	table	with	my	chair	turned	toward	the	door,	so	he	logically	took	a	seat
near	me	on	the	side	of	the	table.	And	that’s	how	it	went:	me	at	the	head	of	the
table	being	interviewed	by	people	who	sat	on	the	side.	Subconsciously,	I
controlled	the	conversation.

If	this	had	been	a	client	meeting,	where	would	I	have	sat	down?	Probably,	I’d
leave	the	chair	at	the	head	of	the	table	for	the	decision-maker	and	simply	sit	near
her.

Trappings	aren’t	necessarily	owned	or	decorated	by	the	person.	For	example,
if	a	corporate	vice	president	conducts	your	job	interview	in	an	expensive	French
restaurant,	consider	why	he	chose	that	place.	On	some	level,	it	gives	him	a	sense
of	control;	it	relieves	stress.	The	fact	that	it	causes	stress	for	you	may	not	have
been	a	factor	in	his	thinking.

Baselining	helps	you	in	two	ways	here.	First,	it	takes	you	out	of	yourself	and
gives	you	a	measure	of	control,	too.	It	gives	you	a	system	for	stepping	back	from
your	presumption	that	the	VP	took	you	to	Chez	Chic	to	find	out	if	you	know
which	fork	to	use.	(An	issue	you	can	avoid	if	you	simply	let	him	start	eating
first.)	Second,	you	can	use	the	restaurant.

Now	consider	that	you	are	the	one	doing	the	interviewing	and	you	are
baselining	the	candidate.	You	take	her	to	your	favorite	French	restaurant	because
everyone	knows	you	and	caters	to	you.	The	menu	is	in	French;	you’re	fluent	in
it.	In	this	scenario,	it’s	possible	that	the	restaurant	has	the	trappings	of
intimidation	for	the	candidate.	You	know	there’s	a	high	likelihood	that	you	will
create	stress	for	her.	That’s	what	you	want,	and	that’s	what	you	get.

Hold	on	to	this	concept	of	the	trappings	of	intimidation.	The	story	of	Ann	that
follows	in	this	chapter	shows	how	professionals	use	it	to	apply	stress	and
discover	truths	and	personality.

RITUALS
In	Chapter	4,	I	explored	the	nature	of	and	reasons	behind	certain	rituals.	In

developing	your	baselining	skills,	keep	in	mind	that	rituals	play	a	powerful	role
in	our	lives	in	everything	from	sleeping	to	arguing	to	seducing	to	closing	a	deal.
In	developing	interrogation	skills,	you	must	learn	to	spot	them	so	you	can:

	Detect	stress.
	Disrupt	the	ritual	to	create	stress.
	Establish	rapport	by	mirroring	the	ritual	to	reduce	stress.



If	you	have	children	or	are	around	them,	you	will	learn	a	lot	about	detecting
comfort	habits	by	watching	them.	Children	aren’t	subtle,	and,	once	you	become
adept	at	watching	adults	deal	with	stress	through	rituals,	you’ll	realize	they
aren’t	so	subtle,	either.

Exercise
Write	down	your	own	rituals	in	various	circumstances:
Anger:	Do	you	telegraph	it	by	putting	your	hands	on	your	hips?	Are	you
tight-lipped?
Anxiety:	Do	you	resort	to	a	“comfort	habit”	such	as	stroking	your	leg	or
folding	your	arms?
Worship:	Do	you	bow	your	head?	Kneel?	Clasp	your	hands?
Seduction:	Do	you	lock	eyes?	Tilt	your	head?	Shift	your	hips?
Pay	attention	to	what	you	do	when	you	go	into	a	new	environment,	as	well
as	what	other	people	do.	What	actions	do	you	take	to	make	yourself	more
comfortable	there?	When	someone	comes	to	your	house	for	dinner	for	the
first	time,	what	does	he	do?

THE	LOOK	AND	FEEL	OF	DAILY	STRESS
In	Chapter	1,	I	listed	some	of	the	involuntary	reactions	you	are	likely	to

encounter	or	experience	at	some	point,	such	as	pupil	flash	and	dilated	facial
pores.	These	are	the	extreme,	involuntary	reactions	that	you	probably	will	never
experience	in	applying	interrogation	techniques	to	your	daily	life.

At	relatively	low	stress	levels,	you	might	notice	emotional	responses	that
involve	deviations	with	the	voice,	eyes,	face,	and	body	posture.

You	know	from	getting	yelled	at	as	a	child	that	tone	of	voice	can	carry
emotional	impact.	In	addition	to	tone,	other	qualities	can	indicate	stress,	as	in
cases	when	a	voice	cracks	or	has	a	stridency	to	it.	In	baselining	someone,	pay
attention	to	five	other	aspects	of	speech	as	well:	enunciation,	word	choice,
response	time	to	a	question,	elaboration,	and	trailing.

	Enunciation:	Remember	your	mom	or	dad	waiting	for	you	in	the	kitchen
when	you	got	home	after	violating	your	curfew:	“I	want	to	make	this
perfectly	clear	to	you….”	Every	word	came	out	distinctly	and,	depending
on	how	distinctly,	you	could	gauge	the	level	of	stress.	A	loss	of	enunciation



could	be	very	telling,	as	well.
	Word	choice:	Someone	who	is	uncomfortable	may	choose	words	that
don’t	normally	come	out	of	her	mouth.	I	have	met	people	who	select	every
word	carefully.	If	this	is	practiced	and	not	natural,	stress	will	remove	the
capability	to	select	words	carefully.	When	someone	changes	the	pattern
from	casual	to	carefully	chosen	words,	it	is	likewise	an	indicator	of	stress.
	Response	time	to	a	question:	You	know	those	people	whose	conversation
crackles	because	they	always	have	an	answer,	and	you	know	those	people
who	seem	to	craft	the	perfect	response	before	they	utter	anything.	If	you	ask
a	question	that	provokes	a	change	in	pattern,	it’s	fair	to	wonder	what’s
going	on.	I	have	interviewed	people	who	answer	nearly	every	question	by
saying,	“That’s	a	very	good	question.”	That	is	a	very	good	delay	tactic.
Rehearsed	stories	will	have	a	very	consistent	response	time.	Identify
deviation	by	interrupting	the	story	to	talk	about	something	unrelated.
	Elaboration:	Why	would	a	person	who	normally	blathers	on	and	on	with
details	suddenly	give	terse	responses?	Or	why	would	a	person	who	uses
words	sparingly	become	a	chatterbox?	The	latter	could	be	due	to	a	few
glasses	of	wine,	but	the	change	puts	you	on	notice	that	something’s
different.
	Trailing:	Some	people	trail	their	sentences	normally,	but	others	only	do	it
if	they	don’t	want	you	to	hear	what	they’re	saying.

Throughout	the	years	of	interrogating	prisoners,	I’ve	also	noticed	that	many
people	use	end-of-thought	garbage	to	complete	their	lies.	It’s	as	if	they	hit
“insert”	on	their	mental	keyboard	and	added	a	phrase	that	had	almost	no	link	to
the	words	before	it.	For	example,	you	ask	your	colleague,	“Why	did	you	miss
the	conference	call	this	morning?”	Instead	of	giving	the	truth—“I	forgot”—	she
begins	with,	“My	daughter	is	sick.”	She	follows	that	with	a	stream	of	random
thoughts:	“And	I	know	that	kids	in	her	preschool	class	do	things	like	chew	on
crayons	and	then	hand	them	to	other	kids,	which	is	so	disgusting.”

Regarding	cues	related	to	eye	movement,	there	are	two	big	things	to
remember.	First,	people	may	vary	according	to	whether	they	look	right	or	left	for
visual	and	auditory	memory	or	construct,	but	down	left	means	calculation	and
down	right	means	emotion.	I	have	never	observed	a	deviation	in	those.	Second,
the	amount	of	eye	movement	does	not	signal	deception	unless	it	isn’t	normal	for
the	person.	I	once	played	a	game	with	my	interrogation	students	called	“To	Tell
the	Truth,”	named	after	the	TV	game	show.	I	had	one	person	write	a	statement;
he	and	three	others	each	read	the	statement	in	front	of	video	camera.	I	also	taped



he	and	three	others	each	read	the	statement	in	front	of	video	camera.	I	also	taped
the	exchange	of	me	asking	questions	and	all	four	responding,	and	then	showed
the	video	to	the	rest	of	my	students	to	see	if	they	could	determine	the	liars	from
the	truth-teller.	They	all	thought	the	person	who	had	a	lot	of	eye	movement	was
the	liar,	even	though	he	was	the	one	telling	the	truth.	His	natural	style	seemed
deceptive	to	them,	which	is	why	I	chose	him.

Pupils	will	also	give	you	information	on	a	person’s	state	if	they	dilate	or
contract	suddenly.	The	sympathetic	and	parasympathetic	are	at	odds	when	this	is
happening.	The	sympathetic	dilates	and	the	parasympathetic	relaxes,	so	flashing
can	be	continuous,	or	an	immediate	flash	and	then	gone.	Excitement	can	cause
dilation	or	pulsing,	and	so	can	stress.	Your	pupils	dilate	when	you	see	something
you	like,	too,	and	they	will	shrink	to	a	pinpoint	when	you	see	something	you
don’t	like.	Show	a	picture	of	a	baby	to	men	and,	often,	their	eyes	indicate
indifference.	Show	the	same	picture	to	women	and	their	pupils	dilate.	When	we
filmed	We	Can	Make	You	Talk,	I	told	a	young	woman	I’d	been	interrogating	that
she	was	lying.	I	knew	it	because	I	had	baselined	her.	She	responded	that	she
understood	there	was	some	voodoo	theory	about	eye	movement,	but	it	was
nothing	more	than	theory.	I	trained	her	in	eye	movement	through	questioning
and	proved	the	theory	to	her.	As	she	realized	the	theory	worked,	her	pupils
began	flashing	wildly.

Facial	micro-gestures,	some	of	which	happen	involuntarily,	can	be	an
excellent	indicator	of	stress.	I’ve	worked	for	two	people	who	had	bad	eye
twitches	when	their	stress	levels	would	rise.	That	didn’t	mean	they	were
deceiving	anyone,	of	course;	it	just	signaled	to	me	that	they	felt	a	lot	of	pressure
at	the	moment.	Drooping	mouth,	arched	eyebrow,	narrowed	eyes,	wrinkled	brow
—all	of	these	expressions	can	be	a	normal	part	of	conversation	for	some	people,
whereas	for	others,	they	clearly	indicate	tension	to	some	degree.	And	if	you	see
someone	start	scratching	his	nose	while	you’re	asking	tough	questions,	you	may
have	just	made	him	really	uncomfortable.

The	human	nose	has	an	enormous	number	of	blood	vessels.	Under	stress,
blood	flow	increases,	and,	as	a	lot	of	extra	blood	comes	into	the	nose,	it	itches.
Before	that	happens,	you	might	see	his	ears	get	red.	People	blush	in	their	ears
before	they	blush	in	their	face.	If	your	ears	get	red,	it’s	an	indication	of
something	causing	extra	blood	flow,	and	that	something	could	be	stress.

Hands	can	help	you	adapt	to	a	situation	because	you	are	uncomfortable.
Picking	at	your	fingers,	curling	your	fingers	to	hide	your	nail-biting—those
gestures	might	annoy	you,	but	they	don’t	necessarily	telegraph	any	deception.
People	who	habitually	use	their	hands	in	conversation,	however,	may	be
conveying	deceit	by	gesturing	away	from	themselves.	Normally,	the	hands	go	up



conveying	deceit	by	gesturing	away	from	themselves.	Normally,	the	hands	go	up
in	front	of	the	body,	near	the	face,	up	and	down,	winding	into	a	spiral	staircase
as	they	describe	it,	or	palms	up	with	a	shrug	when	they	want	to	express
confusion.	That	same	person	telling	a	lie	about	where	he	found	your	diary	might
gesture	to	the	side	as	he	mutters,	“It	was	out	on	that	table.”

Hands	can	leak	a	person’s	desire	for	you	to	go	away	or	to	stop	doing
whatever	you’re	doing.	Flicking	a	finger	on	a	table	or	brushing	the	side	of	a	hand
on	a	desk	could	mean,	“This	meeting	is	over.”	You	can	even	flip	people	off
without	using	the	middle	finger	or	some	other	overt	signal.	Putting	a	hand	in	the
air	as	if	it’s	a	stop	sign	may	not	be	intentional,	but	it	conveys	a	sense	of	“I’m
through	with	you”	or	“shut	up.”

With	legs	and	feet,	as	with	hands,	watch	a	person	to	see	what	he	does	in	a
relaxed	state.	Detecting	stress	is	all	about	detecting	deviations	from	the	norm.

Finally,	how	fast	someone	changes	her	posture	either	broadcasts	an	emotional
shift	or	the	fact	that	her	chair	is	very	uncomfortable.	You	shouldn’t	have	a	hard
time	figuring	out	which	one	it	is.

Exercise
Think	of	five	people	you	know	well.	Imagine	their	faces	in	a	relaxed	state.
Do	their	mouths	turn	up	or	down	at	the	corners,	or	is	the	mouth	a	straight
line?	Do	they	commonly	use	their	eyebrows	when	they	talk?	Do	they	have
any	ticks	or	habits,	such	as	licking	their	lips	or	closing	an	eye	when	they’re
thinking?	You	might	find	this	exercise	extremely	difficult	to	do,	even	if	it
involves	someone	you	see	regularly.

USING	BASELINING	TO	APPLY	STRESS
Once	you	have	baselined	a	source	and	know	his	eye	pattern,	body	language,

choice	of	words,	comfort	zone	for	contact,	and	other	indicators,	the	next	step	is
using	this	baseline	to	probe	for	areas	of	deviation	that	indicate	stress.

Rule	number	1:	Don’t	let	your	own	baggage	get	in	the	way.	You	may	be	a
visual	person,	as	is	most	of	the	world,	so	you	will	readily	notice	facial	and	body
deviations	that	indicate	stress.	Don’t	forget	the	auditory	and	kinesthetic	changes.

Rule	number	2:	Applying	stress	commonly	involves	interplay	between
emotion	and	intellect.	Maybe	through	physical	discomfort	or	an	insulting
remark,	interrogators	know	from	baselining	you	that	you	will	respond
emotionally.	Then	they	may	move	in	with	a	question	you	have	to	think	about,
and	the	stress	triggered	by	the	emotional	experience	diminishes	your	ability	to



and	the	stress	triggered	by	the	emotional	experience	diminishes	your	ability	to
think	clearly.	More	stress	results.	Or	maybe	they	keep	hammering	you	with
questions,	requesting	specific	responses	that	take	you	beyond	your	knowledge.
As	your	cognitive	self	digs	for	answers,	your	emotions	well	up	as	you	lose
confidence.	Again,	from	baselining	you,	they	know	that	if	you	feel	intellectually
destabilized,	you	feel	stress.

Sure,	it’s	possible	to	put	someone	in	a	high-stress	situation	without
consciously	baselining	him.	In	fact,	people	do	it	all	the	time	to	each	other	by
asking	inappropriate	questions,	yelling	out	of	anger,	and	myriad	other	ways.	But
in	those	instances,	stress	is	a	fruitless	result	of	missteps	and	is	not	exploitable.
For	example,	personal	space	differs	from	culture	to	culture.	Americans	tend	to
maintain	a	large	space	between	ourselves	and	a	stranger.	With	people	we	know,
we	close	the	gap	and	stand	squarely	facing	the	person.	When	we	really	know
someone,	we	allow	them	to	get	within	about	18	inches	of	us,	with	women
tending	to	feel	more	comfortable	than	men	about	closing	the	gap	even	more.
When	you	invade	someone’s	personal	space,	you	create	stress	whether	you	want
to	or	not.

In	contrast,	when	you	apply	stress	for	the	purpose	of	extracting	information,
you	must	follow	a	deliberate	path	that	begins	with	questions	that	enable	you	to
baseline.

A	friend	recently	related	a	story	to	me	that	spotlights	how	professionals	in	a
non-military	setting	apply	stress	to	a	subject	they’ve	carefully	baselined.	Ann	did
customer	training	for	a	computer	company	that	developed	custom	products	for
government	and	large	businesses.	She	earned	a	security	clearance	to	work	with
the	firm’s	customers	in	federal	intelligence	and	defense	agencies.	Knowing	that
she	would	increase	her	income	if	she	could	apply	her	unique	skills	in	an	arena
that	required	a	higher	clearance,	she	applied	for	work	as	a	defense	agency
analyst.

In	the	two	vetting	interviews	she	went	through,	the	interrogators	used	stress-
inducing	tactics	that	ranged	from	tiny	to	outrageous	as	they	worked	her	into
frenzy.	Why	would	they	ask	a	woman	with	a	PhD,	whose	intelligence	they	had
already	complimented,	if	she	understood	concepts	any	fourth-grader	could
master?	Why	would	they	put	a	blood	pressure	cuff	on	her,	and	then	cinch	it	so
tightly	that	her	arm	turned	purple?	Why	would	they	ask	her	where	she	had	been
in	rehab	for	alcohol	abuse	when	she	honestly	told	them	she	never	drank?	Why
did	they	strap	her	to	a	polygraph	machine	and	then	defer	administering	the	test
until	later?	Once,	Ann	concluded	the	session	by	yelling	at	the	interrogator	until
she	was	hoarse.	Once,	she	cried	bitterly.



she	was	hoarse.	Once,	she	cried	bitterly.
The	whole	time,	she	told	the	truth.	Of	course,	the	truth	isn’t	what	the

interrogators	looked	for	in	this	case.	They	already	knew	nearly	every	fact	they
needed	to	know	about	Ann.	What	they	didn’t	know	is	what	the	vetting	provided:
How	did	she	react	under	stress?	Essentially,	how	long	could	she	withstand	stress
until	she	imploded?

Among	other	things,	the	interrogators	used	trappings	of	intimidation,
including	a	small,	closed	room	and	polygraph	straps,	and	a	line	of	questioning
we	call	pride-and-ego-up	combined	with	pride-and-ego-down.	The	latter
technique	is	how	interrogators	got	Ted	Bundy	to	confess	to	more	than	30
murders.	Alternately	stroking	his	ego	and	cutting	him	down,	they	provoked	him
into	admitting	that	he	had	killed	people	they	didn’t	even	associate	with	him.

Were	the	interrogators	just	plain	mean,	as	Ann	believes?	No.	For	one	thing,
they	probably	did	not	put	the	blood	pressure	cuff	on	too	tight.	When	their
questioning	made	her	nervous,	blood	engorged	her	muscles	and	made	it	feel
tighter.	And	when	they	asked	her	about	drinking	and	she	replied	that	she	never
drank,	that	signaled	them	that	she	might	be	hiding	something.	Using	absolutes
such	as	never	and	always	is	often	a	sign	of	masking	something.	“I	never	drink”
might	be	translated	as	“I	used	to	drink,	but	I	don’t	do	it	now,”	or	“I	don’t	drink
and	I	judge	people	who	do	very	harshly.”

As	you	develop	your	skills,	remember	that	professional	interrogators	don’t	do
anything	by	accident.	I’ve	adopted	crazy	accents	and	the	demeanor	of	country
bumpkin,	and	put	mustard	stains	on	my	shirt	to	create	an	effect.	Interrogators	are
actors.	What	they	do	is	theater	for	an	audience	of	one.

In	a	military	setting,	the	interrogator	might	repeat	steps	4,	5,	and	6	until	the
source	has	plunged	into	a	limbic	mode,	breaks	down,	and	then	tells	his	secret.
You	might	be	able	to	do	this	successfully	with	a	cheating	spouse,	too.	In
business,	however,	you	have	to	be	careful	about	stress-release	portion	of	the
exercise.	You	don’t	want	to	take	your	subject	into	a	limbic	state.	You	want	to
recognize	that	emotion	is	welling	up	and	go	immediately	to	the	release	phase.	It
would	be	there	that	you	make	it	clear	that	you	understand	what	causes	pain	from
him—lost	revenue,	bad	publicity,	design	flaws	in	the	product—and	make	it	clear
how	you	can	relieve	the	pain.	If	you	get	someone	to	limbic	in	a	business	setting,
you’ve	destroyed	the	chance	to	build	a	relationship.	You	won’t	get	the	account,
win	the	boss’s	favor,	or	establish	a	good	foundation	for	team-building.

On	occasion,	you	can	tell	almost	immediately	whether	or	not	a	person	is
masking	something.	If	you	ask	a	question	that	should	require	some	thought	and
the	reply	is	a	snap	answer,	the	quick	response	may	or	may	not	be	a	lie,	but	it	is



the	reply	is	a	snap	answer,	the	quick	response	may	or	may	not	be	a	lie,	but	it	is
often	a	sign	that	the	person	has	something	to	hide.	For	example,	you	ask	a	car
salesman	an	off-beat	question	about	the	engine	performance	of	the	model	you’re
test	driving.	Her	quick,	canned	answer	could	indicate	that	engine	performance	is
a	real	issue	with	this	car,	so	you	would	want	to	start	asking	more	questions	on
the	topic.	If	you	can	tell	that	this	line	of	questioning	churns	up	some	emotion,
then	you	might	want	to	switch	models.

After	you	have	established	a	baseline,	you	can	tell	when	your	actions,	words,
or	questions	begin	to	grate	on	the	source	or	hit	sensitive	spots.	In	teaching
interrogation	I	used	the	analogy—this	is	my	NF	personality	style—of	attacking	a
man	in	medieval	armor	with	an	ice	pick.	I	can	randomly	attack	and	await	the
inevitable,	or	I	can	study	his	defense	to	determine	his	vulnerable	spot,	and	then
attack	the	areas	I	deem	the	weakest.	Once	I	draw	blood,	I	concentrate	my	efforts
on	that	one	spot.	In	your	business	life,	you	have	to	both	find	the	pain	and	make
yourself	the	cure,	and	in	some	cases	that	means	making	pain	feel	worse	before
you	make	it	go	away.	This	baselining	and	understanding	stress	are	the	keys	to
gaining	cooperation	in	that	business	interaction.

In	Army	interrogation	school,	students	learn	what	I	would	call	a	splatter
approach:	Throw	some	things	against	the	wall	and	see	what	sticks.	The	throw	is
based	on	minimal	information	about	a	source	and	laws	of	probability.	Using
baselining	gives	you	the	capability	to	know	with	much	greater	certainty	what
approach	to	take	and	questions	to	ask.	Interrogation	school	relies	heavily	on	the
students’	capability	to	internalize	the	data	and	understand	it	intuitively.	The
technique	I’m	giving	you	is	a	process-driven	approach	that	gives	you	far	more
predictable	outcomes.

Exercises

Baselining	Exercises
Objective:	Detect	stress	in	real	situations.
Steps	to	achieve	the	objective:

1.	Ask	questions	you	know	the	answer	to.
2.	Observe	responses.
3.	Ask	questions	(you	may	or	may	not	know	the	answer)	that	require	speculation
and	may	evoke	emotion.
Observe	responses;	watch	for	deviations.



A	deviation	signals	stress.	Be	careful	not	to	assume	that	fidgeting,	for
example,	is	an	automatic	sign	of	stress.	It	is	only	if	the	person	normally
doesn’t	fidget—that	is,	the	movement	is	a	deviation	from	their	stress-free
habits.

Applying	Stress
Objective:	Find	out	if	a	person	is	masking	something.	Steps	to	achieve	the
objective:

1.	Baseline	by	asking	questions	you	know	the	answer	to.
2.	Go	into	territory	that	makes	the	person	uncomfortable.
3.	Watch	for	deviations	(facial,	body,	auditory,	rituals).
4.	Cause	stress.
5.	Probe	deeper;	pinpoint	specific	words,	actions,	and	topics	that	increase
stress.
6.	Release	the	stress;	go	back	to	words,	actions,	and	topics	that	are	more
pleasant	for	the	subject.
7.	Apply	stress	again.



CHAPTER	6
EXTRACTING	INFORMATION

Knowing	how	to	get	people	to	talk	is	a	precursor	skill	to	breaking	a	liar.	A
command	of	questioning	styles	and	good	use	of	body	language	work	together	to
get	people	to	spew	information.	Larry	King,	now	retired	from	broadcasting,
often	pulled	off	revealing	interviews	with	celebrities	by	leaning	in	at	just	the
right	time—the	implication	is	“it’s	just	you	and	me	here.”	He	would	also	ask
questions	to	make	the	person	feel	like	the	center	of	the	universe.	The
combination	of	manufactured	intimacy	and	questions	that	invited	a	running
narrative	was	typically	a	winning	formula.	In	a	2002	interview	he	did	with
Robert	Wagner,	King	leaned	in	with	palms	up	and	open	hands,	signaling	an
invitation	to	talk,	when	he	broached	the	difficult	subject	of	Natalie	Wood’s
tragic	death.	Despite	King’s	overt	references	to	accusations	that	Wagner	might
have	had	a	role	in	his	wife’s	death,	his	questions	drew	Wagner	into	a	deep
conversation	rather	than	put	him	off.

Interrogations	can	have	a	similar	tenor	and	flow.	In	contrast,	they	can	also
involve	harsh	words	and	a	clenched	fist.	How	you	get	someone	to	talk	depends
on	the	people	involved,	the	context,	any	history	of	previous	interaction,	and
much	more.

In	other	words,	interrogation	is	an	art	form.	It	has	a	lot	in	common	with
theater.	In	performing	a	play,	you	get	your	lines	down	and	know	where	to
position	yourself	on	stage	when	you	say	them.	You	consider	carefully	the
volume	and	style	of	delivery,	and	how	the	props,	lighting,	and	technical
elements	also	come	into	play	to	affect	audience	response.	When	you	interrogate,
much	of	the	work	also	occurs	before	you	ever	talk	to	the	potential	source	of
information.	You	only	come	into	contact	with	your	audience	after	you’ve
thought	through	and	rehearsed	what	needs	to	happen	to	achieve	your	desired
outcome.

QUESTIONING
You	want	to	match	the	style	of	questioning	to	the	source	and	circumstances.

The	types	of	questions	could	be	sorted	in	this	way:	control,	direct,	repeat,
leading,	compound,	and	canned.	In	any	given	session,	you’ll	probably	use	more
than	one	type,	whether	you	are	relying	on	canned	questions	or	a	more	interactive
questioning	approach	in	extracting	information.



questioning	approach	in	extracting	information.
A	control	question	is	one	you	know	the	answer	to.	You	definitely	use	control

questions	as	part	of	your	baselining	process.	You	might	also	throw	them	into	the
extracting	information	phase,	though,	to	keep	the	conversation	natural:	“Really?
How	can	that	be?”

People	ask	control	questions	all	the	time	to	be	polite,	so	this	isn’t	a	strange
thing	to	do.	For	example,	you	know	your	friend’s	mother	is	extremely	ill,	yet
you	ask,	“How’s	your	mother?”	When	your	friend’s	eyes	go	down	right,	then
you	can	conclude	that	a	down	right	glance	means	deep	emotion.

A	direct	question	is	a	straightforward	request	for	information	that	you	don’t
have.	In	baselining,	remember	that	you	want	to	ask	questions	that	elicit	a
narrative	response,	rather	than	“yes”	or	“no.”

A	repeat	question	is	one	you’re	not	sure	the	source	has	answered	truthfully,
so	you	ask	it	again	in	different	words.	The	more	times	you	ask	and	in	different
forms,	the	more	likely	you	are	to	detect	deception	and	get	the	truth.	Each	time,	it
allows	you	to	check	the	person’s	story	and	body	language.	Her	use	of	precisely
the	same	words	to	answer	a	question	that’s	phrased	differently	can	alert	you	that
she’s	rehearsed	that	speech.	A	change	in	body	language	can	tell	you	that	she
feels	uncomfortable	telling	her	lie	again,	or	has	just	discovered	you	are	on	to	her.

In	the	process	of	extracting	information,	however,	a	direct	question	requiring
a	“yes”	or	“no”	may	be	precisely	what	you	should	ask	to	get	the	information	you
want.	Yes	or	no	questions	are	very	useful	in	controlling	conversation.	Any
question	that	elicits	a	yes	or	no	response	is	called	a	leading	question.	Leading
questions	typically	start	with	did,	are,	will	have,	can,	and	so	on.	Used	artfully	to
redirect	conversation,	leading	questions	are	useful;	less-than-stellar	application
produces	less-than-stellar	results.	Leading	questions	are	part	of	a	classic
questioning	technique	of	journalists	with	an	agenda.	For	example,	“Do	you	think
it’s	wrong	that	Barack	Obama	helped	Solyndra	with	a	$535	million	government-
backed	loan?”	The	direct	way	of	doing	this	would	be	two	questions:	“Do	you
think	Barack	Obama	himself	had	influence	over	Solyndra	getting	a	$535	million
loan?”	And	then,	if	the	answer	is	“yes,”	the	following	question	would	address
whether	or	not	that	was	wrong.	Leading	questions	have	value	in	trying	to	control
the	conversation.	You	are	trying	to	get	past	a	logic	point	that	you	think	your
source	will	have	an	issue	with,	so	you	ask	the	leading	question	to	change	his
perspective.	If	you	are	accidentally	asking	a	yes	or	no	question,	you	can	often
telegraph	your	answer	and	set	yourself	up	for	projection,	as	Woody	did.

A	compound	question	asks	two	or	more	questions	at	once:	“Are	you	going	to



the	store	or	the	airport?”	You	can	use	it	to	trap	your	source,	or	at	least	catch	him
off-guard	so	that	you	generate	emotion—that	is,	push	him	toward	limbic	mode:
“Did	you	go	to	the	party	with	her,	or	put	her	in	a	cab	and	send	her	home?”	We
teach	interrogators	never	to	use	this	type	of	question	because	it	creates
confusion.	When	used	intelligently	and	intentionally,	however,	it	is	a	powerful
tool.
Canned	questions,	rather	than	being	a	style,	are	simply	prepackaged	questions

of	any	style.	They	have	the	greatest	value	in	matters	that	are	complex	or	outside
your	area	of	knowledge.	For	that	reason,	canned	questions	seem	more	natural	in
a	business	setting	than	they	do	in	a	personal	one.

As	an	interrogator,	you	ask	questions	that	move	down	a	path	of	complexity.
You	want	to	lead	the	source	into	an	in-depth	discussion	that	ultimately	taxes	his
expertise	to	the	limits.	To	do	this,	you	need	to	do	thorough	research	and	ask
questions	that	elicit	a	narrative	response.	Questions	requiring	a	simple	yes	or	no
don’t	accomplish	what	you	want.

Whether	the	person	handles	artillery,	is	part	of	an	airborne	division,	or
operates	the	radio,	you	have	to	be	able	to	ask	questions	that	stretch	his
knowledge	to	the	limits—and	then	you	keep	going.	You	want	to	get	to	the	point
where	you	can	say,	“I	can	ask	questions	you	can’t	answer	and	you’re	one	of	the
best?”	Keep	doing	this,	and	your	source	will	start	to	feel	as	though	he’s	a	failure,
unless	he’s	bluffing.	And	if	he	is	bluffing,	you	can	use	your	arsenal	of	detection
tools	to	figure	that	out	from	the	look	on	his	face,	his	body	language,	and	other
indicators	covered	in	Chapter	5.

You	don’t	actually	have	to	memorize	a	lot	of	facts	to	pull	this	off.	If	I	were
interrogating	a	source	about	a	nuclear	submarine,	I’m	not	going	to	know	much
about	nuclear	submarines	after	an	hour	of	reading.	But	I	can	read	enough	so	that
I	can	ask	some	very	intelligent	questions	about	hull	thickness,	resonance	of	the
metal,	and	more.	Listen	to	interview	programs	with	Cabinet	members,	scientists,
and	other	experts.	Journalists	often	rely	on	this	tactic	of	developing	canned
questions	to	extract	interesting	details	from	the	subject.	Do	you	think	most	of
them,	who	jump	agilely	from	questions	about	biological	weapons	to	a	rise	in
interest	rates,	actually	have	a	deep	knowledge	about	all	those	topics?

In	business,	canned	questions	relate	to	profit	margins,	or	hiring	practices,	or
some	other	specific	thing	that	requires	you	to	remember	details	and	to	phrase	a
question	exactly	right.	White	House	reporters	come	into	press	conferences	with
canned	questions,	and	they	sometimes	use	each	other’s	canned	questions	as
repeat	questions.	They	will	invariably	do	this	if	they	feel	the	president	has



sidestepped	a	key	question	or	given	an	answer	that	doesn’t	sound	truthful.
In	moving	a	conversation	toward	the	outcome	of	uncovering	the	truth	or

trumping	a	business	associate	in	a	negotiation,	good	questions	should	be	clear
and	concise	first.	The	questions	not	only	have	to	make	sense	to	you,	but	to	your
source,	so	he	can	access	the	responses	easily.	Secondly,	they	need	to	elicit	a
narrative	response.	A	question	requiring	yes	or	no	only	serves	your	purposes
when	you	want	to	change	the	direction	of	the	conversation,	as	in	“Do	you	know
more	than	Einstein	about	this	subject?”	Use	the	seven	basic	interrogatives—who,
what,	when,	where,	why,	how,	and	huh—to	stage	your	questions.	“Huh?”	is	the
polite	version	of	“What	the	hell	do	you	mean	by	that?”

Other	tips	for	questioning	include:
	Think	before	your	open	your	mouth,	no	matter	what	style	of	questioning
you	are	using	at	the	moment.	If	you	have	a	lot	of	questions	you	need	to	ask,
but	your	brain	hasn’t	prepared	them	properly,	you	will	be	as	messy	as	a
soup	sandwich.
	Deliberately	use	a	splatter	pattern	and	ask	questions	that	seem	to	go	all
over,	but	ultimately	elicit	the	information	you	need.	That’s	ideal	if	your
concern	is	that	you	will	not	get	straight	answers	from	well-directed
questioning.
	Ask	the	“next	question.”	Don’t	ask	“Are	you	married?”	Ask	“What’s	your
wife’s	name?”	Use	your	common	sense	on	this	one.	If	you	see	someone
wearing	beat-up	cowboy	boots	in	Georgia,	it	makes	sense	to	ask,	“How
long	have	you	been	riding?”	But	you	wouldn’t	try	to	jump-start	a
conversation	with	that	question	if	your	source	is	wearing	shiny	boots	in	a
Manhattan	boardroom.

Certain	other	types	of	questions	serve	the	purpose	of	antagonizing	and/or
confusing.	If	that’s	the	direction	in	which	you	want	to	go,	then	here’s	some
guidance:

	No-win	questions	can	quickly	put	your	source	into	limbic	mode:	“Do	you
expect	me	to	believe	all	this	crap?”	“How	long	do	you	expect	me	to	wait	for
you	to	say	nothing?”
	Leading	questions	imply	judgment,	and	the	more	judgment	they	imply,	the
more	annoying	they	become:	“Is	it	true	you’ve	been	living	in	sin	for	a
year?”
	Compound	questions	make	you	sound	either	stupid	or	careless.	If	you	want
to	come	across	as	either	or	both	as	a	way	of	disarming	someone,	then	use



them.
	Vague	questions	get	you	vague	answers.	They	are	useless	if	you’re	trying
to	get	information,	but	helpful	if	you	want	to	take	someone	down	a	parallel
path	to	disguise	your	main	point:	“When	you	went	to	the	hotel,	did	it	seem
like	there	were	a	lot	of	people	just	hanging	out	in	the	lobby?”	Fuzzy
questions	and	answers	may	serve	you	best	as	a	self-defense	mechanism.
When	someone	asks	a	direct	question,	ask	an	open-ended,	confusing
question	in	response.	He	thinks	he’s	getting	information,	but	it’s	only
remotely	related	to	the	question:	“How	many	people	were	in	the	lobby?”
Respond	with	“Do	you	want	me	to	count	the	people	who	work	there,	or	the
guests,	or	what?”

Excercise
Listen	to	a	news	feature	program,	such	as	Face	the	Nation	or	Meet	the
Press	and	log	the	styles	of	questions	used.	You	could	do	the	same	thing
effectively	by	tuning	in	to	Ellen	if	you	want	to	avoid	the	yelling	or	The
Jerry	Springer	Show	if	you	want	more.

BODY	LANGUAGE	OF	PERSUASION
While	interrogation	is	the	hard	art	of	getting	the	most	information	in	the

shortest	amount	of	time	from	someone,	it	also	requires	a	bit	of	finesse.	You	can
attack	with	the	biggest	stick	in	your	arsenal,	browbeating	and	attacking	your
subject—but	that	tends	to	yield	little	or	nothing	of	value.	You	need	other	tools	as
well.	Good	interrogators	lull	the	subject	into	feeling	as	though	he	is	simply
involved	in	a	conversation.	I	have	conducted	many	job	interviews	that	were
more	intense	than	interrogations.	Because	interrogators	must	pull	off	the	role
that	suits	their	audiences’	needs,	we	often	soften	our	style	and	move	to	persuade
the	source	to	talk.	In	times	like	this,	body	language	comes	heavily	into	play.
When	it	is	just	conversation,	I	want	the	source	to	trust	me	as	I	lie	through	my
teeth,	and	I	need	to	know	that	he	is	not	lying.	Only	by	understanding	the	cues	of
honesty	can	I	mask	my	deception	and	see	his.

I	need	to	point	out	that	reading	and	using	body	language	are	such	complex
skills	that	we’ve	written	two	other	books	about	that	topic	alone.	So	consider	this
section	the	crash	course	on	body	language	related	to	extracting	information.

First,	let’s	get	to	some	common	ground.	Here	are	five	pieces	of	body
language	that	matter:



1.	Gestures:	Examples	include	the	OK	sign,	the	middle	finger,	rolling	of	the
eyes,	placing	both	palms	on	your	head,	and	so	on.	These	are	a	sentence	rolled	up
in	a	body	language	movement.	There	is	one	caveat:	All	people	in	your	intended
audience	need	to	understand	them.	That	means	when	you	cross	the	globe,	or
maybe	even	walk	down	the	street,	your	gesture	might	lose	meaning.	Gestures	are
cultural	and	some	are	unique	to	very	small	subcultures,	so	do	your	homework	to
know	where	your	favorite	one	fits.

2.	Adaptors:	These	are	the	odd	little	actions	you	make	when	you	are	feeling
stress.	From	nibbling	your	nails	to	scratching	your	ear	or	stroking	your	hair,
adaptors	are	often	quite	idiosyncratic.	Every	person	may	not	have	obvious
adaptors,	but	every	person	does	something	to	bring	familiarity	to	an
uncomfortable	situation.	If	you	don’t	think	you	do,	ask	someone	close	to	you	to
point	yours	out.

3.	Illustrators:	Try	for	just	one	minute	to	have	a	complex	discussion	with
someone	while	sitting	on	your	hands.	Even	with	no	one	in	the	room	as	you	talk
on	speaker	phone,	your	hands,	head,	eyebrows,	and	even	feet	make	your	points
to	get	your	message	across.	Your	brain	wants	to	punctuate	your	thoughts	and
will	even	do	so	without	an	audience.

4.	Barriers:	The	typical	high	school	psych	teacher	taught	you	crossing	arms
means	you	are	blocking	people	out.	(How	many	relationships	did	he	wreck?)
Sometimes	the	action	is	a	barrier,	but	sometimes	crossed	arms	mean	a	person	is
cold,	thinking,	relaxing,	or	just	doesn’t	know	what	else	to	do	with	his	arms.
Barriers	are	not	just	body	language,	but	whole-being	language.	A	barrier	is	a
clear	message:	I	need	more	space.	From	sitting	behind	a	desk	at	work	to	standing
with	a	bottle	in	front	of	you	at	the	bar,	you	scream,	“I	am	uncomfortable.”	It	is
one	of	the	most	common	pieces	of	body	language	and	the	easiest	to	take	out	of
your	everyday	repertoire	or	add	in	at	the	appropriate	time.	A	barrier	can	be	a
material	thing	or	just	a	figurative	guarantee	of	space.

5.	Regulators:	These	actions	reflect	the	drive	to	control	conversation.	You
may	want	to	ensure	everyone	gets	his	or	her	turn,	or	you	may	want	to	prevent	the
wrong	information	from	leaking	out.	Regulators	are	one	person’s	attempt	to
manage	the	conversation.	They	can	be	well-known	gestures	such	as	the	timeout
symbol,	a	pointed	finger,	a	finger	dragged	across	the	throat	to	signify	“cut!”	or
any	other	signal	that	the	audience	can	understand.	Often	a	person	will	attempt	to
regulate	the	conversation	with	tools	used	from	another	setting,	such	as	a	young
parent	placing	his	finger	to	his	lips	as	if	quieting	a	child.	When	a	young	manager
does	this	in	a	meeting,	you	can	bet	it’s	an	inadvertent	action.	These	kinds	of	cues



are	nonetheless	visible	to	the	others	and	can	stop	conversation	cold.

Add	one	more	piece	to	the	crash	course	in	your	repertoire,	and	we	can	build	a
plan	to	use	this	knowledge.	That	piece	is	active	listening.	Estimates	on	the
number	of	words	the	average	person	says	in	a	day	vary	quite	a	bit	from	one
locale	to	another	and	from	one	gender	to	another.	I	am	guilty	of	being	a	bit	of	a
talker	and	have	been	since	childhood.	People	who	habitually	use	few	words
often	have	loads	of	meaning	in	every	word;	those	who	tend	to	be	more	verbose
may	(or	may	not)	have	less	meaning	in	each.	So	how	do	you	know	where	the
important	ones	are?	You	listen	specifically	for	the	words	that	matter.	Not	just
with	your	ears,	but	with	your	eyes,	too.	Listen	for	emphatically	stressed	words
with	voice	pattern	changes	and	actions	like	hand	pounding	or	other	illustrators.
These	are	key	areas	of	focus	and,	at	the	very	least,	source	leads	for	you	to	follow
up	on.	If	speakers	are	telegraphing	their	importance,	then	they	are	surely
deserving	of	a	bit	of	attention,	even	if	only	to	see	if	they	are	redirects.

ILLUSTRATORS

You	want	to	drive	home	your	message	of	sincerity	or	truthfulness,	or	that	you
trust	the	liar,	so	learn	to	use	language	that	fits	that	message.	Use	your	hands,
eyes,	feet,	and	head	in	a	way	that	punctuates	the	words	you	are	saying.	Assume
the	person	is	in	intense	active	listening	mode.	When	you	are	thinking,	to
emphasize	a	word,	use	your	hands	to	drive	home	the	point.	Pay	attention	to	your
brow;	raising	eyebrows	while	making	a	statement	signals	begging	for	approval.
When	you	are	asking	a	question,	open	your	arms	in	invitation.	Try	hard	to	resist
the	urge	to	close	your	elbows	to	your	side	when	you	feel	uncertain.

BARRIERS

Open	up	all	of	your	barriers.	Take	away	your	notebook,	pen,	desk,	purse,	or
bottle;	try	your	best	not	to	exaggerate	movement,	but,	rather,	stay	fluid.	At	times
you	want	to	create	uncertainty	in	your	subject,	so	close	your	body	language.	It
shows	your	discomfort	level	has	risen;	let	him	figure	out	why.	Once	he	tries	to
crawl	back	in,	open	up	again.	Reward	the	behavior	you	want.

ADAPTORS

Unless	you’re	working	to	make	him	uncomfortable,	learn	to	mask	your
adaptors.	Lack	of	adaptors	will	empower	your	communication	on	all	levels.	No
more	ums	and	ahs	or	physical	equivalents	such	as	nail-picking.



So	now	we	have	completed	all	of	the	prep	work	and	it’s	time	to	go	to	the
dance.	Extracting	information	is	the	interrogation	phase.	The	average	person	has
consumed	so	much	television	and	print	representation	of	this	process	that	he	has
a	picture	in	mind	of	bright	lights	and	dark	rooms.	That	can	work,	but	any	room
can	be	an	“interrogation”	room.

All	of	your	planning,	and	deciding	what	information	you	want,	how	you	will
question,	who	you	will	be,	and	which	rapport	posture	you’ll	use	come	together	at
this	point.	You	are	now	a	duck	gliding	on	the	water	with	your	invisible	legs
paddling	like	hell.	To	breeze	through	the	process:

	Baseline	to	detect	how	the	source	reacts	normally	and	look	for	deviations
that	indicate	stress	areas.
	Evaluate	the	source	for	Myers-Briggs	type	and	how	he	learns.	You	want	to
know	whether	he	remembers	via	time,	event,	or	sequence.
	Either	calmly	carry	on	your	conversation	or	rant,	depending	on	which	role
you’ve	chosen.

As	you	begin	questioning,	make	adjustments	according	to	memory	and
sorting	styles.	You	may	also	have	to	alter	your	techniques	as	you	continue	to
learn	more	about	your	source.

PHASES	OF	INTERROGATION
The	six	phases	of	interrogation	weave	in	your	baselining	skills,	as	well	as	the

techniques	of	questioning	and	body	language	explored	in	this	chapter.	When	you
begin	the	process	of	extracting	information,	all	of	your	ghosts	come	with	you:
the	red-haired	boy	with	big	ears,	the	child	of	poverty,	the	studious	teenager,	the
flirt.	These	parts	of	you	filter	your	images,	your	listening,	the	way	you	deal	with
you.	You	have	to	think	past	them	in	evaluating	both	the	information	and	the
person	in	front	of	you.

1.	ESTABLISH	CONTROL

In	real	life,	you	don’t	get	to	make	up	all	the	rules	of	engagement	about	where
your	source	sits	and	whether	or	not	he’s	allowed	to	finish	sentences.
Nevertheless,	you	have	ample	opportunity	to	establish	control	by	taking	steps
up-front	to	influence	environment	and	conversation.

First,	handle	all	the	elements	of	planning	and	preparation:	rituals,	roles,
background	information,	costumes,	scenery.	Regarding	the	latter,	make	sure	you
know	where	the	meeting	will	be.	When	important	information	is	at	stake,	don’t



know	where	the	meeting	will	be.	When	important	information	is	at	stake,	don’t
choose	a	spot	randomly,	as	in	“Let’s	meet	for	coffee	somewhere	on	42nd
Street.”	Your	potential	to	take	control	drops	if	you	don’t	know	anything	about
seating	arrangements	and	ambiance.

Your	second	step	is	to	come	into	the	interaction	without	emotion.	Whether	in
business	or	love,	you	don’t	want	the	emotional	party	in	charge.

A	friend	of	mine	did	this	effectively	with	a	client	with	whom	she’d	had	an
uneven	relationship.	The	client	seemed	strained	during	a	conversation	and
followed	up	shortly	after	that	with	a	terse	e-mail:	“I	want	to	talk	about	the
invoice.”	She	phoned	the	client	promptly,	began	with	“Here’s	a	bit	of	good
news,”	and	then	told	him	about	progress	on	a	key	project.	That	said,	she	flowed
into	“I	know	you	want	to	talk	about	the	work.”	By	doing	that,	she	put	herself	in
charge	of	the	conversation	and	in	a	position	to	address	the	client’s	pain	and	what
she	could	continue	to	do	to	eliminate	it.	The	client	paid	the	invoice	on	schedule.

Sometimes	you	want	to	use	the	other	person’s	words,	and	sometimes	you
want	to	avoid	them	completely,	as	in	the	previous	scenario.	It	depends	on	what
puts	you	in	the	driver’s	seat.	Flip	the	scenario	around,	with	the	client’s	e-mail
saying	“I	want	to	talk	about	the	project.”	You	would	want	to	set	up	the
conversation	by	saying	“I’d	like	to	report	on	project	results,	how	the	project	has
evolved,	and	what	results	will	come	in	the	next	phase	of	the	project.”	Avoid	the
subject	and	you	might	as	well	shred	the	contract.	In	general,	people	are
conditioned	to	respond	to	that	kind	of	leadership	by	jumping	into	your
conversational	stream.

2.	ESTABLISH	RAPPORT

In	Chapter	2,	I	noted	the	ingredients	of	rapport	(namely	access	sense	and
information	sorting	styles).	In	an	interrogation,	I’m	as	likely	to	want	to	establish
a	negative	rapport	as	I	am	a	positive	one—but	it’s	still	rapport.	In	other	words,
I’ll	work	with	what	I’ve	determined	are	his	access	sense	and	sorting	styles	so
that	I	can	talk	to	him	in	his	own	terms,	even	if	it	is	in	a	negative	way.	In	your
efforts	to	extract	information	from	someone	you	know	or	from	a	business
associate,	the	rapport	you	want	is	most	likely	positive.

Lots	of	signals	can	let	you	know	if	a	person	is	visual.	The	fact	that	she	dresses
meticulously	and	accessorizes	well.	The	fact	that	his	office	reflects	an
appreciation	for	art	and	a	sense	of	color.	It’s	a	little	harder	to	detect	an	auditory
person;	I’m	one	of	them.	One	possible	indication	is	that	the	person	tends	to	look
sideways—toward	the	ears—in	processing	information.	I	have	another	theory:



big	ears.	I’m	not	the	only	big-eared	guy	I	know	who	falls	in	the	auditory
category.	Another	hint	is	a	decided	love	of	music.	If	your	source	has	speakers
perfectly	positioned	in	his	office,	then	he	may	well	be	auditory.	The	hardest	type
of	all	to	peg	is	kinesthetic.	You	might	conclude	that	a	person	is	kinesthetic	if	she
has	athletic	hobbies,	wears	comfortable	clothes,	and	says	things	such	as	“I	feel
good	about	that”	when	a	visual	person	might	say	“I	see	how	that	could	work
well.”

Pay	close	attention	to	the	sorting	styles,	too.	I	know	of	many	cases	in	which	a
contract	was	derailed	by	the	conflict	between	a	detail-oriented	client	and	a	big-
picture	consultant,	or	a	sequential	boss	and	a	random	employee.	I	am	friends
with	a	couple	that	has	contrasting	styles,	almost	from	the	beginning	of	the	list	to
the	end.	But	they	know	it,	so	they	can	often	avoid	misunderstandings.	For
example,	when	he	calls	from	the	road	and	asks	“What’s	new?”	she	knows	that	he
expects	not	only	highlights,	but	also	details.	If	she	asks	the	same	question,	he
knows	she	only	has	the	patience	for	the	top	one	or	two	events	of	the	day.

Enhance	the	rapport	you	build	by	matching	your	source’s	natural	breathing
cadence.	When	a	person	is	not	relaxed	and	comfortable,	the	pace	and	the	depth
of	her	breathing	will	differ	from	that	natural	style.	If	you	mirror	the	cadence	of
her	breathing	in	an	easy	state,	she	will	feel	comfortable	with	you	and	not	know
why.

Excercise
Listen	to	or	watch	an	interview	show,	such	as	Fresh	Air	on	NPR	or	The
Tonight	Show.	Create	profiles	of	the	famous	and	near-famous	people	on
the	show	based	on	your	checklist	of	sorting	styles	and	access	senses.

3.	USE	THE	APPROPRIATE	METHOD	OF	GAINING	LEVERAGE

What	will	make	your	source	talk?	Compliments	would	probably	work	better
than	criticism	with	a	senior	executive,	for	example,	so	pay	attention	to	the
relationship	you	have	with	your	target	as	well	as	the	type	of	person	she	is.

4.	ASK	QUESTIONS	THAT	MOVE	YOU	DOWN	A	PARTICULAR	PATH

Emotion	and	logic	have	to	blend:	You	have	to	be	logical	with	the	questioning
sequence	while,	at	the	same	time,	reinforcing	your	approach	to	keep	the	source
in	an	emotional	state.

For	a	business	result,	it	may	sound	odd	that	I’m	emphasizing	the	utility	of



For	a	business	result,	it	may	sound	odd	that	I’m	emphasizing	the	utility	of
emotion.	But	if	you’re	selling	a	computer,	trying	to	win	a	marketing	contract,	or
asking	your	boss	for	a	raise,	what	do	you	need	to	do?	Keep	reminding	your
target	that	you	can	ease	her	pain	and	increase	her	pleasure;	these	are	emotional
responses.	The	pain	could	be	office	inefficiency,	bad	public	image,	or	the
possibility	of	losing	a	senior	staff	member.	The	pleasure	could	be	cost
reductions,	a	higher	profit	margin,	and	stronger	company	loyalty.	With	practice,
you’ll	know	when	to	use	direct,	control,	leading,	and	compound	questions,	and
in	the	upcoming	sections	I’ll	give	you	specific	guidance	on	using	them.

5.	FOLLOW	UP	YOUR	SOURCE	LEADS

As	a	practical	matter,	interrogators	keep	lead	sheets	to	jot	down	points	in	a
conversation	that	merit	scrutiny,	but	not	at	the	moment.	The	same	tactic	for
following	up	source	leads	works	fine	if	you	are	in	a	meeting	with	several	people
and	don’t	want	to	lose	an	idea	worth	pursuing.	It	would	be	odd,	though,	to	use	it
in	a	conversation	with	your	spouse	that	you	hope	will	extract	information,	so	I
hope	you	have	a	short-term	memory.

Looping	back	to	a	point	is	one	of	two	ways	to	follow	up	source	leads.	The
other	is	to	exploit	the	information	immediately	and	then	move	on	to	the	next
topic.	The	nature	of	the	source	lead	will	probably	dictate	which	course	to	take.

Part	of	how	you	proceed	depends	on	the	person,	too.	If	the	person	is
sequence-driven,	my	immediate	pursuit	of	a	source	lead	might	prove
disconcerting	to	him.	He	has	in	his	mind	a	series	of	events	or	concepts,	and	I
could	confuse	him	by	asking	a	question	that	takes	him	off	course.	If,	however,
it’s	a	person	who’s	driven	by	the	importance	of	an	event,	I’ll	probably	want	to
follow	up	on	the	source	lead	immediately.

When	you	go	headlong	down	a	path	for	more	facts,	you	do	telegraph	the
value	of	that	information	to	you.	Ask	yourself:	Will	it	jeopardize	the	outcome	of
this	encounter	if	he	knows	that	piece	is	important	to	me?	Looping	back	allows
you	to	feign	interest	in	various	bits	while	your	orchestrate	your	return	to	the	key
point.

6.	TERMINATE

In	a	business	meeting,	it’s	the	close:	“Thanks	for	your	time.	I	appreciate	what
we’ve	accomplished.”	And	then	you	review:	“You’ve	accomplished	three	of
your	objectives,	I’ve	accomplished	three	of	mine….”	In	an	interrogation,	I’m
likely	to	say	“I’m	going	to	check	what	you	told	me	for	truth.”	I	might	even	give
the	prisoner	homework	before	I	send	him	to	his	cell:	“When	I	talk	with	you



the	prisoner	homework	before	I	send	him	to	his	cell:	“When	I	talk	with	you
again,	I	want	you	to	remember	more	about	the	number	of	weapons	stockpiled.”

Key	points	to	remember	throughout	the	process	are:
	Keep	up	with	leads:	A	lead	can	come	at	any	time,	whether	or	not	you’ve
asked	a	question.	Follow	up	immediately	or	make	a	note	so	you	don’t	lose
the	thought.
	Use	active	listening:	Active	listening	contrasts	with	passive	listening,	or
the	act	of	letting	sound	hit	you	while	you	sit	with	your	ears	open,	but	not
your	mind.	You	invest	your	full	range	of	senses	in	active	listening	so	you
can	perceive	the	orchestration,	choreography,	and	staging	of	someone’s
conversation—every	part	of	voice,	body,	and	presentation	that	conveys
meaning.
	Keep	eye	contact:	You	will	be	able	to	mirror	more	effectively	as	well	as
spot	deviations	from	the	norm	if	you	look	at	the	person’s	face.
	Maintain	your	posture	for	whatever	role	you’re	playing:	Unless	you’re
playing	the	game	of	displaced	expectations,	you	will	need	to	be	consistent
in	your	presentation.	Remember	whom	you	brought	to	the	dance!
	Transition	to	the	termination	phase:	Wrap	up	with	homework,	no	matter
who	the	person	is.	It	leaves	her	with	a	feeling	that	you’re	involved	with	her.
In	a	business	meeting,	it	could	be	“I’ll	call	your	assistant	tomorrow	to	get
those	numbers.”	In	a	personal	confrontation,	you	might	say:	“I	don’t	expect
you	to	have	an	answer	to	that	now.	Let’s	both	think	about	it	and	come	back
to	that	issue	tomorrow.”

Now	you’re	going	to	take	your	new	skill	of	extracting	information	equip
yourself	with	the	tools	of	breaking	a	liar.



CHAPTER	7
DIGGING	OUT	THE	TRUTH

You	suspect	that	some	of	the	information	you	have	just	elicited	contains
outright	deception	or	has	some	gaps	where	the	truth	ought	to	be.	Time	to	reach
into	your	toolkit.

TOOLS	TO	BREAK	A	LIAR
Your	knowledge	of	questioning	styles	is	like	a	Swiss	Army	Knife:	It	allows

you	to	whip	out	different	tools	quickly,	depending	on	your	need	at	the	moment.
The	tools	I’ll	focus	on	here	are	forward	and	backward	pass,	minimizing,
overcoming	objections,	and	methods	that	prey	on	someone’s	needs.	Liars	aren’t
just	individual	people,	of	course.	Entire	groups	of	conspiracy	theorists	and
people	spreading	urban	myths	are	also	liars—whether	or	not	they	know	it.

Some	general	tips	that	apply	in	using	any	technique	to	break	a	liar	are:
	Listen	for	blame-sharing	words,	such	as	a	shift	in	pronoun	from	“I”	to
“we”:	Your	employee	put	together	a	report	that	is	seriously	flawed,	but
before	you	started	looking	closely	at	it,	he	thought	it	was	wonderful.	It	was
an	“I	did	this”	triumph.	After	he	realized	you	had	some	issues	with	it,	rather
than	answer	questions	about	it	by	saying	“I	drew	this	conclusion
because…,”	the	phrasing	suddenly	became,	“We	drew	this	conclusion
because….”	When	it	comes	to	personal	relationships,	the	“we”	that	should
share	the	blame	is	both	members	of	the	couple:	“We	did	have	a	volatile
relationship”	could	be	a	person’s	attempt	to	share	blame	for	her	adultery.
	Tune	in	to	the	level	of	passion	when	certain	statements	are	made:	The
really	significant	feature	of	a	fabricated	story—“I	was	at	Walmart!”—might
have	an	incongruous	amount	of	passion	associated	with	it.
	Watch	for	the	brow	movement	I	call	“request	for	approval”:	The
eyebrows	raise	up	as	a	way	of	asking	how	you	perceive	what	he	is	saying.
When	someone	is	unsure	of	whether	or	not	you	believe	him,	or	perhaps
whether	or	not	you	consider	his	idea	a	good	one,	this	is	often	the	facial
expression	that	results.	It’s	the	brow	version	of	raising	the	shoulders	into	a
shrugging	motion	as	a	sign	of	helplessness.	The	brows	remain	up	until	you
approve.	This	indicates	uncertainty	and	not	always	a	lie,	so	use	other	tools
to	understand	which.



FORWARD	AND	BACKWARD	PASS

Think	about	anything	you	do	in	your	daily	life,	whether	it’s	cooking	dinner,
driving	to	work,	or	working	out	at	the	gym.	There	is	a	process	involved,	whether
or	not	you’re	even	conscious	of	it,	and	the	process	is	not	always	simple.	Look	at
these	events	in	your	life	in	terms	of	project	management,	in	which	certain	steps
in	the	process	are	critical	path	tasks—meaning	X	has	to	happen	before	Y	can
occur.	Every	one	of	those	process	tasks	has	a	relationship	to	the	others.

Michael	Dobson	has	introduced	many	people	studying	project	management	to
the	concept	of	forward	and	backward	pass.	Michael	is	the	author	of	GamePlan
for	Getting	Results	with	Project	Management	and	multiple	other	books	about
related	topics.

In	project	management,	the	forward	and	backward	pass	is	a	tool	for
analyzing	a	schedule.	In	the	forward	pass,	you	trace	the	links	from	activity
to	activity,	figuring	out	how	much	time	each	one	takes,	and	determine	how
long	the	whole	job	will	take.	Because	some	activities	take	place	in	parallel
with	other	activities,	and	they	don’t	necessarily	take	the	same	amount	of
time,	the	backward	pass	tells	you	which	activities	are	critical—that	is,	any
delay	in	completing	them	pushes	out	your	deadline—and	which	activities
have	float,	or	extra	time	to	get	them	done	without	jeopardizing	the	final
deadline.	The	whole	process	is	known	as	critical	path	analysis,	and	when
you’re	done	you	have	a	good	idea	where	your	project’s	greatest
vulnerabilities	lie,	and	that	helps	you	focus	your	attention	on	the	things
that	matter	most.

To	put	it	simply,	do	the	elements	of	the	story	work	in	the	order	and	time	line
the	liar	is	using?

How	do	you	cook	dinner?	You	have	to	get	the	ingredients	before	you	can
start,	so	that’s	your	a	critical	path	task.	You	have	to	know	what	you’re	going	to
cook;	that’s	another	one.	Another	aspect	of	the	task	is	the	finish-to-start
relationship:	In	what	order	must	the	tasks	occur	in	order	to	get	the	job	done?
Knowing	all	of	the	steps	and	their	relationship	within	the	process	enables	you	to
get	a	big	picture	of	the	project,	and	to	create	a	time	line	and	program	for
completion	of	it.

The	way	you	prove	your	plan	works	is	to	go	through	it	forward	and
backward.	In	project	management,	one	tool	to	help	you	do	this	is	called	a	Gantt
Chart.	Its	purpose	is	to	illustrate	a	project	schedule,	and	many	Gantt	Charts	also
indicate	dependency	relationships,	which	simply	means	what	needs	to	happen



indicate	dependency	relationships,	which	simply	means	what	needs	to	happen
for	the	rest	of	the	project	to	come	together.

Apply	this	model,	as	people	in	law	enforcement	commonly	do,	to	breaking	a
liar.	A	suspect	offers	his	airtight	alibi.	It’s	replete	with	details	and	a	carefully
constructed	time	line,	both	of	which	are	designed	to	mask	the	facts	of	the	real
story.	The	flaw	in	that	kind	of	fabrication	is	that	it’s	often	very	difficult	to
construct	a	story	with	a	precise	time	line	that	fits	perfectly	into	the	context	of	a
person’s	life.	It’s	also	common	for	the	liar	to	want	to	emphasize	certain	pieces	of
the	story	more	than	others,	most	likely	because	they	appear	to	him	to	be	the	most
compelling	evidence	of	where	he	was	and	what	he	did.	But	those	pieces	may	be
the	reason	the	story	falls	apart,	because	they	could	not	have	occurred	when	they
did	or	in	the	order	he	says	they	did.

Using	forward	and	backward	pass	can	come	across	as	grilling	a	person
because	you	are	skeptical,	or	it	can	seem	merely	like	genuine	interest	in	the
details	of	a	story.	A	member	of	your	staff	is	late	for	a	meeting	and	uses	the
excuse	of	having	been	stuck	in	traffic	on	the	Beltway	for	an	hour	because	of	an
accident.	“Innocent”	questions	can	start	to	break	the	story	apart	because	the	time
line	has	holes	in	it:	“What	time	do	you	usually	leave	home?”	“Where	did	the
congestion	start?	My	husband	had	to	take	the	Beltway	to	his	appointment	today;
I	hope	he	wasn’t	late.”

Take	the	approach	that	says	the	congestion	started	at	Exit	9:	“What	time	did
you	get	on	the	Beltway?”	How	long	did	it	take	you	to	get	to	the	Beltway	from
your	house?”	You	quickly	learn	that	the	amount	of	time	to	go	from	his	house	the
3	miles	to	the	Beltway	is	enough	to	have	driven	the	other	direction	on	the
Beltway	to	get	to	the	destination.	You	have	a	lie.

MINIMIZING

Minimizing	works	in	two	ways:
1.	You	tell	the	person	that,	by	comparison,	what	he	did	was	not	so	bad.

Instead	of	“What	happened	to	the	cookie	jar?”	when	you	see	it	in	38	pieces	on
the	floor,	you	comment,	“Gosh,	I	wish	I	hadn’t	put	that	cookie	jar	so	close	to	the
edge	of	the	counter.”	You	then	assume	a	little	bit	of	the	blame,	so	that	the
“confession”	about	accidentally	knocking	the	cookie	jar	comes	tumbling	out.
The	other	issue,	of	course,	is	that	all	the	cookies	have	disappeared	and	someone
must	be	responsible	for	that,	too.	In	the	case	of	a	crime,	detectives	might	place	a
bit	of	blame	on	society:	“It’s	terrible	to	see	someone	suffer	like	that.	People	are
driven	to	help	in	whatever	way	they	can.	At	least	the	pillow	over	her	face	is	a
humane	way	to	do	it.	I	interviewed	someone	last	week	who	used	a	hatchet.”



humane	way	to	do	it.	I	interviewed	someone	last	week	who	used	a	hatchet.”
2.	You	accuse	the	person	of	something	far	worse	than	you	think	he	did,	so

that	he	admits	to	a	lesser	offense.	One	way	to	use	this	device	is	to	attack	with	the
worse	accusation	possible:	“You’re	cheating	on	me!	I	know	it.	I	saw	your	car
outside	the	motel!”	“No!	I’ve	been	loaning	my	car	to	my	brother	on	Thursdays
so	he	can	meet	his	mistress	without	his	wife	catching	him.”	The	person	readily
admits	to	a	comparatively	small	offense	to	avoid	the	perception	that	he	did
something	worse.	In	a	criminal	case,	it	might	involve	the	detective	saying	“We
have	videotape	of	you	at	the	scene	of	the	murder.”	The	criminal	then	blurts	out:
“I	didn’t	kill	her.	I	just	watched.”

Media	coverage	of	the	2004	arrest	of	a	15-year	Army	Reserve	intelligence
officer	indicated	that	minimizing	probably	played	a	key	role.	The	accused	should
have	understood	its	value	from	his	own	interrogation	experience;	ironically,	it
may	have	been	the	technique	police	used	effectively	to	ensnare	him.	The	self-
described	human	intelligence	collector,	who	was	called	to	active	duty	after	the
September	11th	terrorist	attacks,	allegedly	sent	pornographic	pictures	to	an	FBI
agent	who	was	posing	as	a	15-year-old	boy.	Upon	getting	caught,	he	declared	he
isn’t	a	homosexual,	but	is	just	curious	about	same-sex	relationships.	He	also	said
he	didn’t	trade	the	pornographic	photos	while	he	was	on	active	duty,	and	that	he
used	his	home	computer,	not	military	equipment.	I	can	imagine	the	style	of
interrogation	that	may	have	led	to	these	assertions,	and	that	is	a	series	of
questions	and	comments	designed	to	play	down	the	offense	so	he	would	admit
his	guilt—something	such	as:	“At	least	you	didn’t	do	this	with	the	Army’s
equipment.	That	could	mean	life	in	prison	because	the	military	is	very	strict	on
that.	Help	me	establish	a	time	line	to	show	you	did	this	from	home	on	your	own
time,	with	your	own	computer.”	And	“Nothing	in	your	background	tells	me
you’re	a	homosexual.	The	Army	doesn’t	think	you’re	a	homosexual.	I’m	just
wondering	why	you	sent	those	pictures?”

In	interrogation	situations,	I’ve	also	used	minimizing	to	provoke	a	specific
action,	not	just	to	get	a	verbal	admission	of	something.	In	the	video	for	the
History	Channel	titled	We	Can	Make	You	Talk,	my	objective	was	to	get	a	copy
of	a	“prisoner’s”	signature.	We	Can	Make	You	Talk	simulated	the	experience	of
capture	and	interrogation	with	volunteers,	who	had	information	about	covert
activities	related	to	a	fictional	operative.	One	of	the	things	these	volunteers	had
been	told	absolutely	is	“don’t	sign	anything	they	give	you.”	So	after	a	few	hours
of	exposure	to	white	noise,	variations	in	temperature,	and	stress	positions—
kneeling	with	hands	in	the	air,	leaning	against	a	wall	with	the	legs	in	a	bent
position—I	eased	into	getting	a	signature	this	way:



“Are	you	willing	to	prove	to	me	that	you’re	really	telling	the	truth?	That
you’re	not	lying?

“Yes.”
“I	need	to	verify	what	you’re	saying.	Are	you	willing	to	sign	a	statement	that

you	write	that	just	says	you’re	telling	the	truth?”	She	wrote	down	the	details	of
her	cover	story	and	said	nothing	about	her	mission.

“Put	your	initials	on	this.	Right	here;”	I	told	her.	I	was	starting	to	train	her.
“And	here.”	Every	time	she	initialed	anything,	it	was	a	sign	she	was	becoming
compliant.	Soon,	I	got	a	copy	of	her	signature	as	well	as	other	samples	of	her
handwriting.	In	this	example,	minimizing	involved	asking	her	to	perform	an
action	that	was	not	in	violation	of	what	she’d	been	told—it	was	“less	than.”	I
didn’t	hand	her	a	statement	to	sign;	she	wrote	a	few	sentences	and	initialed	them.
That	done,	I	had	no	problem	getting	her	to	write	more	and	more.

Headline	News	once	asked	me	to	comment	on	the	interrogation	of	a	young
man	accused	of	murdering	a	7-year-old	girl.	The	man,	Ryan	Brunn,	later
confessed	and	then	hung	himself	in	his	prison	cell.	What	I	saw	was	a	masterful
use	of	minimizing	by	Keith	Sitton,	a	special	agent	with	the	Georgia	Bureau	of
Investigation.	In	the	interrogation,	the	officer	used	this	tool	effectively	to	get
Brunn	to	admit	that	he	didn’t	always	tell	the	truth	and	maybe	had	done	some	bad
things	in	his	life.	The	officer	conducting	the	polygraph	test	essentially
demonized	the	polygraph	machine;	it	became	the	“bad	cop,”	the	one	that	would
“accuse”	you	of	doing	something	worse	than	you	did.	Sitton	became	the	“good
cop,”	the	one	using	the	opposite	style	of	minimizing,	noting	that	everyone	tells
white	lies,	but	the	machine	can’t	tell	the	difference	between	a	white	lie	and
something	really	serious.

I	often	appear	on	In	Session	for	TRU	TV	to	comment	on	court	cases.	One
such	case	involved	two	co-conspirators	and	a	plan	to	commit	murder.	One	was	a
20-year-old	college	student	who	fell	into	a	sort	of	friendship	with	a	30-
something	former	Marine	he	met	online	playing	video	games.	The	video	games
were	in	the	first-person	shooter	genre,	and	the	former	Marine	had	a	sort	of
differentiation	in	that	world	of	virtual	war.	The	two	ultimately	concocted	a	plan
that	would	put	the	younger	of	the	two	at	the	older	man’s	house	to	pretend	to	be
him.	They	even	went	so	far	as	to	have	him	pay	bills	for	the	older	man	to
establish	an	alibi	while	the	older	man	drove	from	Virginia	to	Michigan	to	kill	his
estranged	wife.

The	detectives	artfully	used	minimizing	to	lure	in	the	young	conspirator,
using	language	like	“maybe	you	were	duped”	to	give	him	an	out.	They
introduced	alternatives	to	him	being	the	killer	or	wanting	to	engage	in	murder.



introduced	alternatives	to	him	being	the	killer	or	wanting	to	engage	in	murder.
Sure	enough,	the	co-conspirator	fell	for	minimizing;	he	detailed	time	lines,
information,	and	what	he	knew.	The	real	litmus	test	for	it	working	was	the	way
the	suspect	would	periodically	cling	to	the	places	he	was	genuinely	innocent	by
saying,	“I	don’t	know	where	the	body	is”	and	“I	didn’t	take	any	real	money	for
being	his	stand-in—well,	maybe	$40.”	He	continually	said,	“No	one	will	have	to
know,	right?”	Of	course	the	investigators	lied	as	they	agreed,	just	as	they	lied	by
omitting	the	fact	that	a	camera	sat	in	the	corner	of	the	room.

OVERCOMING	OBJECTIONS

When	I	create	a	chain	of	logic	to	convince	the	source	that	my	answer	is	the
right	one,	I	take	into	account	the	way	the	person	thinks—and	feels.	If	I	am
arguing	with	someone	who	doesn’t	have	a	logical	mind,	I	may	have	an	easier
time	slipping	logic	past	him.	Anything	that	violates	his	feeling	of	right	and
wrong,	however,	is	another	issue,	because	he’s	probably	a	person	who	follows
his	heart.	Myers-Briggs	is	useful	here	in	determining	the	basics	for	how	the
person	collects	data	and	makes	decisions,	as	well	as	his	general	bent	on	life.

Assuming	I	have	chain	of	logic	that	is	flawless	with	the	exception	of	one
piece,	I	simply	walk	through	the	flawless	pieces	one	at	a	time.	Just	before	I	get
to	the	flawed	step,	I	raise	the	person’s	anxiety	to	get	him	out	of	a	logical	mind.
In	the	interrogation	world,	I	would	do	this	through	high	limbic	arousal,	possibly
by	yelling.	In	business,	this	is	not	acceptable,	so	I	probe	the	pain	of	the	person,
bring	that	to	the	front,	and	tie	the	outcome	of	my	flawed	logic	to	easing	his	or
her	pain.	This	is	the	daily-life	equivalent	of	taking	a	prisoner	down	to	two
choices:	“mine	and	yours”	or	“bad,”	a	technique	called	paring	the	options.

People	commonly	think	they	have	multiple	options	in	a	given	situation.	Even
though	some	of	them	seem	outrageous,	they	are	still	options.	An	unemployed
25-year-old	might	think,	“I	could	join	the	Army,	enter	a	convent,	tend	bar,	or
marry	a	rich	guy.”	Her	mother	might	point	out	how	absurdly	unsuited	she	is	for
either	military	service	or	a	convent.	She	would	then	highlight	the	positive	and
negative	aspects	of	the	remaining	two	in	a	way	she	wants	her	daughter	to
perceive	them,	perhaps	mocking	women	who	take	the	easy	way	out	and	marry
money.	So,	the	technique	of	paring	is	all	about	directing	the	mind	to	one—the
one	you	want	the	person	to	choose.	It’s	similar	to	the	choice	that	gangsters	give
guys	who	want	to	rat.	At	first,	they	may	think	they	have	all	kinds	of	ways	to
escape,	but	what	it	comes	down	to	is:	“You	keep	your	mouth	shut	and	get	rich
with	me,	or	I’ll	kill	you.”

You	accomplish	this	through	questions	so	their	own	answers	guide	them	to	an



You	accomplish	this	through	questions	so	their	own	answers	guide	them	to	an
end	point	of	your	design.	Recently,	a	business	colleague	with	whom	I’ve	shared
a	lot	of	meeting	time	said,	“I	can	hear	the	doors	closing	when	you	start	talking.”
His	point	is	that	I	narrow	options—and	that	is	what	you	will	do	in	the	process	of
overcoming	objections.

Another	option	for	you	in	the	business	world	is	a	simple	redirect	to	overcome
this	objection.	Just	beware:	Redirects	must	be	polished	or	they	will	be
transparent.

In	her	life	as	a	literary	agent,	Maryann	sometimes	deals	with	recalcitrant
authors.	Recently,	one	of	them	turned	in	a	manuscript	that	the	editor	at	the
publishing	house	deemed	“unacceptable,”	and	then	she	provided	guidance	on
completely	restructuring	the	text.	The	author	got	hotly	emotional	about	the
response	and	went	through	a	litany	of	options	of	how	to	respond:	withdraw	the
manuscript,	find	a	publisher	who	liked	what	he’d	written,	send	back	the	advance,
tell	the	editor	what	he	thought	of	her	judgment,	get	endorsements	from	powerful
people	for	what	he’s	already	written,	and	on	and	on.	Without	voicing	her	desire
that	the	author	simply	do	what	the	editor	proposed,	she	asked	a	question:	“Do
you	feel	threatened	by	the	editor’s	suggestions?”

“Of	course	not!”	he	snapped.
“Why	do	you	feel	this	manuscript	is	the	best	representation	of	your

expertise?”
“I	didn’t	say	it	was,	but	I	like	what	I’ve	written.	I’ve	thought	a	lot	about	this

topic	for	years.”
Maryann	complimented	him	on	the	body	of	highly	regarded	work	he’d	done

in	his	field	and	then	said,	“Sometimes	people	with	a	lot	of	expertise	get	so	deep
into	their	subject,	they	lose	sight	of	how	to	talk	about	it	to	non-experts.”	Then
she	just	went	silent	until	he	finally	spoke	up.

“She	really	isn’t	asking	for	anything	new	here,	is	she?”
“Maybe	just	a	little	more	explanation	here	and	there	so	your	reader	really

understands	what	you’re	trying	to	get	across.	Mostly,	these	are	suggestions	on
how	to	restructure	what	you	have,	though.”

“Okay.	Tell	her	I’ll	rework	it	and	have	it	back	next	Wednesday.”
In	the	reactionary	mode	of	high	stress,	people	lead	with	their	weakest	Myers-

Briggs	style,	not	their	strongest.	You	can	therefore	force	a	person	into	high	stress
—as	Maryann	did	by	asking	her	author	if	he	felt	threatened—and	then	use	the
words	of	their	true	style	(in	this	story,	“highly	regarded”)	against	them.	You
remind	them	of	how	they	think	to	box	them	into	a	corner.	For	example,	let’s	say



remind	them	of	how	they	think	to	box	them	into	a	corner.	For	example,	let’s	say
my	target	is	a	senser/judger	personality	type	who	is	under	high	stress	to	get
something	completed	by	a	deadline;	his	career	is	on	the	line.	Because	of	his
stress	level,	he	relies	on	a	flip	side—intuiting—and	starts	calling	on	his	gut
feelings	to	make	the	deadline.	I	simply	point	out	the	facts	and	say:	“To	reach	a
reliable	conclusion,	we	must	take	the	facts	into	account	and	do	the	right	thing.”
These	words	are	his	mantra,	so	he	agrees.	After	I	gloss	over	the	ugly	duckling,	I
take	him	through	my	next	few	logical	steps,	and	voilá:	He	agrees	with	something
he	normally	would	find	objectionable.

METHODS	THAT	PREY	ON	NEED

In	my	book	Get	People	to	Do	What	You	Want,	I	opened	with	a	close	look	at
two	needs	that	human	beings	share:	belonging	and	differentiating.	As	I
mentioned	in	Chapter	2,	these	needs	occupy	the	middle	tier	of	Maslow’s
Hierarchy.	The	threshold	need	is	belonging;	once	he	feels	connected	to	others,
an	individual	can	rise	to	the	next	level,	which	is	differentiating	himself	from	the
crowd.

Some	people	are,	of	course,	willing	to	lie	to	create	a	bond,	whether
superficially	at	a	party	or	in	a	more	meaningful	way	with	colleagues	at	work,	for
example.	Your	knowledge	or	suspicion	that	a	person	has	lied	in	an	effort	to	bond
with	you	or	someone	else	puts	you	in	a	very	powerful	position.	All	you	have	to
do	is	connect	the	lie	to	denying	or	severing	the	connection.

Once	connected,	it’s	even	more	common	for	people	to	try	to	differentiate
themselves	by	embellishing	the	facts.	One	of	the	common	jokes	among	soldiers
is	that	war	stories	can	ratchet	up	to	the	point	of	“I	killed	a	man	with	an	eyelash!”
Again,	your	knowledge	or	suspicion	that	a	lie	is	the	tool	of	differentiation	gives
you	tremendous	power.	Call	out	a	liar	like	that,	and	his	differentiation	comes	out
of	humiliation,	so	he	drops	back	to	the	lower	threshold	of	needing	to	re-establish
belonging.	Or	help	him	by	working	through	the	details	and	you	are	an	immediate
ally.	This	approach	is	much	more	dangerous	in	that	you	can	become	a	co-
conspirator	and	die	together,	or	he	can	discover	you	are	on	to	him	and	design
your	demise	out	of	self-protection.

Interrogators	have	a	number	of	stock	techniques	to	extract	information	from	a
target,	and	many	of	them	prey	on	the	needs	to	belong	and	differentiate.	Here	are
the	ones	that	you	would	find	useful	in	daily	life:

1.	Ask	a	direct	question:	You	don’t	have	to	do	it	publicly.	Turn	aside,	out	of
earshot	of	others	in	the	room,	and	ask,	“Is	that	true?”



2.	Offer	the	person	an	incentive	to	tell	the	truth:	“I’d	like	to	introduce	you
to	the	vice	president,	but	I	want	to	be	sure	I	have	the	facts	straight	first	and	I	may
not	have	heard	you	right.	What	was	your	claim	to	fame	at	that	other	company?”

3.	Dig	into	the	person’s	emotions:	A	clear	statement	can	do	sometimes	do	it:
“My	ex-husband	used	to	lie	to	me	all	the	time.	I	can’t	love	someone	who	lies	to
me.	Or	have	a	trusting	work	relationship,	for	that	matter.”

4.	Raise	or	lower	a	sense	of	fear:	“If	the	VP	finds	out	someone	has	lied	to
her,	that	guy	might	as	well	just	hand	in	his	security	badge	and	walk	out	the
door.”	The	contrasting	approach	involves	soothing	the	person	and	minimizing
anxiety	as	a	way	to	get	the	person	to	come	clean,	or	at	least	not	to	tell	any	more
lies:	“The	VP	doesn’t	have	a	very	good	BS	meter,	but	just	to	be	safe,	I	wouldn’t
even	lie	to	her	about	how	I	take	my	coffee.”

5.	Compliment	or	criticize:	“You’re	so	accomplished;	you’re	one	of	the	few
people	I	know	who	doesn’t	even	need	to	exaggerate	what	he’s	done	in	this
company.”	The	opposite	is	a	blow	to	the	ego	designed	to	wake	the	person	up:
“How	stupid	are	you	to	think	you	could	get	away	with	a	statement	like	that?”

6.	Prey	on	self-doubt:	A	person	who	is	insecure	about	her	lie	can	be	boxed
into	concluding	that	“This	is	a	no-win	situation	for	me.”	All	you	have	to	do	is
encourage	that	line	of	thinking.

7.	Hint	that	you	know	the	real	story:	A	person	who	believes	you	have	the
facts	and	can	“out”	him	will	likely	back-pedal	or	throw	in	a	phrase	such	as	“what
I	meant	to	say	is”	and	correct	the	falsehood.

8.	Say	nothing:	Silence	is	power.	“What	did	you	just	say	about	that	sales
meeting?”	followed	by	dead	silence	will	eventually	elicit	a	response.	Most
people	find	silence	extremely	uncomfortable.	The	mouth	starts	leaking	to	break
the	tension,	or	the	body	may	adjust	in	dramatic	ways.

APPLYING	THE	TOOLS
Starting	with	the	groups	of	liars,	and	then	moving	to	individuals	who	lie	out

of	“need”	or	sport,	let’s	look	at	the	process	of	dismantling	assertions	that	seem
questionable.

CONSPIRACY	THEORIES

Conspiracy	theories	are	easy	answers	to	complex	problems.	Human	beings
naturally	simplify	through	the	use	of	fiction	when	something	is	very	hard	to
understand.	How	could	Lee	Harvey	Oswald	possibly	have	acted	alone,	scurrying
from	one	place	to	another,	setting	up	the	“perfect”	shot?	How	is	it	possible	that



from	one	place	to	another,	setting	up	the	“perfect”	shot?	How	is	it	possible	that
natural	phenomena	such	as	weather	or	animal	or	human	activity	caused	crop
circles?	It’s	much	easier	to	explain	the	Kennedy	assassination	in	terms	of	a
Soviet	plot	and	the	crop	circles	as	the	work	of	aliens	than	it	is	to	make	the	other
theories	work	out	neatly.

Many	people	fall	for	the	answer	when	faced	with	a	complex	answer	to	what
appears	to	be	a	straightforward	question.	They	might	know	the	answer	is
outlandish,	but	it	plugs	into	so	many	of	their	other	beliefs	and	it	keeps	the	story
whole.	So	if	you	want	to	build	a	conspiracy	theory,	collect	enough	facts	that	are
easily	provable,	weave	them	together	in	a	story	that	is	realistic	on	the	surface,
and	make	the	story	relevant	to	average	people.	Add	to	it	a	good	mix	of	“reliable”
sources	and	some	words	that	provoke	dread	or	emotion,	and	you	have	the	magic.
If	you	want	to	unravel	a	conspiracy	theory,	use	the	previous	techniques	to	poke
at	both	the	facts	and	the	people	using	them.	At	some	point,	the	“theory”	becomes
utter	nonsense.

Let’s	spotlight	two	interrelated	conspiracy	theories:	FEMA	death	camps	and
coffins	to	bury	the	mass	number	of	dissidents	who	will	be	rounded	up	and
executed	at	those	death	camps.
Assertion:	The	Federal	Emergency	Management	Agency	(FEMA),	under	the

U.S.	Department	of	Homeland	Security,	is	establishing	Guantanamo-style	camps
across	the	United	States	in	the	event	of	civil	unrest	and	the	national	security	need
to	detain	those	responsible	for	it.	Those	who	believe	this	cite	U.S.	law	related	to
emergency	measures	the	government	can	take	in	the	face	of	imminent	threats.

If	we	wanted	to	start	searching	for	the	truth	or	fiction	of	the	assertion,	we
could	look	at	any	or	all	of	the	following	for	starters:

	U.S.	laws	and	regulations	that	give	FEMA	the	power	to	create	and	run	the
camps.
	Physical	evidence	of	the	death	camps.
	Facts	on	exactly	who	built	them.
	Staffing	requirements	of	such	camps.

Go	to	one	of	the	many	Websites	devoted	to	proving	the	existence	of	FEMA
death	camps,	and	you	will	find	what	appears	to	be	a	solid	legal	foundation	for
the	right	of	the	government	to	establish	these	concentration	camps.	Fifteen
different	executive	orders—documents	signed	by	the	president	of	the	United
States	that	have	the	full	force	of	law—receive	the	greatest	focus	on	a	number	of
these	sites.	Let’s	just	take	a	look	three.



these	sites.	Let’s	just	take	a	look	three.
1.	Executive	Order	11002	empowers	the	postmaster	general	to	operate	a

national	registration	of	all	persons.	Okay,	so	the	CEO	of	the	organization	who
puts	your	mail	in	the	neighbor’s	box	twice	a	week	has	been	deemed	capable	of
operating	a	national	registry.	Who	signed	this—one	of	the	Bush	presidents,	or
Barack	Obama?	No,	it	was	John	Kennedy	who	signed	it	on	February	16,	1962.

2.	Another	Executive	Order	high	on	the	list	on	the	death	camp	Websites	is
Executive	Order	10990,	enabling	the	government	to	take	over	all	modes	of
transportation	and	control	of	highways	and	ports.	And	who	signed	this	one?	John
Kennedy	signed	it	on	February	16,	1962.

3.	Another	is	Executive	Order	10995,	a	frightening	one	in	an	age	when
communications	have	been	the	key	to	democratic	revolutions	worldwide.	This
order	allows	the	government	to	seize	and	control	media	and	it	was	signed	by
John	Kennedy	on	February	16,	1962.

For	those	unfamiliar	with	this	period	of	American	history,	these	executive
orders	went	into	effect	shortly	before	the	Cuban	Missile	Crisis,	when	tensions
between	the	United	States	and	Soviet	Union	were	at	a	record	high.	Of	the	other
12	executive	orders	on	the	list,	the	most	recent	was	signed	by	President	Gerald
Ford	in	1976.

Regarding	the	laws,	you	can	use	all	the	tools	of	breaking	a	liar—whether
directly	by	confronting	the	conspiracy	theorist,	or	indirectly	by	probing	the	Web
sources	as	if	they	were	individual	people.

Some	of	your	questions	are:
	Who	signed	the	executive	orders	and	when?
	What	was	going	on	in	the	country	at	the	time?
	Exactly	what	does	the	order	state	in	terms	of	the	scope	of	authority?

I’ve	addressed	the	first	two	already.	Now	take	this	last	one	as	an	example	of
using	questioning.	One	of	the	orders	on	the	list	is	10997.	A	Website	featuring	it
as	one	of	the	foundations	for	FEMA	death	camps	describes	it	by	saying
“Executive	Order	10997	allows	the	government	to	take	over	all	electrical	power,
gas,	petroleum,	fuels	and	minerals”	(www.mindfully.org/Reform/2004/FEMA-
Concentration-Camps3sep04.htm).	Why	should	that	description	raise	a	red	flag?
Because	it’s	an	absolute	statement	and	absolute	statements	rarely	hold	up.
(There’s	an	absolute	statement	you	can	live	by.)

So	you	question:	“What’s	the	actual	scope	of	the	order?”	It	states:	“The
Secretary	of	the	Interior	shall	prepare	national	emergency	plans	and	develop

http://www.mindfully.org/Reform/2004/FEMA-Concentration-Camps3sep04.htm


Secretary	of	the	Interior	shall	prepare	national	emergency	plans	and	develop
preparedness	programs	covering	(1)	electric	power;	(2)	petroleum	and	gas;	(3)
solid	fuels;	and	(4)	minerals.	These	plans	and	programs	shall	be	designed	to
provide	a	state	of	readiness	in	these	resource	areas	with	respect	to	all	conditions
of	national	emergency,	including	attack	upon	the	United	States.”

First,	that	doesn’t	sound	like	the	government	trying	to	find	an	excuse	to	take
control	of	your	local	gas	station.	Second,	it	should	come	as	no	surprise	at	this
point	that	it	was	signed	on	February	16,	1962,	by	John	F.	Kennedy.

The	use	of	forward	and	backward	pass	in	this	context	would	be	fairly	simple.
The	foundation	for	the	FEMA	death	camps	is	primarily	laws	put	into	effect	more
than	30	years	ago.	What	had	to	happen	next	in	order	to	get	the	federal	funds	and
personnel	to	build	the	camps?	When	exactly	were	the	camps	built?	What’s	going
on	at	any	of	the	camps	today?	What	kind	of	staff	and	activities	did	they	have	five
or	10	years	ago?

This	leads	logically	to	overcoming	an	objection	that	the	government	now	is
simply	using	what’s	in	place	because	it	turned	out	that	the	government	did	not
need	to	use	it	before	all	this	“war	on	terror”	stuff.	In	fact,	most	of	these	orders
had	been	signed	during	the	Vietnam	War,	when	the	United	States	had	literally
millions	of	citizens	in	the	streets	protesting	government	actions.	Are	you	missing
any	friends,	neighbors,	or	parents	who	protested	in	the	1960s	and	1970s?	Are
you	checking	FEMA	death	camps	for	their	new	mailing	addresses?	Are	we	to
expect	that	a	government	that	cannot	sign	spending	bills	is	the	paragon	of	long-
range	planning?	If	so,	what	happened	to	space	exploration?

In	terms	of	techniques	of	breaking	a	liar,	we	now	get	to	those	methods	that
prey	on	the	need	to	belong	or	differentiate.	Why	do	you	believe	in	them?	Are	you
afraid	that	your	political	beliefs	or	actions	would	make	you	an	“enemy	of	the
state?”	Do	you	think	I	would	end	up	there	with	you—if	not,	why	not?	Do	you
fear	me	because	of	that?	Do	you	realize	that	I	know	more	about	this	than	you	do
so	you’re	starting	to	feel	like	Maryann’s	author—threatened	by	the	questions?

If	you	believe	the	hype,	Fort	Dix,	New	Jersey,	has	not	one,	but	two	death
camps,	one	that	is	a	hard-site	facility	(that	is,	built	to	withstand	attack)	and
another	is	a	wire	enclosure	for	managing	detainees.	I	can’t	help	but	admit	that	I
built	the	wire	enclosure.	In	1994,	a	few	of	us	at	Fort	Dix	had	become	the	people
within	the	Army	charged	with	training	reservists	in	interrogation	skills	and
military	police	duties.	For	us,	smart	spending	meant	building	our	own	compound
rather	than	taking	our	trainees	to	other	bases.	I	designed	the	compound,	brought
in	the	engineers,	and	had	lead	responsibility	for	placement	of	the	concertina



wire,	buildings,	and	so	on.	It	is	a	simple	wire	facility	with	guard	towers	and
shelters	to	store	tentage,	and	so	on.

The	hard-site	facility	is	one	we	adapted	when	we	needed	a	facility	to	train
other	reserve	intelligence	resources	in	the	1990s.	Originally	it	had	been	a
NORAD	(North	American	Aerospace	Defense)	tracking	post.	When	the	Army
took	it,	this	supposed	FEMA	death	camp	at	Fort	Dix	became	a	training	camp	for
our	own	soldiers	in	the	reserves	to	handle	the	rigors	of	war	in	the	event	reservists
from	signal	intelligence	and	imagery	collection	were	called	to	active	duty.	Many
were,	in	fact,	called	after	9/11.	We	simulated	experiences	that	will	give	them	the
knowledge,	skills,	and	mental	strength	to	stand	up	to	challenges	in	war,	if	and
when	they	face	that	challenge	on	our	behalf.

Another	reason	for	the	level	of	security	built	into	the	hard-site	is	that
classified	information	was	stored	in	some	of	those	buildings.	Those	of	us	who
staffed	the	place	couldn’t	take	photos	or	wander	the	grounds	aimlessly,	so	why
would	someone	without	a	clearance	be	allowed	to	take	pictures	or	wander
around?

Now,	turn	to	the	issue	that	turned	Jesse	Ventura	from	being	a	reliable	source
(Navy	SEAL	and	former	governor)	into	nothing	more	than	an	entertainer.	He
declared	on	his	show,	Conspiracy	Theory,	“What	the	hell	is	this?	Coffins.
Hundreds	of	thousands	of	coffins.”	He	was	“investigating”	a	site	in	Madison,
Georgia,	and	the	colleague	with	him	added,	“Yes	and	we	found	stockpiles	all
over	the	country”	(www.youtube.com/watch?v=rHb83VNijBM).
Assertion:	The	government	is	getting	ready	for	the	aftermath	of	executions	of

huge	numbers	of	people	in	the	United	States.	After	being	“processed”	at	FEMA
death	camps,	they	will	be	buried	in	various	locations	around	the	country.

One	of	the	first	questions	a	lie-breaker	would	ask	is	“Are	these	things	really
coffins?”	Overcoming	logical	objections	would	involve	push-back	like	this:
“Why	would	a	government	that	just	exterminated	a	bunch	of	people	bother	to
bury	them	individually?	Haven’t	there	been	enough	mass	executions	in	human
history	to	prove	that	a	government	capable	of	acts	of	moral	turpitude	either
throws	the	bodies	into	one	big	pit	or	incinerates	them?”

This	kind	of	lie	becomes	a	lie	that	an	honest	person	repeats.	To	attack	the
storyteller	as	though	he	himself	is	the	liar	is	a	misuse	of	technique.	Instead,
attack	the	lie	and	make	it	not	about	the	person,	but	about	the	source	of	the	story.
I	used	the	techniques	of	breaking	a	liar—in	a	non-confrontational	way,	I	might
add—with	an	acquaintance	in	Georgia	who	strongly	believed	that	Jesse
Ventura’s	“discovery”	validated	the	FEMA	death	camp	theory.	After	a	bit	of
back	and	forth,	he	had	enough	doubt	to	do	some	homework.	What	we	found	out

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rHb83VNijBM


back	and	forth,	he	had	enough	doubt	to	do	some	homework.	What	we	found	out
is	this	rather	pedestrian	stuff:

Grave	liners	are	the	outer	enclosure	for	coffins,	so	they	look	like	coffins.
Manufacturers	place	them	in	various	locations	around	the	country	for	two
reasons:	There’s	not	enough	warehouse	space	in	a	single	location,	and	people
tend	to	die	in	different	places.	It’s	a	lot	more	efficient	to	have	a	local	supplier	of
grave	liners	than	to	have	them	shipped	from	a	central	location.	That’s	also	a	lot
more	democratic	than	issuing	a	federal	regulation	that	everybody	has	head	to
Madison,	Georgia,	when	the	end	is	near	because	that’s	where	the	grave	liners
are.	According	to	the	Centers	for	Disease	Control	and	Prevention,	a	total	of
2,437,163	Americans	died	in	2009—that’s	almost	6,700	people	a	day.	Lots	of
them	were	buried	and	their	families	invested	in	grave	liners,	so	that	gives	you
some	indication	of	the	number	of	these	boxes	I’m	talking	about.

Now	let’s	take	a	specific	example	of	a	site	where	lots	of	these	grave	liners
were	stacked.	In	a	matter	of	days,	they	disappeared!	Where	did	they	go?	For	the
people	who	needed	a	quick,	neat	answer,	they	went	to	those	death	camps,
because,	“the	end	is	near.”	To	someone	in	the	business,	they	moved	to	a	location
where	the	storage	cost	was	cheaper	and	the	owners	could	avoid	answering	stupid
questions.

Here’s	a	warning	for	dealing	with	conspiracy	theorists:	Some	attempt	to
investigate	provocative	hypotheses	such	as	the	presence	of	UFOs	and	FEMA
death	camps	with	academic	rigor.	Some	assume	that	other	people	have
investigated	the	theories	with	academic	rigor.	The	second	group	are	merely
affiliating	themselves	with	people	they	trust,	for	whatever	reason.	They	are
driven	by	emotion,	not	logic.	You	can	question	them	into	a	corner	and	they	will
still	believe,	spreading	their	fiction	every	chance	they	get.

Exercise
Find	someone	who	believes	just	one	of	the	previously	mentioned	urban
legends	above	and	invite	the	person	to	play	a	spontaneous	game—that	is,
no	chance	for	research	in	advance.	Use	the	techniques	of	breaking	a	liar	to
see	if	you	can	poke	holes	in	the	story.	If	you	get	the	point	where	the	defense
is	purely	“It	just	seems	right	to	me”	or	“My	mom	believes	it,	so	I	believe
it,”	then	call	off	the	game.

URBAN	LEGENDS

Which	one	of	these	is	true?



Which	one	of	these	is	true?
1.	Facebook	will	pay	3	cents	to	help	a	child	with	cancer	every	time	an	appeal

for	help	is	shared.
2.	Treat	burns	with	egg	whites.
3.	Research	has	proven	that	microwaving	foods	in	plastic	containers	releases

cancer-causing	agents	into	the	foods.
Answer:	None.
(Source:	Snopes.com,	which	we	want	to	thank	for	being	a	great	central

repository	and	analyzer	of	rumors.)
When	someone	sends	you	an	e-mail	or	calls	you	to	express	concern	for	your

welfare	and	then	shares	stories	that	highlight	“information”	such	as	this,	should
you	automatically	assume	it’s	a	lie—regardless	of	the	source?	Yes.	Based	on
personal	experience	(and	I	realize	this	is	anecdotal),	spotting	a	liar	in	these	cases
is	a	simple	matter	of	opening	your	eyes.	The	people	who	forward	these	e-mails
are	asleep	at	the	keyboard.

INDIVIDUAL	LIES

Someone	who	is	lying	out	of	desperation	is	relatively	easy	to	break.	Someone
who	is	lying	as	a	game	is	harder	to	break	because	he	has	nothing	to	lose.	The
nature	of	your	relationship,	and	whether	or	not	you	want	it	to	continue,	will
determine	how	you	choose	to	deal	with	someone	who	is	lying	to	protect
reputation,	feelings,	security,	other	people,	and	so	on.	But	when	it	comes	to	a
sport	liar,	turn	the	tables:	Your	game	is	breaking	him.

Woody’s	story	provides	an	excellent	framework	for	using	some	of	the
techniques	to	show	how	he	might	have	caught	the	old	girlfriend	in	a	lie	early	in
their	exchanges.

First	and	foremost,	the	biggest	mistake	anyone	in	Woody’s	position	could
make	is	projecting	a	need—a	key	point	I	introduced	in	Chapter	4	on	Planning
and	Preparation.	“In	Woody’s	position”	doesn’t	refer	specifically	to	having	an
old	girlfriend	come	back	and	announce	you’re	the	father	of	her	child;	it	means
anyone	reconnecting	with	someone	from	his	or	her	past.	People	can	show	up
years	later	and	you	think	you’re	still	talking	to	the	same	person,	but	you	may	not
be.	In	fact,	you	probably	are	not.	Imagine	thinking	about	a	lost	love	for	decades,
slowly	morphing	the	memory	of	a	relationship	into	a	romantic	fiction.	And	then,
all	of	us	sudden,	Mark	Zuckerberg	invents	Facebook	and	you	have	a	magical



way	of	finding	that	person.	Many	people	are	dealing	with	that	intertwining	of
fantasy	and	reality—and	having	a	hard	time	untangling	one	from	the	other.
Facebook	makes	it	possible	to	connect	with	something	that	never	really	existed.

The	need	that	Woody	projected	relates	to	his	mortality.	He	is	58	years	old,
conscious	of	his	mortality.	When	he	decides	to	catch	up	with	his	old	girlfriend
and	give	her	highlights	of	his	life	during	the	past	25	years,	he	mentions	that	he
had	five	foster	children—but	none	of	own.	The	rest	of	the	sentence—unspoken,
of	course—is	that	he	has	no	legacy.	With	that,	he	projected	a	distinct	need	and
set	himself	up	for	the	lie.

But	once	the	lie	was	told,	and	Woody	faced	the	real	possibility	of	being	a
biological	father	to	someone,	his	cognitive	brain	started	to	wake	up.	He	faced	a
big	responsibility,	emotionally	and	possibility	financially.	Here	are	possible
scenarios	as	to	how	he	could	uncover	the	truth.

He	could	use	forward	and	backward	pass.	Woody	begins	his	use	of	forward
pass	with	a	question	any	father	would	want	to	know	the	answer	to:	“What’s	her
birthday?”

Peggy:	“June	12.	A	week	before	yours.”
Woody:	“So	she	was	born	June	12,	1986?”
Peggy:	“No,	Woody,	June	12,	1987.	We	broke	up	in	1986.”
Woody:	“Oh	yeah.	We	broke	up	right	before	Christmas.”
Peggy:	“Yes,	that’s	right.	I	had	just	bought	you	a	pair	of	gold,	engraved

cufflinks.”
Woody:	“And	she	was	born	six	months	later?”
Peggy	realizes	she	has	made	a	tactical	blunder	in	forgetting	Woody	was	in

Asia	and	quickly	adds	to	the	tangled	web.	Because	she	is	outright	lying	about	the
birth	date,	why	not	lie	more?

Peggy:	“She	was	premature.”
Woody:	“But	I	was	gone	in	early	December	because	I	had	that	awful	business

trip	to	Taipei.	We	broke	up	right	after	I	got	back.”
Peggy:	“Right.”
Woody:	“So	you	must	have	known	you	were	pregnant	by	the	time	we	broke

up.	Hell,	I	was	gone	a	month.”
In	using	the	backward	pass,	Woody	says,	“What	day	did	we	break	up?”
Peggy:	“It	was	Thursday	the	23rd.”



Peggy:	“It	was	Thursday	the	23rd.”
Woody:	“And	how	long	was	I	gone?”
Peggy:	“Six	weeks.	You	just	got	back	on	December	10th.”
Woody:	“Oh,	yeah	and	you	had	surgery	in	October	because	of	that	infection.”
Peggy	(grimacing):	“That’s	right.”
Woody:	“I	remember	taking	you	for	the	X-rays.”
The	backward	pass	also	catches	Peggy	in	a	time	line	“oops.”	She	had	surgery

in	October,	which	means	the	child	would’ve	been	conceived	prior	to	that.
Therefore,	the	math	suggests	that	she	would	have	been	more	than	two	months
pregnant	by	the	time	they	broke	up,	so	she	couldn’t	possibly	have	“no	idea”
about	the	pregnancy.

He	could	also	use	either	style	of	minimizing.
Woody	could	have	used	the	it’s-not-so-bad	style	of	minimizing	by	starting

out	with	compliments	on	the	great	job	she	did	raising	her	three	girls,	drawing	out
the	details	of	“his”	daughter’s	birth,	youth,	and	other	pieces	of	her	life.	At	some
point,	the	story	would	have	to	get	convoluted	enough	for	him	to	be	able	to	jump
in	and	say,	“I	know	I’m	asking	you	to	remember	decades	of	moments,	so	there
are	bound	to	be	things	that	don’t	make	sense.”	She	feels	relieved	and	keeps
talking,	weaving	more	and	more	complexity	into	the	lie	until	he	can	use	the
backward	pass	or	other	tools	to	elicit	details	to	enable	him	to	say	“Gotcha!”

He	could	also	use	the	reverse	style	of	minimizing	by	calling	her	on	the	time
line	related	to	the	girl’s	conception	and	birth,	and	jumping	in	with	an	accusation:
“I	was	in	Taipei	the	month	she	would	have	been	conceived	so	you	must	have
been	fooling	around	on	me!”	Chances	are	good	that	she	would	offer	a	vehement
denial	to	try	to	save	the	renewed	relationship	she	has	with	him.	She’d	rather
admit	to	the	lie	about	the	girl	being	Woody’s	daughter	than	admit	that	she
cheated	on	Woody	while	they	were	together	since	she	already	knows	that
cheating	is	a	deal-breaker	with	him.

Remember	to	tie	the	techniques	of	breaking	a	liar	to	the	liar	himself.	Refer	to
different	ways	people	lie	(Chapter	2)	and	weave	that	knowledge	into	the	style	of
question	you	ask.	Here	are	a	few	general	tips:

	Ask	questions	that	force	the	person	into	an	uncomfortable	relationship	with
the	information	she’s	just	presented.	A	time-driven	person	who	cannot
account	for	half	an	hour	is	“caught.”	And	even	if	you	don’t	pick	up	the
discrepancy	right	away,	she	knows	it	exists	and	it	will	affect	her	body



language.	This	doesn’t	mean	you	confront	the	person	with	a	conflicting
style—don’t	push	the	event-driven	person	into	a	time	discussion,	for
instance—but	rather	mimic	his	style	and	probe	for	greater	and	greater	detail
within	that	style.
	Make	the	information	itself	conflict	with	the	person’s	values:	“Either	the
story	you	are	telling	me	is	a	lie	or	you	are	not	the	person	I	thought	you
were.”	In	this	case,	Woody	makes	the	lie	about	the	child	being	his
ultimately	take	a	back	seat	to	another	issue:	“The	person	I	loved	would
have	been	duty-bound	to	let	me	know	I	had	a	child	and	not	hidden	it	from
me	for	decades.”	A	statement	like	that	puts	the	person	at	odds	with	the
information.	She	will	distance	as	quickly	as	possible,	even	if	she	needs	to
tell	another	lie	to	cover	it	up.
	Involve	someone	else	in	the	story.	This	is	called	team	lying.	The	liar	says
she	was	in	her	office	all	day,	so	you	casually	ask	whether	her	assistant,
who’s	been	out	on	maternity	leave,	is	back	yet	or	her	temporary
replacement	was	there	again	today.	People	don’t	like	to	include	other
people	in	their	lies	because	it	opens	opportunities	for	the	story	to	fall	apart.
Even	if	it’s	a	simple	embellishment	such	as	“I	shot	a	92	at	the	course
today,”	a	question	such	as	“Who’d	you	play	with?”	can	make	the	liar
uneasy.	You	might	even	see	a	blush	in	the	ears	or	cheeks.
	Tap	into	the	person’s	access	sense.	Visual	people	won’t	remember
conversations	as	well	as	auditory	people.	Auditory	people	will	not	have	the
keen	recollections	about	what	someone	wore	or	what	paintings	were	on	the
wall.	Kinesthetic	people	may	remember	the	temperature	of	the	air	when
they	did	something,	but	not	what	day	it	was.	Again,	establish	rapport	by
using	the	terms	that	relate	to	the	liar’s	access	sense;	draw	the	story	out	in	a
way	that’s	natural	for	her.	When	you	hear	words	that	are	out	of	alignment,
dig	in.
	Ask	a	conjecture	question	if,	even	after	baselining,	you	have	a	strong	gut
reaction	that	the	person	is	lying	to	you:	“What	do	you	think	would	happen
if…?”	When	you	ask	that	question,	if	he	doesn’t	deviate	from	his	baseline
for	memory,	it	means	the	person	has	studied	the	story	and	is	prepared	for	a
range	of	questions	related	to	it.	He’s	covering.

Now,	get	ready	to	put	the	tools	and	the	process	together	to	get	what	you	want
in	love	and	business	relationships.

Lies	are	most	often	based	on	truth.	The	best	lies,	whether	conspiracy	theories
or	personal	BS,	start	with	a	foundation	of	fact	and	go	from	there.	By	knowing



the	facts,	you	can	push	the	person	to	a	point	he	can	no	longer	sustain	the	lie,	or
believe	the	theory.	Both	lies	and	conspiracy	theories	require	one	thing:	a	bit	of
fiction	on	the	part	of	the	listener	by	not	outright	challenging	whether	such	a
thing	is	possible.	Open	your	eyes	wide,	and	let	skepticism	help	light	your	path.
You	will	be	amazed	at	what	you	see.



SECTION	III
APPLYING	THE	TOOLS	IN	LOVE



CHAPTER	8
DISCOVERY

You	got	glimpses	of	Woody	and	Peggy’s	story	throughout	the	book,	but	now
I	want	to	bring	it	home.

Woody	had	no	rational	reasons	to	trust	Peggy.	Not	one.	That	said,	“innocent
until	proven	guilty”	is	a	fundamental	principle	most	of	us	grew	up	with.	All
Woody	needed	to	do	was	strike	a	balance	between	that	noble	principle	and
immediately	calling	Peggy	a	liar.	Achieving	that	balance	involves	using
techniques	to	remain	calm	and	objective	at	the	same	time	you	apply	the	tools	of
breaking	a	liar.

UNDERSTANDING	OTHELLO
In	preparing	to	write	this	section	for	the	first	edition,	I	watched	an	hour	of

The	Oprah	Winfrey	Show	on	a	day	that	featured	cheating	husbands.	First	of	all,	if
you	haven’t	cleaned	up	your	act	after	having	an	affair,	don’t	go	face-to-face	with
Oprah	Winfrey.	Women	in	more	than	100	countries	will	know	you	as	a	loser.

One	of	the	two	men	was	in	high	limbic	mode	and	repeatedly	plunged	his	eyes
down	right.	That	statement	of	emotion	could	mean	that	he	had	extreme	remorse
about	his	transgression,	or	it	could	mean	that	he	felt	horrible	about	being
discovered	and	worse	yet	about	having	his	adultery	broadcast	on	television.
Actually,	it	was	probably	a	combination	of	both.	He	was	in	a	weakened	position
to	start	with,	and	then	he	faced	a	formidable	questioner:	Oprah.	I	kept	wondering
if	he	had	ever	asked	himself	the	question:	“How	much	value	does	it	add	to	my
relationship	to	go	on	this	show	and	face	humiliation	in	front	of	millions	of
people?”

In	exploring	the	two	stories	with	the	couples,	Oprah	took	them	back	to	the
moment	of	discovery:	How	did	they	feel?	What	did	they	do?	The	woman	whose
husband	had	been	a	serial	offender	had	lived	in	denial	until	denial	seemed
insane.	The	woman	whose	husband	kept	leaking	emotion	with	his	eye	movement
admitted	she	yelled	some	“bad	words”	after	receiving	incontrovertible	proof	of
his	infidelity.	Both	could	have	found	out	about	the	affairs	long	before	they	did
and	taken	steps	to	stop	the	hemorrhaging	in	their	relationship,	but	they	hadn’t
given	in	to	suspicions	and	they	weren’t	skilled	in	detecting	lies.

Because	you’re	reading	this,	you	may	be	different	from	them.	You	have
suspicions	you	can’t	dismiss.	You	just	want	to	know	how	to	prepare	for	the



suspicions	you	can’t	dismiss.	You	just	want	to	know	how	to	prepare	for	the
confrontations	that	will	either	confirm	or	refute	them.

Your	first	challenge	is	that	you	must	remain	rational.	In	a	relationship,	you
have	preconceived	notions	and	emotional	expectations	that	you	don’t	have	in
most	business	relationships.	You	also	have	rituals	that	drive	your	interaction;
when	your	partner	takes	a	step,	it	initiates	a	step	on	your	part.	In	using	the
techniques	described	here,	it’s	easier	for	you	to	distort	what	you	see.	Just	as
Othello	concluded	from	circumstantial	evidence	that	his	innocent	wife,
Desdemona,	had	cheated	on	him,	you	could	find	your	fears	and	suspicions
shutting	down	your	good	judgment.	The	antidote	is	your	cognitive	mind.

Thoughts	and	actions	that	could	help	you	move	out	of	limbic	mode	and	into
cognitive	thought	relatively	quickly	include	these	three:

	Visualizing:	You	will	see	people	who	want	to	stop	their	tears	move	their
eyes	up—usually	up	left—in	an	effort	to	regain	control.	It’s	an	instinctive
maneuver	that	you	can	do	consciously	to	access	a	memory	that	calms	you
down.	You’ve	probably	noticed	the	converse	of	this	action,	as	well—that	is,
people	who	want	to	wallow	in	emotion	allow	their	eyes	to	move	down	and
to	the	right.
	Making	a	list:	This	is	analogous	to	counting	sheep	to	get	to	sleep.	A	friend
of	mind	said	she	calmed	herself	down	in	a	very	upsetting	meeting	by
looking	around	the	room	and	making	a	mental	list	of	all	the	plastic	surgery
procedures	that	people	in	the	room	could	have	to	make	them	more
attractive.	That	particular	exercise	had	the	dual	effect	of	making	her	feel
more	in	control	of	the	situation	and	of	herself.	She	was	mentally	ready	for
the	meeting	again	when	the	yelling	stopped.
	Pinching	yourself:	I	don’t	necessarily	mean	this	literally,	although	you
could	try	it.	The	point	is	to	change	your	physical	state	with	the	intent	that
your	mental	state	will	follow.	You’ve	no	doubt	seen	movies	or	daytime
dramas	in	which	someone	is	crying	and	then	someone	else	comes	along	and
slaps	her.	She	stops	crying	and	comes	to	her	senses.	Same	thing	there,	but
you	find	a	way	to	do	it	to	yourself.	Rituals	of	all	kinds	condition	your
anxiety	level.

Knowing	someone	very	well	provides	inherent	advantages	to	you	in	trying	to
spot	a	lie.	You	have	a	reason	to	be	curious,	and	maybe	even	suspicious,	if	your
spouse	deviates	from	a	longstanding	routine	for	no	apparent	reason.	If	your	wife,
who	usually	leaves	the	house	with	no	make-up	on	because	she	goes	to	the	gym
before	work,	starts	leaving	at	the	same	early	hour	with	her	makeup	on,	you’d



wonder	why.	She’s	made	a	conscious	decision	to	break	with	her	pattern.
Alternatively,	your	husband	might	habitually	put	his	keys	in	a	certain	place
when	he	comes	home	from	work,	go	through	up	the	mail,	change	his	clothes,
and	then	pour	himself	a	drink.	And	then	one	day,	you	notice	that	his	pattern	has
changed.	He	plunks	his	keys	down	anywhere,	avoids	the	mail,	and	pours	himself
a	drink	before	he	changes	his	clothes.	Why	would	someone	alter	that	sequence
after	10	years	of	doing	things	the	same	way?	His	unconscious	break	with	ritual	is
telling	you	something.	You	just	don’t	know	what.	A	mate’s	break	with	a
cleansing	ritual	can	hold	a	lot	of	significance,	signaling	a	range	of	hidden	issues,
from	ill	health	to	infidelity.	The	everyday	routines	are	the	person’s	baseline;	just
as	in	interrogation,	they	indicate	stress,	not	deception.	Detecting	deception	is	an
art—and	you	have	the	tools!

EXTRACTING	THE	TRUTH
In	chapter	4,	we	explored	the	concept	of	Semper	Gumbi	and	that	fact	that

rigid	people	can	be	knocked	off	center	easily.	Here’s	the	extreme	downside	in	a
personal	relationship:	You	may	try	to	apply	the	techniques	in	this	book	within
the	context	of	your	marriage	or	other	serious	relationship.	If	the	other	person
involved	has	those	characteristics	of	predictability	with	clothing,	for	example,
and	if	that	person	invests	emotionally	in	controlling	his	or	her	environment,	you
could	see	some	nasty	behavior	result	from	a	disruption	of	those	externals.	That’s
natural.	Your	spouse	or	partner	would	be	resorting	to	a	self-preservation
response.	You	need	to	know	your	source,	but	you	also	need	to	heed	your
context.	Most	likely,	you	won’t	get	the	information	or	results	you	want	by
driving	your	spouse	or	partner	into	a	violent	rage.

Unlike	dealing	with	a	prisoner	of	war,	your	situation	is	very	complex;	what
you	do	affects	not	only	the	other	person	in	the	relationship,	but	also	the
relationship	itself.	You	also	don’t	want	to	debut	an	entirely	new	role	for	your
interrogation.	If	you	do,	where	does	that	role	live	when	the	interchange	is	over?

Nevertheless,	you	do	have	to	think	as	the	interrogator	in	order	to	use	the	tools
of	the	interrogator.	Primarily,	stay	focused	on	the	fact	that	you	want	to	extract
the	truth,	not	a	confession.	If	all	you	want	is	a	confession,	all	you	need	are
barbaric	tools.

PLANNING	AND	PREPARATION

Change	the	Scenery
Emotions	can	arise	from	nowhere	due	to	past	experiences,	ritual,	trappings,



Emotions	can	arise	from	nowhere	due	to	past	experiences,	ritual,	trappings,
and	myriad	other	things.	In	order	to	methodically	go	about	getting	your	spouse
to	tell	you	the	truth,	you’ll	benefit	from	disconnecting	yourself	from	some	of
these	elements.

Love	relationships	create	a	very	sophisticated	dance.	Most	involve	some	sort
of	contract—written	or	unwritten—that	establishes	entitlements.	How	many	of
these	contracts	carry	undeclared	expectations?	Are	they	understood?	Over	time,
you	have	established	give-and-take	rituals	for	both	the	entitlements	and	the
expectations.	This	evolution	has	created	powerful	rituals	around	food,	sex,	and
sleep,	among	other	things.	This	relationship	has	also	created	powerful	trappings
associated	with	the	expectations.	The	main	concept	is	that	this	relationship
makes	it	very	difficult	to	carry	out	an	interrogation-like	exercise.	Beware.

To	accomplish	the	exercise,	the	first	thing	to	do	is	change	the	scenery.	Go
somewhere	where	there	is	little	or	no	emotional	connotation	or	connection	to
your	trappings	or	rituals.	This	does	a	couple	of	things:	It	reduces	the	likelihood
of	baggage	associated	with	the	process	and	it	separates	the	usual	you	from	the
you	in	the	exercise.

Do	Your	Homework
Bluffing	is	a	bad	idea.	Glossing	over	a	fact	will	come	back	to	haunt	you.

Know	dates,	times,	places,	and	numbers.	If	you	cannot	know	all	details,	do
enough	research	to	know	where	the	blanks	exist,	but	do	not	fill	them	in
arbitrarily.	Keep	in	mind	the	guidance	about	collecting	background	information,
and	the	myriad	resources	available	to	you	to	identify	facts	and	separate	fact	from
fiction.

Baseline
You	know	there	are	rituals	that	occur	within	the	confines	of	the	relationship,

but	these	can	skew	your	data	when	you	baseline	the	one	you	love.	Your	best
opportunity	to	baseline	will	be	when	your	spouse	or	partner	is	with	other
acquaintances.	Then	compare	this	baseline	to	the	one	for	your	daily	interactions.
Everyone	knows	that	most	people	are	different	in	dealing	with	people	outside	the
immediate	family,	and	this	is	due	to	the	intimate	relationships	and	the	rituals
established.	Baseline	on	absolutes,	such	as	pitching	statistics	or	how	many	miles
it	is	to	the	outlet	mall.	Ask	questions	that	do	not	include	any	past	history	or
emotion.

Roles
Do	you	want	to	appeal	to	your	high	school	sweetheart,	the	successful



Do	you	want	to	appeal	to	your	high	school	sweetheart,	the	successful
businessman,	or	the	weekend	athlete?	Do	you	want	to	be	the	prom	queen,	the
incisive	journalist,	or	the	mother?	Decide	and	stick	to	it.	Do	not	allow	rituals	to
take	you	off	path.

Questioning
Prepare	to	ask	new	questions,	but	in	your	own	voice.	You	do	not	want	to

suddenly	sound	as	I	do—that	would	probably	be	a	shocker	to	your	spouse	or
partner—so	choose	a	style	that	fits	her	demeanor	but	allows	little	wiggle	room.
Ask	questions	that	either	get	useful	answers	or	that	steer	the	conversation	toward
the	information	you	seek.

Be	cognizant	of	signals	and	rituals,	and	be	careful	how	you	use	the	signals	of
the	relationship	because	the	other	person	is	attuned	to	reading	that	specific	body
language	as	much	as	you	are	attuned	to	hers.	When	she	tells	you	she	was	at	work
all	day	and	you	tilt	your	head,	she	will	recognize	the	hint	of	disbelief.	You	may
blow	your	entire	approach	and	line	of	questioning.

Sometimes	confrontation	works	well.	People	can’t	hide	surprise.	The
eyebrows	go	up,	and	the	eyes	get	big.	At	that	point,	the	surprised	person	has	to
take	the	next	step,	whether	it’s	invent	a	story	really	fast,	tell	the	truth,	go
speechless,	cry,	or	have	some	other	significant	reaction.	Taking	the	direct-
question	approach	if	you	suspect	a	lie	should	extract	the	truth	fairly	quickly.
How	many	details	can	a	person	who’s	just	invented	a	story	possibly	come	up
with?	You’ll	see	if	they’re	rehearsed,	and	the	story	will	fall	apart	if	they’re	not.

Direct	confrontation	does	not	have	to	be	mean.	Here’s	how	I	would	do	it	with
a	prisoner	while	I’m	playing	the	role	of	the	nice	guy,	relying	primarily	on	a
futility	approach:	“Let’s	not	be	stupid	about	this.	You’re	in	captivity.	You’re
here	for	a	reason:	We	don’t	like	your	government.	Let’s	figure	this	out.	We’re	a
superpower	and	we’re	winning.	Let’s	make	your	life	pleasant.	Close	down	this
battle.	Get	you	back	home	to	see	your	family.	Let’s	get	this	done.”

You	can	use	the	same	structure	with	your	cheating	spouse:	“I	know	your	car
was	at	the	motel	because	I	saw	it.	I	called	your	office	when	I	saw	just	to	be	sure.
You	weren’t	there.	Let’s	figure	this	out.	Just	admit	it	and	we	can	move	on	from
there.	Let’s	get	this	part	of	the	battle	over	with	so	we	can	sort	out	how	to	make
peace.”

What	if	you	bluffed?	You	had	the	bit	about	the	car	correct,	but	you	didn’t	call
the	office.	Your	spouse	says,	“I	loaned	my	car	to	Billy	and,	yes,	I	was	in	the
office	in	front	of	my	computer	working	on	the	monthly	sales	report.	Even	if	you
called	when	I	was	in	the	bathroom,	my	phone	would	have	displayed	your



called	when	I	was	in	the	bathroom,	my	phone	would	have	displayed	your
number	as	a	missed	call.”	Well,	now	you	look	like	a	fool,	but	at	least	were	you	a
calm,	logical	fool.

Locking	into	your	spouse’s	method	of	sorting	information	is	probably	your
best	offensive	and	defensive	maneuver.	If	your	spouse	or	partner	is	lying	to	you,
it’s	likely	that	person	will	try	hard	to	think	the	way	you	think.	If	you’re	punctual
(time-driven),	she	will	try	to	recount	details	of	the	lie	in	terms	of	time:	“I	was	at
the	office	at	10:30	and	then	went	to	lunch	at	11:45.”	This	may	not	even	be	a
conscious	effort.	But	let’s	say	that	the	liar	is	a	time-driven	person	and	you	are
sequence-driven.	The	fact	that	she	was	at	her	office	at	10:30	is	not	as	relevant	as
what	happened	before	and	what	happened	after.	When	you	ask	about	that,	you
may	find	chinks	in	the	story.

Whether	you	use	confrontation	or	an	indirect	approach,	as	your	spouse	or
partner	responds,	you	may	think,	“We’ve	been	here	before.”	You	have	to	be
careful	not	to	overlay	your	emotions	from	a	past	experience.	People	get	in	cycles
of	arguments	because	of	that:	“This	feels	like	last	time	you	lied	to	me!”	You’ve
got	to	step	back	and,	even	though	the	trappings	are	the	same,	analyze	the	current
conversation	as	a	separate	event.	Avoid	emotional	déjà	vu—that	is,	overlaying
past	experiences	on	the	current	situation.

As	you	ask	control	questions	and	repeat	questions	that	exploit	information,	do
not	accuse.	Hate	the	sin,	not	the	sinner.	Get	ready	to	talk	about	the	contract	and
your	entitlements.



CHAPTER	9
CHANGE	THE	WAY	YOU	FIGHT

The	skill	of	arguing	is	an	integral	part	of	interrogation.	In	their	interrogation
school,	the	Brits	start	off	their	new	students	with	a	mint	between	two	of	them.
The	two	newbies	have	to	argue	logically	about	who	should	get	the	mint	first.
Whoever	wins,	gets	the	mint.	It	might	go	like	this:

“Why	should	you	get	the	mint?”
“I	just	had	lunch.	I	have	garlic	breath	and	I	think	you	will	benefit	if	I	get	the

mint.”
One	beautiful	blonde	used	a	classic	incentive	approach	when	she	leaned

across	the	table	and	offered	the	male	interrogator	something	he	wanted	a	lot
more	than	the	mint.	And	she	would	need	it	to	freshen	her	breath.

In	interrogation,	arguing	is	that	back-and-forth	exchange	in	which	the
prisoner	thinks	he	actually	has	a	shot	at	establishing	intellectual	dignity	or	at
humiliating	his	captor.	But	the	interrogator	remains	in	cognitive	thought,	even
though	she	might	seem	emotional,	whereas	the	prisoner	sinks	deeper	and	deeper
into	limbic	mode.	One	person	assumes	clear	control	as	the	other’s	position	gets
weaker	and	weaker.	By	giving	you	specific	guidance	on	how	to	argue,	I’m	just
showing	you	how	to	use	the	tools	we’ve	already	covered	to	do	one	of	three
things:

1.	Argue	artfully	to	improve	your	relationship.
2.	Win	at	all	costs.
3.	Send	an	argument	off	the	tracks.
People	supposedly	in	love	snarl	at	each	other	for	two	reasons.	One	is

displaced	emotion	and	another	is	displaced	expectations.
You	can’t	afford	to	call	your	boss	or	coworker	a	jerk,	so	you	repress	the

emotion	at	work.	This	can	be	dangerous	when	you	come	home	because	a	small
thing	might	release	rage	that’s	way	out	of	proportion	to	the	event.	You	get	in	a
nasty	fight	with	your	spouse	over	something	your	boss	did.	In	other	words,
you’ve	displaced	your	emotion.

Displaced	expectations	have	to	do	with	your	spouse	or	partner	violating	your
emotions	or	your	possessions.	Basically,	he	or	she	has	disturbed	something	that
you	think	belongs	to	you.	That	could	mean	an	intangible	such	as	entitlements	in



you	think	belongs	to	you.	That	could	mean	an	intangible	such	as	entitlements	in
the	relationship—fidelity,	love,	public	displays	of	affection,	a	clean	house,
silence,	respect,	conversation,	and	so	on.	That	could	also	mean	something
tangible,	such	as	your	belongings.	Whether	the	person	has	taken	you	for	granted,
undervalued	your	expertise,	or	trashed	your	possessions,	the	physiological	effect
is	the	same:	You	ramp	up.	You	don’t	take	time	to	prepare	for	that	kind	of
argument—you	just	explode.	You	become	the	little	red-headed	boy	that
everybody	mocks,	or	the	pigeon-toed	geek	who	kids	don’t	pick	for	their	team,	or
the	girl	with	thick	glasses	who	never	looks	pretty.	You’re	at	your	weakest	at	that
moment;	you	feel	violated	and	angry.

GROUND	RULES	FOR	PRODUCTIVE	FIGHTS
The	starting	point	for	effective	arguing	is	cognitive	thought.	A	lot	of	times,

during	or	after	a	heated	argument,	one	or	both	parties	will	say,	“I	didn’t	mean	to
say	that.”	Take	that	at	face	value.	When	people	are	in	limbic	mode,	they	will	say
irrational	things.	Arguing	productively	is	about	saying	exactly	what	you	mean.
What	I’m	trying	to	give	you	are	guidelines	for	remaining	in	cognitive	thought—
the	way	interrogators	must—so	that	arguing	becomes	debate.	You	want	to	make
sense,	have	a	point,	and	conclude	effectively.

RULE	#1

Keep	the	argument	focused	on	a	subject,	not	a	person.	When	an	argument
degrades	to	a	personal	attack,	you	push	buttons	that	make	it	extremely	difficult
to	back	out	of	limbic	mode	and	return	to	your	primate	brain.	You	want	to	reduce
the	stress	that’s	inherent	in	a	confrontation	to	have	a	good	shot	at	keeping
yourself	and	the	other	person	in	cognitive	thought.

A	man	doesn’t	necessarily	realize	that	criticizing	his	wife’s	driving	is
criticizing	her.	Almost	invariably,	it	comes	across	as	a	stab	at	the	woman’s
competence.	Conversely,	a	woman	might	say	some	harsh	words	about	the	way
her	husband	feeds	the	kids.	It	may	sound	no	different	from	an	accusation	that
he’s	careless.	Maybe	your	fundamental	issues	with	each	do	relate	to	competence
and	carelessness,	but	addressing	them	in	an	obtuse	way	can	be	likened	to	treating
a	broken	leg	by	bandaging	your	nose.	Talk	directly	about	the	elephant	in	the
room.

Watch	for	the	drift	away	from	the	incident	and	toward	the	personal	attack	and
stop	it	cold:

“No	wonder	you	dented	the	fender—you’re	mindless	when	you	drive!”



“We’ve	got	get	through	this	sanely.	If	you	have	an	issue	with	me,	let’s	talk
about	me,	but	this	car	wreck	is	not	me.	This	is	not	about	me	being	incompetent.
This	is	not	about	me	being	stupid.	This	is	about	a	damaged	car	we	need	to
discuss.”

RULE	#2

Only	debate	things	you	know	about.	When	you	argue	about	things	you	know
nothing	about	and	continually	lose,	you	establish	a	harmful	pattern.	You’re	also
much	more	likely	to	get	emotional	in	discussing	topics	that	shouldn’t	affect	you
emotionally.	Even	if	you	lose	these	arguments	50	percent	of	the	time,	you	still
establish	a	bad	pattern	of	coming	across	as	ignorant	and	belligerent.	If	you	only
argue	when	you	have	solid	facts	in	your	head,	then	you	win.	And	when	you
realize	your	logic	or	memory	can’t	hold	up	to	a	challenge,	back	off	discreetly.
Say	something	such	as	“that’s	interesting,”	or	ask	a	question	that	takes	you	in	a
direction	you	can	handle.

RULE	#3

When	someone	does	start	to	yell,	go	silent.	Do	not	respond	until	the	yelling
stops.	Spend	the	time	concentrating	to	pull	yourself	back	from	emotion	and	into
your	prefrontal	cortex.	If	you	yell	back,	the	other	person	feels	justified	in	yelling,
and	you	spiral	downward	into	joint	insanity.

RULE	#4

Learn	to	speak	the	same	language.	Whether	it	is	because	you	are	a	different
sex,	different	Myers-Briggs	type,	different	culture,	or	different	learning	mode,	or
some	other	difference,	no	two	people	are	going	to	have	identical	communication
styles.	If	we	define	communication	as	two	or	more	people	using	a	common
system	of	symbols	to	exchange	ideas,	you	can	quickly	see	where	the	problem
lies:	common.	This	lesson	is	important	whether	you	want	to	win	at	all	costs	or
argue	for	a	better	relationship.	If	you	are	an	SJ	personality	type	who	values
security	and	time	lines	and	you	marry	a	NF,	expect	some	setbacks.	The	classic
Archie/Edith	get-to-the-point	argument	will	consistently	raise	its	head	in	a
household	composed	of	an	event-sorter	and	a	time-sorter.	Whether	you	want	to
accommodate	for	a	better	relationship	or	simply	dominate	arguments,	this	is	the
most	powerful	thing	to	learn.



HOW	TO	WIN	JUST	TO	WIN
If	your	aim	is	simply	to	win,	then	use	questions	to	redirect	the	argument.

Often,	the	quickest	way	to	redirect	is	to	turn	the	question	back	on	the	questioner:
“How	could	you	let	Johnny	go	to	a	party	like	that?”
“Why	would	you	abdicate	all	your	parental	responsibility	to	me?”
The	most	effective	path	is	to	redirect	the	argument	so	that	the	other	person’s

greatest	faults	receive	the	spotlight.	Your	husband	begins	the	conversation
berating	you	about	getting	into	a	fender	bender.	You	quickly	make	his
shortcomings	the	center	of	attention.	Did	his	carelessness	ever	lead	to	a	worse
accident?	Was	he	negligent	in	maintaining	the	car?	How	many	tickets	has	he
gotten	that	have	driven	your	insurance	rates	up?	This	is	a	low,	dark,	mean	way	to
win,	but	you	will	win.	He	surely	won’t	want	to	talk	about	his	faults—nobody
does;	he	wants	to	talk	about	yours.	Of	course,	when	you	choose	to	take	this	tack
with	an	argument,	you	value	winning	more	than	the	relationship.

A	less-confrontational	version	of	redirecting	an	exchange	is	herding	the
conversation	as	a	way	of	forcing	the	person	out	of	cognitive	thought	and	into
reactionary	thought.	I	call	it	herding	because	I’ve	watched	my	dogs	herd	animals
on	the	farm.	The	dogs	don’t	constantly	guide	the	cattle,	for	example.	They	do
course	corrections,	as	a	pilot	does.	They	move	the	other	animals	in	a	direction
and	then	let	them	move	freely.	When	the	dogs	get	to	a	point	where	they	know
the	herd	should	turn,	then	they	drive	them	in	that	direction.	Doing	this	in	a
conversation	can	allow	you	to	“win”—that	is,	outscore	logic	points.	In	the
course	of	maneuvering	this	way	and	that—a	course	of	your	design—the	other
person	might	utter	something	that	undermines	his	argument.	Do	what	the	media
do	all	the	time:	quote	him	out	of	context.	When	the	media	accused	Mitt	Romney
of	saying,	“I’m	not	concerned	about	the	very	poor,”	they	quoted	him	out	of
context.	The	context	was	“I’m	not	concerned	about	the	very	poor.	We	have	a
safety	net	there.	If	it	needs	repair,	I’ll	fix	it.”

The	pattern	goes	this	way:	logical	conversation	→	diversion	that	arouses
some	emotion,	thereby	reducing	his	ability	to	argue	logically	→	digging	out
words	or	ideas	that	serve	your	purposes	→	getting	what	you	want.

When	we	were	doing	a	show	with	volunteer	prisoners	for	Channel	4	in
England,	I	pegged	a	bright	22-year-old	Pakistani	native	as	a	terrorist	suspect.	I
asked	him	about	organizing	terrorists,	and	he	said	something	along	the	lines	of	“I
can’t	possibly	have	done	that.	I’m	a	kid.	I	don’t	have	those	organizational
skills.”	I	let	him	pass	with	that	at	the	time	and	decided	to	use	it	later.	I	started
asking	him	about	his	loyalties.	He	described	himself	as	a	Muslim	and	a	Brit.	I



asking	him	about	his	loyalties.	He	described	himself	as	a	Muslim	and	a	Brit.	I
asked	which	is	more	important,	and	he	said	Islam.	I	kept	pushing:	Which	is	more
important,	Britain	or	Pakistan?	He	said	he	belonged	to	both,	so	he	couldn’t	make
a	choice.	How	would	you	decide	if	they	went	to	war	with	each	other—which	one
you	would	fight	for?	“I’ll	go	with	the	one	that’s	more	just,”	he	said.	And	then	I
used	his	words	against	him:	“Just?	You	arrogant	son	of	a	bitch!	You’re	willing
to	put	yourself	on	par	with	God	to	determine	what’s	just,	but	you’re	just	a	kid
who	can’t	even	organize	a	handful	of	people?”	That	upset	him,	so	he	came	back
with	a	statement	that	he’d	rely	on	someone	he	trusted	to	tell	him.	At	that	point,	I
had	him.

If	we	had	continued	a	logical	conversation,	we	never	would	have	gotten	to
that	breaking	point.	The	ploy	strained	his	ability	to	think,	to	pull	from	memory,
so	that	all	he	could	do	was	react.	As	he	saw,	it’s	hard	to	argue	with	your	own
words.	And	to	the	target	of	the	tactic,	it	doesn’t	even	feel	as	though	he	was
quoted	out	of	context;	it	feels	like	the	same	context	because	it’s	the	same
argument.

Herding	a	conversation	may	sound	hard,	but	you’ve	probably	done	this
naturally	many	times.	The	technique	involves	dropping	source	leads	when	you
don’t	want	to	talk	about	something	so	that	you	guide	the	conversation	in	a
different	direction.	In	this	instance,	the	conversation	involves	a	confrontational
aspect,	and	the	technique	is	a	tool	to	end	the	dispute	with	the	upper	hand.	You
lose,	of	course,	if	your	“opponent”	figures	out	the	game	plan.

One	tactic	interrogators	use	to	shove	prisoners	into	an	extreme	limbic	state	is
to	use	prejudice	and	mockery.	When	I	was	a	kid,	people	made	fun	of	me	for	my
red	hair	and	big	ears.	As	an	adult,	I’d	better	be	well	past	the	point	when	a	red-
headed	joke	or	a	big-eared	joke	upsets	me.	Those	kinds	of	jibes	can	actually
work	with	grown	men	and	women,	though,	because	they	affect	a	very	soft	spot
in	them.	To	some	people,	ridiculing	them	for	a	slight	deformity	or	the	color	of
their	skin	is	nonsense	that	evaporates	as	soon	as	it	hits	their	ears.	To	other
people,	“them’s	fightin’	words,”	and	a	huge	wave	of	emotion	begins	to	rush	over
them.	They	can’t	help	it	because	they	aren’t	practiced	in	keeping	the	emotion	at
bay.	One	of	your	defenses	in	arguing	has	got	to	be	to	ignore	every	taunt	and
every	expletive	as	if	the	person	spewing	them	just	barked	or	chirped	or	made
some	other	sound	that	means	nothing.

DERAILING	AN	ARGUMENT
Control	questions,	repeat	questions,	vague	questions—these	are	all	tools	to

stop	a	situation	where	it	is	one	person	attacking	and	one	person	defending.	You
want	to	derail	an	argument	because	you	don’t	care	about	winning	and	you	don’t



want	to	derail	an	argument	because	you	don’t	care	about	winning	and	you	don’t
think	anything	productive	can	come	out	of	continuing	it.	A	good	time	to	derail
an	argument	is	when	you’ve	both	had	a	little	too	much	to	drink.

Your	main	tactic	is	sidetracking	if	you	want	to	move	completely	away	from	a
hot	topic	or	a	point	that	causes	discomfort.	Pick	up	on	a	comment	that	allows
you	to	take	a	fork	in	the	road	and	go	with	it.	Let’s	say	you’re	an
environmentalist	who	mentions	that	you	had	a	Mustang	before	you	realized	you
could	get	better	gas	mileage	with	a	Honda	Civic	and	you	are	hot	on	the	point	of
pollution,	and	civic	responsibility,	and—“Mustang?	I	didn’t	know	you	had	a
Mustang.	What	year	was	it?”

“2002.”
“I	had	a	’68.	It	was	piece	of	crap.	The	windows	were	busted	out	of	it.	I	had	to

go	and	buy	windows.	That	wasn’t	the	worst	part.	The	windows	were	easy	to
find,	but	the	gaskets	were	impossible.	So	I	ended	up	having	to	use	this	glue-in
window,	and	then	I	got	rust	around	it.	It	took	me	two	years	to	get	the	rust	out	of
it,	and	then	I	wrecked	the	damned	thing.”

To	be	polite,	you’ll	probably	say	something	in	response	to	my	comment,	and
when	I	respond,	I’ll	take	you	off	topic	even	further.	And	to	make	this	tactic	work
well,	don’t	say	anything	that	will	stimulate	logic	and	take	you	back	on	the
original	topic.

Reverse	the	perspective.	What	if	you	were	the	one	making	the	point	and
someone	took	you	off	course?	One	way	that’s	done	is	to	fixate	on	a	word	or
concept	such	as	“gasket.”	You	could	go	the	ignorant	route	and	interrupt	me	with:
“What’s	a	gasket?”	And	when	I	finish	answering,	you	simply	move	back	to	your
point.	Or	you	could	venture,	“Not	a	problem	anymore.	eBay	has	everything	for
old	cars.”	And	then	you	return	to	your	point.



CHAPTER	10
ARE	YOU	IN	LOVE	OR	CAPTIVITY?

SHOCK	OF	CAPTURE
The	first	time	you	hear,	and	perhaps	feel,	the	abuse	of	your	spouse,	that’s	the

shock	of	capture.	How	could	you	possibly	stay	rational?	This	is	the	emotional
equivalent	of	having	a	hood	thrown	over	your	head	and	your	arms	and	legs
bound	by	cord	in	the	middle	of	the	night.	You	are	the	equivalent	of	the	garage-
band	guitarist/soldier	walking	through	the	woods	on	patrol	not	expecting	the
ambush.	Your	mind	has	no	mailbox	to	store	the	data	of	the	overwhelming	new
experience.

The	reasons	for	getting	into	a	relationship	vary	according	to	our	needs	and
desires,	but	one	factor	people	have	in	common	is	that	they	don’t	get	in	a
relationship	to	fail.	After	the	shock	of	capture,	the	brain	scrambles	to	come	to
life	and	find	reasons	why	this	incident	is	not	a	sign	of	failure.	It’s	just	a
misunderstanding—a	problem	that	can	be	fixed	tomorrow.

Displaced	expectations—the	walking-on-eggshells	feeling—figures
prominently	in	this	scenario.	The	captor	constantly	changes	expectation	to
establish	the	role	of	being	perfect.

Interrogators	are	professional	anxiety	brokers;	the	only	difference	between
them	and	abusive	husbands	and	wives	is	the	word	professional.	The	abusive
spouse	sets	up	unrealistic	expectations	and	then,	through	the	companion
treatments	of	kindness	and	manipulation,	creates	unease,	so	the	person	cannot
know	what	to	expect	next.	Entitlements	in	the	relationship,	such	as	honesty	and
the	expectation	that	well-intended	gestures	will	not	earn	physical	or	emotional
torture,	are	violated.	Everyone	in	a	personal	relationship	has	those	rights.

Everyone	in	an	interrogation	relationship	does	not	have	those	rights,	however,
and	that	is	why	the	abused	and	abuser	have	so	much	in	common	with	the
prisoner	and	the	captor.	The	captive’s	primary	concern—self-preservation—
causes	one	question	to	guide	virtually	every	action:	“Am	I	doing	the	right	thing
or	the	wrong	thing?”	Just	as	in	the	prisoner-guard	relationship,	only	the	captor
can	answer	the	question.	Just	as	the	prisoner	who	was	captured	and	moved	to	the
rear	was,	the	abused	person	is	now	dependent	on	new	inputs	to	define	the
unknown	role.	The	abused	person	gives	feedback	to	the	abuser	as	the	prisoner
does	to	the	guard.



does	to	the	guard.
Say	you’re	in	the	most	extreme	version	of	the	situation	from	the	physical

perspective.	Your	spouse	slaps	you	around,	beats	you,	and	finds	other	insidious
ways	to	make	you	physically	uncomfortable.	You	are	forced	into	limbic	mode;
your	amygdala	goes	into	overdrive,	so	you	constantly	show	the	effects	of
negative	emotion.	That	sustained	state	will	grind	down	your	health,	your	looks,
and	your	mind.	You	will	figuratively,	and	perhaps	literally,	stumble	through	life
in	confusion	about	what’s	right	and	what’s	wrong.

Say	you’re	in	an	extreme	version	of	the	situation	from	a	mental	and	emotional
perspective.	You	may	not	display	the	physical	traits	of	abuse,	but	you	are	still
similar	to	the	prisoner	of	war,	captured	on	the	battlefield,	and	marched	through
the	gates	of	hell	and	into	an	enemy	compound.	As	he	does,	you	constantly	hear,
in	some	form,	“You	idiot.	You	moron.	You	can’t	meet	my	standards;	it’s
impossible.”	Eventually,	that	starts	to	take	its	toll	and	you	feel	you	have	no
value.

In	both	cases,	when	you	slump	into	a	perception	that	you’re	worthless,	your
resistance	to	any	kind	of	pressure	starts	to	drop.	You	have	the	trappings	of	a
victim,	the	rituals	of	a	victim,	and	so	you	easily	fill	the	role	of	a	victim.	It’s	how
you	adapt	to	the	situation.	You	give	to	the	“guard”—that	is,	your	spouse—
ultimate	power	to	dictate	how	and	when	you	will	accommodate	him.	He	gets	you
to	that	point	because	he	engages	in	a	systematic	removal	of	your	identity.
Invariably,	a	key	element	of	this	phenomenon	is	cloistering	the	victim—
separation	from	family	and	friends.	You	begin	to	internalize	every	word	because
you	don’t	have	the	input	from	family	and	friends	about	your	wit,	charm,	looks,
and	value.	When	you	are	sequestered,	just	as	the	prisoner	does,	you	start	to	see
everything	in	black	and	white.	If	you	burn	dinner	you	must	be	an	incompetent
cook.	A	car	accident	and	burned	dinner	mean	you	can’t	do	anything	right.	The
dance	that	is	your	daily	life,	and	the	role	you	fill	in	it	spins	out	of	control.	The
final	stage	is	that	everything	becomes	personal.	An	attack	on	one	of	your
children	might	even	be	a	welcome	relief;	you	think,	“At	least	it’s	not	me	this
time.”

As	a	prisoner	of	war	does,	you	start	to	think	that	your	environment	dominated
by	a	guard	is	normal.	When	it	gets	incrementally	worse,	you	won’t	even	notice
it.	This	is	the	human	version	of	that	myth	about	frogs:	Put	a	frog	in	a	pot	of	hot
water	and	it	will	jump	out.	Put	it	in	cold	water	and	turn	up	the	temperature,	and
it	will	not	notice	the	change	and	boil	to	death.	This	isn’t	true,	by	the	way,	so	act
as	a	real	frog	does	and	jump	as	the	temperature	rises!



HOW	DID	YOU	GET	TO	BE	THE	VICTIM

AND	WHAT	CAN	YOU	DO	ABOUT	IT?

For	discussion	purposes,	let’s	say	you	got	As	in	school,	were	co-captain	of
the	cheerleading	squad,	and	graduated	cum	laude	with	a	degree	in	chemistry.
Your	parents	held	you	up	as	the	model	child	for	your	younger	brother,	an
overweight	kid	who	struggled	with	studies.	To	you,	success	seemed	inevitable.
You	married	a	handsome	lawyer	and	had	two	children,	but,	by	the	age	of	30,
your	life	was	hell.	He	never	beat	you,	but	you	spent	every	day	in	terror	of	his
verbal	abuse—his	relentless	criticism	of	your	clothes,	your	cooking,	and	your
cellulite.	You	kept	thinking	that	he	only	said	those	things	to	help	you,	to	improve
you.	Of	course	he	loves	you;	otherwise	he	wouldn’t	bother.	It	goes	on	and	on
until	death	do	you	part.	What	happened?

Here’s	a	scenario	that	I	saw	many	times	with	prisoners:	Your	little	box	inside
contains	pride	of	accomplishment/fear	of	failure.	I	glean	that	fact	by	talking	with
you	about	your	achievements,	and	I	see	the	pain	in	your	face	and	body	when	you
talk	about	a	failure,	such	as	being	captured.	I	do	simple	things	centered	on	your
fear	of	failure	to	manipulate	you.	I	put	two	food	tins	in	front	of	you	and	say
“Pick	one.	That’s	your	meal	today.”	You	pick	one	and	it’s	empty.	“Oops.	Too
bad	you	chose	the	wrong	one.”	Of	course,	both	tins	were	empty.	He	will	get
dinner	anyway	(it’s	illegal	to	withhold	food	from	a	prisoner),	but	I	still	proved
he	is	a	failure	by	giving	him	dinner	out	of	pity.	I	show	how	great	and
magnanimous	I	am;	after	all,	I	am	the	model.	In	one	incident	after	another,	I
convince	you:	“You’re	wrong.	I’m	right.”	Keep	in	mind	that	human	beings	need
interaction.	But	if	the	only	human	interaction	you	have	is	with	me,	a	man	skilled
in	eroding	your	self-esteem,	your	need	is	being	met	in	a	sick	way	that	ultimately
destroys	that	drive	at	the	core	of	your	being.	I	convince	you	that	the	only	way	to
feel	worthwhile	again	is	be	compliant.	You	begin	to	believe	me;	this	is
Stockholm	Syndrome.	Do	what	I	want	and	tell	me	what	I	need	to	know,	and	you
rise	up	to	full	personhood	again.

The	husband	in	the	scenario	isn’t	necessarily	persecuting	you	deliberately,
although	some	spouses	do	know	exactly	what	to	do	to	wield	power	over	their
mates.	Regardless	of	his	motivation	or	level	of	consciousness	about	it,	however,
you	are	in	captivity.

Now	add	a	complication:	You	have	an	affair	with	your	son’s	teacher.	He
often	compliments	you	on	raising	such	an	outstanding	student	and	polite	kid.	He
appreciates	that	you’re	always	on	time	for	parent-teacher	conferences.	He	might
be	good-looking,	but	his	profound	appeal	is	the	way	he	honors	what’s	in	your



be	good-looking,	but	his	profound	appeal	is	the	way	he	honors	what’s	in	your
little	box:	pride	of	accomplishment/fear	of	failure.

In	essence,	this	is	no	different	from	my	sending	in	the	“good	cop”	after	I	wear
you	down	in	an	interrogation.	In	comes	a	soft-spoken	colleague	who	woos	you:
“Someone	as	brilliant	as	you	must	know	this.	…”

ESCAPE	FROM	CAPTIVITY
There	are	logical	ways	to	extricate	yourself	from	a	captive	relationship,	and

there	are	bizarre	ways.	Unfortunately,	the	latter	sometimes	seem	much	easier.	A
friend’s	neighbor	felt	abused	by	her	husband,	so	she	reported	him	to	the	police
for	molesting	their	young	children.	In	her	mind,	that	lie	of	commission	was
justified.	Her	mind	told	her	that	self-preservation	had	to	take	precedence	over
everything	else	and	that	this	ploy	would	exploit	the	law	to	keep	him	away	from
her	home.

I	cannot	tell	you	how	to	get	out	of	your	abusive	relationship,	but	I	can	tell	you
that	external	input	is	absolutely	essential.	You	can’t	rely	on	your	own	judgment
of	your	situation	for	accuracy;	get	help.	I	can	give	you	techniques	to	counter	a
person	who	makes	you	feel	as	though	you’re	a	captive	in	an	attempt	to	help	you
restore	some	cognitive	thought.	They	are	predicated	on	the	notion	that	you	are
aware	that	the	person	has	tried,	consciously	or	unconsciously,	to	condition	you
to	accept	him	as	an	supreme	authority	figure	and	that	you	must	take	deliberate
steps	to	change	that.	Begin	by	trying	to	change	the	ground	rules	about	arguing,
criticism,	and	even	small	talk.

	Only	argue	about	things	you	know	about	(see	Chapter	9):	Right	about
now,	a	hoard	of	psychologists	and	marriage	counselors	want	my	head	for
telling	you	how	to	argue	with	an	abusive	spouse.	In	response,	I	can	only	say
that	this	is	a	book	on	using	interrogation	techniques	to	probe,	defend,
survive,	and	thrive.	I	leave	the	therapy	to	the	therapists.
	Don’t	get	defensive:	In	filming	The	History	Channel’s	We	Can	Make	You
Talk,	one	of	the	prisoners	was	a	stunning	American	woman	of	Sri	Lankan
heritage.	In	a	pride-down	approach,	which	is	what	the	bad	husband	in	the
scenario	is	running,	one	of	the	male	interrogators	mocked	her	“big,	birthing
hips.”	Staring	right	into	his	eyes,	she	told	him	she	was	glad	to	have	birthing
hips	because	she	wanted	to	have	children	someday.
	Learn	to	derail	a	discussion	that’s	heating	up:	This	is	a	common	cocktail
party	technique	that	also	can	help	avert	an	argument	at	home.	You	hear
yourself	getting	sucked	into	a	conversation	about	a	controversial	political



speech,	so	you	pick	up	a	single	word	or	phrase	and	run	in	a	different
direction	with	it:	“My	cousin	watched	that	speech	the	day	before	she	gave
birth	to	twin	girls.”	With	this	one,	you	do	run	the	risk	of	eliciting	a	criticism
about	“how	you	can’t	follow	a	logical	train	of	thought”	or	something	else
that	sounds	to	be	“you’re	too	stupid	to	have	a	conversation.”	Be	prepared
for	that,	and	let	it	serve	as	a	reminder	that	you	should	seek	the	help	of	a
therapist	immediately.



SECTION	IV
APPLYING	THE	TOOLS	TO	BUSINESS



CHAPTER	11
GETTING	THE	UPPER	HAND	IN	A	MEETING

The	guidance	I	provide	in	this	chapter	focuses	on	meetings	with	a	purpose,
just	as	every	“meeting”	I	have	had	with	a	prisoner	has	a	purpose.	Even	so,	this
chapter	may	also	help	you	introduce	purpose	into	those	regular	staff	meetings
that	occur	regardless	of	whether	or	not	anyone	has	a	point	to	make.

PLANNING	AND	PREPARATION
Most	people	I	meet	in	a	business	environment	have	never	done	what	I’m

about	to	tell	you	to	do:	Prior	to	your	initial	meeting	with	someone,	exploit	all
source	documents	available	to	you.	Read	articles,	online	references,	and
whatever	else	you	can	find	to	know	as	much	as	possible	about	the	company	and
the	person	or	people	with	whom	you’ll	be	meeting.	How	do	I	know	that	most
people	don’t	do	this?	They	blather	on	about	themselves	and	ask	superficial
questions	about	me.	If	they	had	done	the	tiniest	bit	of	research,	they	would	know
that	the	reason	I’m	a	certain	type	of	business	consultant	is	that	I	have
interrogation	expertise.	They	wouldn’t	make	fools	of	themselves	asking
irrelevant	or	vague	questions.

Much	of	what	you	learn	about	your	subject(s)	may	never	come	up	in
conversation,	but	your	in-depth	knowledge	can	affect	how	you	go	about	getting
your	desired	outcome.

Ask	questions	of	people	ancillary	to	your	main	contact	after	you	do	your
document	research.	These	would	be	people	you	know	have	dealt	with	her	in	the
past	or	see	her	now	through	business	or	social	connections.	Keep	in	mind	that
it’s	the	nature	of	people	to	hold	back	a	little	piece	of	information	when
questioned	about	something.	They	may	not	even	be	conscious	of	it,	but	asking
“What	else	can	you	tell	me	about	her?”	will	often	pull	out	pertinent	details.

Interrogators	collect	information	from	the	people	around	the	prisoners—
namely,	guards.	The	business	equivalents	of	guards	are	co-workers.	If	you	have
access	to	one	of	them—a	receptionist,	for	example—you	can	ask	questions	in
casual	conversation	that	will	make	your	first	meeting	with	the	person	go	more
smoothly.

“I	had	a	quick	question	before	our	meeting	tomorrow.	Can	she	take	a	call
right	now?”



“No,	she’s	in	a	meeting	for	the	next	30	minutes.”
“She	sounds	like	a	busy	woman.	Does	she	travel	a	lot,	too?”
Ancillary	people	will	give	you	more	information	that	the	primary	source	will

give	you	about	herself.
You	ask	these	questions	because	you	want	insights	into	the	person’s	various

roles,	as	well	a	sense	of	her	priorities	and	how	she	does	business.	Again,	I’ll	go
into	this	in	the	approaches	section.

Other	critical	elements	of	preparation	include:
	Thoroughly	brief	anyone	you	take	into	a	meeting:	Make	sure	you	don’t
step	on	each	other	and	that	everyone	knows	who	sets	the	pace,	takes	the
tough	questions,	and	handles	the	termination.	Have	signals	worked	out
about	who	takes	the	next	part	of	a	question,	who	buys	lunch,	or	whatever
issues	might	arise.
	Have	your	props	ready:	Don’t	dig	through	your	computer	bag	to	find	a
chart,	and	don’t	spend	time	rummaging	through	your	computer	files	to	find
a	document	you	need.
	Match	your	uniform	to	your	approach:	Something	in	your	head	has	to
buy	into	your	role	completely,	so	choosing	the	right	costume	makes	a	big
difference.	You	can	come	across	as	overbearing,	deferential,	professional,
sexy,	childlike,	sloppy,	and	any	number	of	other	types	depending	on	what
you	wear—from	head	to	toe.

SELECTING	THE	TACTIC	TO	GAIN	LEVERAGE
Elements	to	consider	in	determining	the	method	you	use	to	gain	leverage	in	a

business	situation	mirror	those	I’ve	used	with	prisoners.	With	each	factor,
consider	what	approaches	automatically	fall	off	the	list	of	possibilities.	For	any
business	situation,	of	course,	you	don’t	want	to	yell	or	bang	on	the	table.	You
may	want	to	magnify	the	impact	of	the	problem	before	showing	him	that,	for	a
fee,	you	can	stitch	that	cut,	though.	Remember	that	the	method	of	gaining
leverage	comes	late	in	the	game,	after	you	set	up	everything	else.	Understanding
the	person’s	basic	style,	type,	position,	and	needs	will	enable	you	to	find	his
pain.	You	want	to	get	to	a	point	where	he	has	two	options:	one	that	involves	you
solving	his	problem	and	another	in	which	he	continues	to	suffer	alone.
Approaches	are	levers	that	help	create	or	magnify	the	wound	you	will	suture—
for	a	fee.

Going	into	the	meeting,	you	should	have	a	grasp	of	the	following:



Going	into	the	meeting,	you	should	have	a	grasp	of	the	following:
	Mental	and	physical	state:	A	CEO	whose	company’s	stock	price	is	up	and
has	just	been	featured	in	Forbes	will	have	one	mental	state.	The	CEO	of	a
company	on	the	slide	will	probably	feel	more	desperate	and	be	consumed
with	problem-solving.	Mental	state	may	affect	the	person’s	physical
comfort,	with	the	latter	creating	a	greater	need	to	have	reassuring	trappings
around	him.	Age	and	experience	could	mitigate	that	need,	however.
	Age	and	experience:	How	long	has	this	person	been	in	his	position?	How
long	has	she	been	in	a	comparable	position?	An	executive	who	has	held
several	top	spots	with	companies	may	not	be	shaken	by	a	plummeting	stock
price.	In	fact,	if	she’s	a	turnaround	expert,	she	might	be	right	where	she
wants	to	be,	ready	to	explode	with	genius	and	power.	Even	if	she’s	not	a
turnaround	expert,	long-term	experience	leading	a	company	with	problems
could	have	caused	her	to	adapt	to	the	stress,	just	as	a	longtime	prisoners
develop	mechanisms	to	become	less	sensitive	to	their	captivity.
	Background:	Did	this	person	build	the	company	from	the	ground	up,	or
did	he	rise	through	the	ranks	of	other	companies	and	then	assume
leadership	in	a	new	environment?	Did	he	gain	a	foothold	in	the	upper
echelons	of	corporate	power	because	of	a	mentor	or	a	brilliant	deal?	The
contrast	here	is	between	someone	who	has	enormous	confidence	and	pride,
and	someone	who	may	still	be	somewhat	tentative	about	where	he	is	in	the
corporate	world.
	Length	of	session:	Do	you	have	an	hour	or	an	afternoon	with	the	person?
Is	this	someone	you	will	see	day	after	day	for	a	period	of	time?	If	you	are
unsure,	then	he	has	established	control	and	you	are	not	the	interrogator;	you
are	the	prisoner.

GROUND	RULES	FOR	A	MEETING
How	many	times	have	you	sat	in	a	meeting	and	wondered	if	the	intent	was	to

prevent	progress,	delay	action,	muddy	the	agenda,	or	stroke	someone’s	ego?
Sounds	similar	to	what	a	savvy	prisoner	would	do	in	a	meeting	with	an
interrogator.	Don’t	let	anyone	undermine	your	meeting	in	that	way.	Set	up	some
rules	for	yourself	and	for	anyone	who	has	to	be	responsive	to	you.

At	the	very	beginning,	verbally	tell	everyone	the	following,	regardless	of
whether	it’s	written	in	a	formal	notice	or	e-mail:

	Agenda.



	Amount	of	time	for	the	agenda.
	How	to	go	from	item	to	item	on	the	agenda	(presentations	in	succession,	an
“organic”	approach	guided	by	discussion,	and	so	on).

	Problems	or	tough	issues	that	will	be	discussed.
	Roles	that	everyone	will	play	(subject	matter	expert,	parliamentarian,
consultant,	recording	secretary).

	Desired	outcome.
Remember	that	authority	is	given	most	of	the	time,	not	taken.	In	other	words,

by	the	way	other	people	respond	to	you,	they	give	you	authority.	When	you
make	it	clear	that	you	have	a	plan	to	move	the	meeting	forward,	even	in	a
meeting	of	your	peers,	people	often	will	be	inclined	to	cede	authority	to	you.

In	a	meeting	between	two	people,	in	which	you	are	the	one	making	a	pitch	to
a	decision-maker,	you	can	still	use	the	same	model.	You’d	probably	handle	it
with	more	subtlety,	though:

	Agenda:	“Thank	you	for	seeing	me	to	discuss	the	contract.”
	Amount	of	time	for	the	agenda:	“We	agreed	to	40	minutes.	Is	that	still
valid?”	Use	words	that	have	meaning	and	sound	as	though	they’re	an
obligation.
	How	to	go	from	item	to	item	on	the	agenda:	“I	have	a	number	of
questions	prepared.	Are	you	okay	with	starting	like	that?”
	Ask	the	person	for	input	to	the	agenda	to	add	buyin	to	your	list:	It
makes	the	list	hers	as	well.
	Problems	or	tough	issues	that	will	be	discussed:	“Here	are	the	key	issues
I’d	like	to	cover	with	you.	…	Is	there	anything	you	need	to	add	to	that?”
	Roles	that	everyone	will	play:	You	decide	before	you	go	into	the	meeting
if	you	are	bringing	the	dancer	who	will	lead	or	the	dancer	who	will	follow,
the	one	who	has	the	innovative	moves	or	the	one	who	follows	the	steps	of
the	dance	as	if	they	were	painted	on	the	floor.	You	also	decide	before	you
go	into	the	meeting	with	whom	you	want	to	dance,	and	pay	attention	to	the
role	the	other	person	is	putting	out.
	Desired	outcome:	“What	I	hope	to	do	is	address	all	your	concerns	and	give
you	straight	answers	to	questions	so	that	you	can	get	what	you	want	out	of
this	contract.”



MATCHING	LOCATION	TO	OBJECTIVE
You’ve	no	doubt	heard	the	three	most	important	considerations	in	real	estate:

location,	location,	location.	The	location	of	the	“real	estate”	you	stake	out	in	a
meeting	is	important,	too,	as	is	the	size	of	your	territory.

Position	at	a	table	matters.	If	it	didn’t,	why	would	a	father	traditionally	sit	at
the	head	of	the	table?	Why	would	the	president	of	a	board	of	directors	sit	at	the
head	table?	It	does	matter.	Territory	is	a	primordial	drive	for	humans,	as	it	is	for
any	primate.

When	you	take	a	seat	at	a	meeting,	stake	out	territory	that	helps	you	make	the
right	statement.	That	does	not	mean	you	should	set	up	your	laptop	at	the	end,	if
you	are	not	the	one	running	the	meeting.	In	fact,	in	a	small	meeting	with	client,
you	will	very	likely	want	that	person	to	feel	honored	by	having	the	slot	at	the
head	of	the	table.

When	people	arrive	at	meeting	and	begin	to	spread	out	their	papers,	laptop,
briefcase,	and	cell	phone,	they	are	claiming	turf.	They	are	posturing—making
themselves	as	big	as	possible—whether	or	not	they	realize	it.	Subliminally,	other
people	at	the	meeting	get	that	the	person	holding	the	most	real	estate	must	be	the
most	important.

I	have	a	friend	who	served	for	years	as	a	consultant	to	several	large	trade
associations.	Because	each	of	the	30	people	sitting	around	the	board	table
represented	a	corporate	member	of	“equal	importance,”	the	host	association
arranged	chairs	in	an	equidistant	manner.	When	people	walked	into	the	room,
they	started	out	with	comparable	territory.	As	the	consultant,	however,	she
always	had	handouts	and	other	deliverables	for	the	group.	Not	only	did	she	find
the	people	sitting	on	either	side	of	her	giving	up	some	of	their	turf	for	her
materials,	but	she	also	began	commandeering	an	extra	table	to	hold	them.	This
land-grab	exercise	of	hers	became	such	an	integral	part	of	her	participation	in
meetings,	that	the	group	began	automatically	providing	extra	space	for	her.	As	a
corollary,	they	looked	forward	to	seeing	the	display	of	deliverables—which
ended	up	in	their	hands	by	the	end	of	the	meeting.	The	dual	impression	was	that
she	had	importance	(she	held	a	lot	of	ground),	but	she	was	also	like	Santa	Claus
(she	gave	them	stuff	they	wanted).

In	a	large	meeting	that	you	did	not	call,	sit	on	the	same	side	of	the	table	as	the
person	in	charge	of	the	meeting.	The	best	location	is	next	to	the	person.	The
proximity	accomplishes	two	things:	It	associates	you	with	that	person’s
authority,	and	it	makes	it	far	less	likely	that	the	person	will	confront	you.	And	if



you’re	standing,	perhaps	giving	a	presentation,	and	a	person	at	the	meeting
confronts	you,	walk	toward	him.	Stand	in	front	of	him	while	you’re	talking	to
him.	In	short,	the	closer	you	are	to	someone	in	a	large	setting,	the	harder	it	is	for
him	to	yell	at	you.	And	standing	over	someone	holds	tremendous	power,
especially	when	you	carry	a	baton,	whether	figurative	(authority)	or	real	(a
pointer).

Your	objective	may	not	be	to	reduce	conflict,	however,	but	to	manage	it	so
you	can	do	a	power	play.	I	did	this	at	the	initial	meeting	for	The	Guantanamo
Guidebook	with	people	at	a	TV	channel	in	the	UK	When	I	walked	into	the	room,
I	saw	a	horseshoe-shaped	table.	On	one	side	of	the	table	sat	the	head	of	the
network,	her	lawyer,	and	six	of	their	production	staff.	Of	the	gentlemen	who	sat
on	the	other	side,	one	was	their	military	advisor,	and	the	other	I	guessed	was	the
psychologist	for	the	project—someone	to	look	out	for	the	good	of	the	volunteers.
I	sat	next	to	him.	I	intentionally	chose	that	spot	rather	than	a	chair	with	my	team
so	that	words	coming	out	of	my	mouth	would	appear	to	be	coming	from	“us,”	or
really,	from	him.	I	opened	with,	“The	first	thing	I’m	concerned	about	is	the
welfare	of	these	people.	We’re	going	to	leave	baggage.	I	want	to	be	sure	they’re
taken	care	of.	It’s	your	lawsuit,	but	it’s	my	conscience.”	By	doing	that,	I
established	a	primary	concern	that	they	could	not	attack.	The	producer	then
brought	up	the	subject	of	using	the	Koran	as	an	interrogation	“weapon.”	I	got
stern:	“Listen	carefully	to	what	I’m	going	to	say.	That	ain’t	going	to	happen.
This	is	an	ethical	issue.	We	are	not	going	to	throw	the	Koran	around.	It	has
nothing	to	do	with	what	I	believe.	It	has	to	do	with	someone’s	religion,	and	not
just	the	bad	guys.”	They	pushed	back	and	pushed	back,	but	the	message	from	the
“good	guys’”	side	of	the	table	prevailed.	I	had	made	myself	one	of	the	experts
looking	out	for	their	good	and	the	good	of	the	volunteers.

HANDLING	HOT	ISSUES
Another	type	of	power	play	could	involve	you	going	into	a	meeting	with	the

intent	of	being	elected	to	the	head	position.	Your	rivals	are	also	at	the	meeting.
You	might	even	be	relatively	unknown	compared	to	the	competition.	One
strategy	is	to	use	the	slightest	hint	of	controversy	to	establish	yourself	as	a
coalition-builder.	Wedge	yourself	in	the	middle	and	point	out	directly	how	the
other	candidates	are	on	opposite	sides.	If	you	can	make	them	appear	to	be	at
odds	to	the	detriment	of	the	group,	and	then	you	rise	above	them.

In	contrast,	if	you’re	going	head-to-head	with	an	incumbent	and	you	want	to
win	at	all	costs,	first	push	him	into	a	debate.	Next,	steer	it	to	a	topic	that	will
cause	him	to	behave	emotionally.	You	want	him	to	leak	negative	emotion—to



cause	him	to	behave	emotionally.	You	want	him	to	leak	negative	emotion—to
behave	badly.	Finally,	remind	him	publicly	that	the	debate	is	about	the	issues.	It
isn’t	personal.	Your	objective	is	to	project	presidential	authority,	to	convey,	in
the	words	of	Alexander	Haig	after	President	Ronald	Reagan	was	shot:	“I	am	in
control	here.”

A	common	source	of	discord	at	meetings	is	that	people	disagree	on	how	to
solve	a	problem.	Use	control	questions,	leading	questions,	and	repeat	questions
to	keep	the	group	on	track	and	in	cognitive	thought.	Expect	a	bad	decision	to
come	out	of	a	meeting	in	which	the	one	who	made	the	most	noise	won	the
argument.

In	a	one-on-one	meeting,	the	touchiest	situation	would	involve	some	kind	of
disciplinary	action,	especially	firing.	When	you	fire	someone,	you	can	distance
yourself	from	the	anxiety	by	firing	the	role,	not	the	person.	You	have	to	be	able
to	say,	“This	isn’t	about	you	personally;	it’s	about	your	performance.”	An
element	of	planning	and	preparation	helps	in	this	situation.	Do	monthly
counseling	with	your	employees	regardless	of	performance.	If	someone	does
well,	counsel	her	in	writing.	If	she	does	poorly,	counsel	her	in	writing.	All	the
good	things	go	on	the	left	and	the	bad	things	on	the	right.	When	the	person	gets
in	serious	trouble,	hold	up	that	sheet	and	look	at	it.	Let	it	guide	your	judgment.

In	a	meeting	of	any	size,	you	have	enormous	control	over	how	hot	issues	are
handled	if	you	effectively	manipulate	roles.	Your	must	bring	the	right	person	to
the	dance,	and	you	invite	the	person(s)	you	want	to	dance	with.	You	can’t
necessarily	predict	what	role	others	will	bring	into	a	meeting,	but	you	can	work
on	the	premise	that	any	role	can	only	be	maintained	as	long	as	there	is	a	context
for	it.	Take	a	great	actor	portraying	King	Arthur	in	Camelot	and	put	him	in	the
middle	of	a	play	about	urban	gangs.	He	won’t	be	able	to	maintain	his	character,
because	no	one	around	him	treats	him	as	they	would	King	Arthur	in	Camelot;	no
one	around	him	sees	him	as	King	Arthur.	And	if	he	does	manage	to	continue	his
portrayal	as	scripted,	it	becomes	comical	because	of	the	incongruity	between
him	and	the	other	actors.

What	would	the	actor	have	to	do	to	“stay	in	character”?	He	would	have	to
leave	the	script	and	redefine	the	role.	In	a	contentious	meeting	with	a	CEO,	then,
you	can	use	trappings,	background	information,	and	your	own	roles	and	rituals
to	shift	the	context	just	enough	to	force	a	role	change.	You	take	on	the	tough
decision,	you	make	the	problem	your	problem,	and	you	use	body	language	that
signals	strength	and	protection.	The	result	is	that	you	bring	out	the	energetic,
relaxed	guy	who	started	the	company	with	his	own	invention.	It’s	the	guy	who
didn’t	worry	about	a	board	of	directors	or	about	the	PR	campaign	for	a	new
product.



product.
In	personal	relationships,	people	do	this	all	the	time.	Your	husband	had	a

lousy	day	at	work	and	comes	home,	still	the	disgruntled	employee,	but	you
“parent”	him	so	he	shifts	into	the	role	of	coddled	child.	The	trick,	if	there	is	one,
is	simply	committing	wholeheartedly	to	your	role	the	way	a	good	actor	does.

I	had	a	rough	meeting	with	someone	at	a	company	for	which	I’d	done	a	lot	of
consulting.	He	pushed	and	got	confrontational	in	a	way	that	struck	me	as
inappropriate.	I	said,	“Look,	I	know	your	son	and	have	a	lot	of	respect	for	him.
His	name	means	integrity	to	me.”	This	man	had	spent	years	of	his	life	building
that	kid	into	a	fine	man,	so	my	saying	those	words	pushed	aside	his	tough	guy
and	drew	out	the	father.	At	that	point,	I	regained	control,	despite	his	rank	in	the
company,	and	we	moved	forward.



CHAPTER	12
DIRECT	THE	INTERVIEW

The	aim	of	this	chapter	is	to	prevent	you	from	being	a	victim	of	an	interview
or	salary	negotiation,	regardless	of	which	side	of	the	table	you’re	on.	You	must
structure	the	experience	to	get	the	outcome	you	want.

Get	this	straight	in	your	mind,	first	of	all:	Jobs	involve	roles;	before	you	go	to
an	interview	or	conduct	one,	deliberately	assume	the	appropriate	role.	You	are
not	the	parent,	the	spouse,	the	fun	date,	the	tennis	player,	or	the	comedian	in	a
job	interview.	You	are	selling	a	solution.	If	there	was	no	problem,	then	why
would	the	company	advertise	for	a	person	to	solve	it?	You	need	to	find	the
severity	of	the	injury	and	show	why	you	have	value	in	healing	this	pain.

Another	thing	to	consider	is	that	you	should	have	expectations	of	your	boss,
whether	you’re	near	the	top	or	toward	the	bottom	of	your	company.	The	set-up	is
not	one-way	street.	Establish	the	fact	that	you	have	expectations	for	your	boss
early	on—right	after	you’re	hired.	From	written	goals	to	regular	raises,	make	it
clear	what	kind	of	behavior	will	support	you	in	doing	a	great	job.

DIRECTING	A	JOB	INTERVIEW
Before	you	go	into	the	interview,	get	two	things	straight	in	your	head.	First,

you	don’t	have	to	be	the	best	there	is,	but	you	have	to	be	the	best	there	is	at	the
price	you’re	asking.	You	are	the	product	you’re	selling,	and	the	product	needs	to
seem	as	though	it’s	a	great	value.	Second,	the	likelihood	of	someone	else	coming
in	with	an	identical	skill	set	is	rare,	but	the	perception	might	be	that	lots	of
people	have	precisely	the	same	skills	and	talents	as	you.	You	have	to
differentiate	yourself	from	the	crowd.	Answer	this	question	for	yourself:	What
am	I	bringing	to	the	table	that	other	people	don’t	have?	If	candidates	with	your
experience	and	education	are	likely	to	bring	A,	B,	and	C,	what	are	your	D	and
E?	Your	primary	differentiator	may	be	that	your	good	friend	works	for	the	local
paper.	Use	it.	Or,	you	might	be	fluent	in	three	languages.	Say	that,	and	then
explain	why	that	is	important.	I	know	that	Arabic	isn’t	the	most	useful	language
for	business	in	North	America,	but	I	wouldn’t	hesitate	to	remind	a	potential
employer	that	a	mind	that	can	adapt	to	new	ways	of	thinking	is	invaluable.

In	the	interview,	make	your	moves	early	in	the	process	to	establish	a	measure
of	control.	That	can	be	as	simple	as	leaning	in	a	little	as	you	shake	the	person’s
hand.	If	she	backs	up	to	maintain	her	space,	she’s	already	yielding	something.



hand.	If	she	backs	up	to	maintain	her	space,	she’s	already	yielding	something.
Immediately,	you	also	need	to	project	that	you	are	a	person.	It’s	much	harder

to	say	“no”	to	a	human	being	with	whom	you’ve	forged	a	connection	than	with	a
resume	that	happens	to	have	a	face	and	body	attached	to	it.	This	is	one	aspect	of
the	value	of	small	talk.	The	other	is	that,	as	you	talk	about	the	rainy	weather	or
the	fact	that	you	both	grew	up	on	a	farm,	you	can	baseline	the	person.	Watch	for
any	uncomfortable	reaction	while	you	do	this,	however.	The	person	may	have
limited	time	for	the	meeting	and	be	signaling	you	to	get	to	the	point.	In	that	case,
cut	the	chat.

Turn	this	around:	You’re	the	one	interviewing.	You	might	want	to	get	straight
to	business	so	that	you	can	comfortably	say	“no.”	Respond	to	the	small	talk	with
a	short	answer	and	go	directly	to	your	job-related	questions.

Look	for	barriers	right	away.	These	can	be	a	table,	laptop	computer,
positioning	of	arms	on	a	desk—anything	that	stands	between	you	and	the	other
person.	You	need	to	determine	up	front	whether	barriers	will	serve	you	well	or
undermine	you	in	the	interview.

As	I	noted	in	Chapter	11,	the	location	of	your	real	estate	at	the	table	projects	a
certain	message.	To	whatever	extent	possible,	take	advantage	of	this	in	a	job
interview,	as	well	as	meetings	with	your	peers.	Be	early	for	the	interview;
hopefully,	someone	will	show	you	to	the	room	where	one	or	several	people	at
the	company	will	meet	with	you.	The	ideal	situation	is	that	you	will	remain	in
one	room	as	various	people	move	in	and	out	to	interview.	In	that	setting,	you	can
angle	your	chair	away	from	the	table	to	remove	the	barrier	and	establish	a
friendly	atmosphere,	as	if	you’re	welcoming	them	into	your	space.	In	that	case,
angle	another	chair	as	well	so	that	you	appear	to	be	partners	having	a
conversation.

Alternatively,	you	can	position	yourself	on	the	opposite	side	of	a	table	if	you
think	a	barrier	will	serve	you	well—if	your	leg	shakes	when	you’re	nervous,	for
example.	If	you’re	covered	from	the	waist	down	by	a	barrier	such	as	a	table,	you
don’t	broadcast	the	stress	as	much.

Another	way	to	use	the	barrier	is	if	you	know	you	that	several	people	will	be
meeting	with	you	at	one	time.	You	can	put	their	chairs	relatively	close	together
on	the	other	side	of	a	table	and	hold	down	the	other	end	alone,	as	if	this	is	your
office	and	your	desk.	The	arrangement	subliminally	gives	you	a	certain
authority.

Another	scenario	is	that	your	interviewer	might	invite	you	to	sit	down	a	table
that	he’s	already	“marked”	as	his.	For	example,	he	might	have	books	and



magazines	on	a	table	that	sits	between	you	and	him.	All	that	paper	does	is
strengthen	the	barrier	between	you,	and	you	want	to	remove	it	as	much	as
possible.	You	have	two	choices:	Find	some	way	to	reduce	the	barrier,	or	find
some	way	to	move	yourself	from	behind	it.	You	might	reduce	it	by	showing	a	lot
of	interest	in	one	of	the	pieces—really	looking	at	it—and	then	moving	it	to	the
side.	You	might	eliminate	it	by	simply	moving	to	a	different	chair	that’s	closer
to	him,	perhaps	on	the	premise	that	you	would	like	to	show	the	person
something.

Establishing	rapport	builds	on	the	preparation	you	did	beforehand—what	you
know	about	the	interviewer	as	well	as	the	company—and	uses	the	information
you	gain	from	body	language	and	trappings	in	the	interview.	For	example,	a	self-
assured,	accomplished	woman	can	quickly	connect	on	an	emotional	level	with
her	potential	male	boss	(or	client)	if	she	knows	that	a	woman	in	his	personal	life
shares	those	traits.	Seeing	a	photo	of	the	wife	in	a	suit	might	lead	her	to	say,	“I
met	a	lawyer	whose	name	is	MacDougal.	Any	chance	that’s	your	wife?”	If	he
says	“No,	my	wife	is	a	lobbyist	for	pharmaceutical	companies,”	you	have	key
information.	If	he	says	“No,	my	wife’s	only	contact	with	medical	professionals
is	at	the	country	club,”	then	that	tells	her	something	quite	different.	In	the	first
instance,	he’s	at	ease	with	and	attracted	to	(we	presume)	a	successful
professional	woman.

To	reinforce	the	rapport,	use	body	language	that	projects	appealing	traits	and
characteristics	that	make	you	someone	who	would	be	a	pleasure	to	work	with
(honesty,	genuine	interest,	energy,	and	so	on).	Mirroring	helps	to	establish	a
comfort	level,	but	make	sure	that	your	mirroring	doesn’t	become	mimicry.
Smile,	but	not	that	flashy,	posed	smile.	Use	the	natural	one	that	friends	see.

And	when	you’re	the	candidate,	you	need	to	stay	alert	for	any	facial	signs	or
body	movements	that	indicate	stress.	This	person	is	interviewing	you;	why
would	she	have	stress?	Maybe	there’s	something	about	you	that	makes	her	tense,
but	she	couldn’t	articulate	it	if	you	asked	her.	Maybe	she	knows	you’re	all
wrong	for	the	job	and	can’t	find	a	polite	way	to	say	“This	won’t	work.	You
should	leave	now.”	If	you	notice	eyes	down	right,	for	example,	your	interviewer
has	reached	an	emotional	state	that	will	not	serve	you	well	unless	you	know
exactly	how	to	relieve	her	pain.

Your	interviewer	asks	you	a	question	about	your	weaknesses.	What	do	you
say?	You	need	to	derail	the	conversation	immediately	to	loop	around	to
something	you	know	well.	Your	job	opportunity	might	be	director	of	regional
sales	for	an	enterprise	software	company.	You	get	a	question	about	how	you



might	sell	project	management	software,	but	your	strong	suit	is	purchasing
software.	A	possible	segue	might	be:	“I	just	read	an	article	about	the	confusion
executives	face	in	deciding	what	kind	of	project	management	and	purchasing
software	to	buy.	From	my	experience,	I	know	that	you	can	reduce	the	pain	of
purchasing	software	by	telling	them.	…”	A	corollary	approach	is	representing
yourself	as	the	voice	of	the	customer:	“I	know	his	pain.”

On	the	other	hand,	if	you’re	the	interviewer	and	you	hear	this	diversion,	you
can	always	go	back	to	your	own	planning	and	preparation:	What	questions	were
“musts”	for	you?	If	the	question	about	project	management	software	scored	high
on	your	list,	then	you	simply	say,	“Very	interesting.	Now	how	does	that	lesson
apply	to	project	management	software?”	As	the	interviewer,	you	have	an
inherent	advantage.	Use	it.	You	don’t	have	to	be	crude,	but	you	can	always
restate	your	question	by	framing	it	in	new	language:	“What	I’m	look	for	is
someone	who	will	be	good	at	selling	our	new	product	to	large	and	mid-sized
companies.	Here’s	what	I	need	to	know.	…”

At	that	point,	the	skilled	interviewee	could	go	one	of	two	routes:	self-
deprecating	and	truthful,	or	deceptive.	A	self-deprecating	admission	should	be
honest,	but	present	your	assets	up	front:	“My	knowledge	of	enterprise
requirements	and	the	people	who	make	purchasing	decisions	can’t	be	disputed.	I
just	haven’t	had	much	experience	with	project	management	software.”	The	liar
would	go	a	different	route,	maybe	something	such	as	this:	“I’ve	sold	ten	million
dollars	worth	of	software	to	companies	(that’s	the	true	part)	and	that	includes	a
lot	of	project	management	software	(that’s	the	lie	part).”	If	you’re	good	and
know	how	to	move	the	conversation	forward,	you	may	get	away	with	that	lie.

A	pathetic	fact	is	that	people	get	jobs	by	effectively	telling	lies	such	as	this
every	day—one	more	reason	to	study	the	lessons	in	this	book.

Here	are	four	tips	for	interviewing	for	a	job:
1.	Close	the	airspace	and	make	yourself	a	person:	If	your	primary

motivation	for	applying	for	a	particular	job	is	that	it’s	close	to	home,	enhance
your	presentation	of	qualifications	with	an	honest	admission:	“I	have	small
children	at	home	and	don’t	want	a	long	commute	to	keep	me	away	from	them.	I
know	I’m	well-suited	for	this	job	and	would	be	especially	happy	to	go	to	work
here	because	it’s	close	to	my	family.”

In	conducting	interviews	for	Trane,	I	once	asked	a	man	who	wanted	to
transfer	to	a	better	position,	“Why	are	you	at	Trane?	You’re	fluent	in
Mandarin	Chinese.	As	a	linguist,	you’re	a	romantic,	and	romantics	don’t	do
well	in	the	air	conditioning	business.”



His	elegant	and	honest	answer	was:	“I’ve	balanced	the	romantic	side	of	my
personality	with	the	love	of	my	wife	and	family.”
“That’s	the	most	honest	thing	anyone	has	ever	said	to	me	in	a	job
interview,”	I	told	him,	“and	honesty	means	a	lot	to	me.”	He	got	the	job.

2.	Don’t	undersell	yourself;	avoid	discussing	your	weaknesses:	A	human
resources	director	once	asked	me,	“What	don’t	you	do	well?”	I	said,	“You	don’t
have	to	worry	about	that.	I	know	my	weaknesses	and	I’ll	be	sure	they	don’t	get
in	the	way	of	good	performance.”	As	you	might	expect,	that	drew	her	fire:	“You
should	disclose	your	weaknesses	to	your	co-workers.	It	makes	for	a	better	team.”
I	told	her	that	was	Communism.	That	was	Mao	Tse	Tung’s	tactic	in	convincing
people	they	should	admit	what	they	did	wrong.

3.	Don’t	just	sit	there	and	answer	questions.	Take	over	by	asking	a	few	of
your	own:	“What	are	your	challenges	as	a	company?	What	kind	of	problems	are
you	having	that	you	expect	the	person	in	this	job	to	address?”	You	want	to	leave
with	the	interviewer	thinking	that	he	can’t	live	without	you.	You	understand	the
problems	and	want	to	fix	them.	You	set	yourself	apart	from	other	people	who
come	in	and	wonder	what	the	company	can	do	for	them.	Think	of	it	as	a	date.	If	I
do	nothing	but	tell	you	how	fantastic	I	am,	how	interested	will	you	be	in	a
second	date?

4.	Don’t	try	to	be	funny:	A	sense	of	humor	is	a	very	personal	trait;	what
makes	you	laugh	could	easily	offend	the	interviewer.	Instead	of	breaking	tension
and	warming	up	your	“audience,”	you	run	a	high	risk	of	freezing	the
conversation.

INTERVIEWING	AFTER	PROLONGED	UNEMPLOYMENT
People	who	have	been	unemployed	for	a	while	fill	the	role	of	an	unemployed

person.	They	adapt	to	this	condition,	not	necessarily	out	of	choice,	but	out	of
circumstance.	They	begin	to	adopt	the	mannerisms,	viewpoints,	and	costumes	of
an	unemployed	person.	I	know	because	I	was	that	guy	after	I	first	left	the	Army.
I	tried	to	find	a	good	job—and	tried	and	tried—and	got	jobs	that	were	minimum
wage.	That	was	honorable,	but	I	completely	disappointed	myself.	I’d	just	left	the
Army	with	a	distinguished	record	in	military	interrogation	and	all	I	could	get
was	a	job	that	required	no	thinking.	I	finally	understood	what	it	was	like	to	have
my	self-esteem	eroded	to	the	point	that	it	changed	me.	That’s	exactly	what	I	had
done	to	prisoners	I	interrogated.	I	accelerated	their	slide	into	self-loathing.

The	process	of	going	down	is	very	simple.	For	an	unemployed	person,	the



role	of	“worker”	is	not	being	fed	so	it	starts	to	atrophy.	The	longer	you	remain
unemployed,	the	weaker	that	role	of	“worker”	becomes.	It’s	the	same	thing	that
happens	to	a	prisoner	of	war	who	had	the	role	of	soldier.	Without	any	input	to
reinforce	it,	the	role	wastes	away.	That	takes	value	out	of	the	whole	person	at	the
same	time	because	that	role	represented	something	important.

When	you	work,	part	of	your	identity	comes	from	work	and	the	people	you
experience	on	a	regular	basis.	You	lose	the	input	you	get	from	the	“hive,”	and
you	lose	a	certain	kind	of	intelligence	when	you	work	in	isolation	or	find
yourself	disconnected	from	a	group	because	you’re	unemployed.

Being	unemployed	may	also	isolate	you	from	friends	because	they	have
different	schedules	and	more	disposable	income.	Your	life	changes.	You	may
lose	confidence	in	your	social	self	because	you	aren’t	with	people	on	a	daily
basis.	Essentially,	you	become	a	different	person—as	if	you’re	in	captivity.
When	self-pity	and	helplessness	rise	to	a	level	of	prominence,	then	you	become
a	prisoner.	The	world	goes	black	and	white,	and	every	issue	is	personal.	Your
spouse	says	“Money	is	getting	a	little	tight.”	You	hear	“You	loser!	It’s	your	fault
we	don’t	have	more	money.”

When	you	go	to	your	next	interview,	you	will	need	approval	at	all	costs.	You
will	meet	with	an	authority	figure	who	holds	promise	of	your	release	from
captivity,	and	you	will	do	anything	to	make	her	happy.	This	is	why	the	interview
quickly	takes	a	downward	turn.	You	will	answer	questions	the	way	she	wants
them	answered,	even	if	that	means	you	don’t	answer	honestly,	because	you	need
approval.	Any	interviewer	who	hears	that	thinks	“This	sounds	like	the	job
description	to	me.”	You	don’t	project	the	role	of	“worker.”

To	get	out	of	this	desperation,	you	need	to	build	a	firewall	between	that
unemployed	person	and	the	rest	of	you.	You’ll	have	the	means	to	do	that	if	you
develop	a	new	role	tied	to	accomplishment	while	you’re	not	working.	When	I
was	unemployed	for	a	time,	I	ran	a	lot.	On	a	daily	basis,	I	accomplished
something	new	in	terms	of	time,	distance,	pacing,	and	other	performance
measures.	Learn	something.	Build	something.	Invest	quality	time	with	your
children.	Volunteer	at	your	church.	Landscape	your	mother’s	yard.

Andy	Drews	spent	four	years	in	a	federal	penitentiary	because	of	drug
trafficking	in	the	early	1970s.	Unlike	a	lot	of	other	people	there	for	the	same
thing,	Andy	let	the	warden	know	he	could	fix	cars	and	trucks.	He	let	him	know
he	had	woodworking	skills.	He	let	him	know	he	had	experience	landscaping.
Throughout	his	time	in	prison,	that	warden	kept	him	busy,	so	that	when	Andy
got	out,	he	actually	had	built	a	resume	with	legitimate	accomplishments.	Bill
Sanchez	did	the	same	kind	of	thing	when	he	was	a	prisoner	of	war	throughout



Sanchez	did	the	same	kind	of	thing	when	he	was	a	prisoner	of	war	throughout
most	of	World	War	II.	In	both	cases,	when	they	left	captivity,	they	were
mentally	prepared	to	enter	the	workforce.

Here	are	three	tips	for	overcoming	the	effects	of	a	prolonged	unemployment:
1.	Keep	a	journal	while	you’re	unemployed:	Your	grasp	of	the	changes	that

occur	in	your	attitudes,	interest,	and	sense	of	self	while	you	don’t	have	a	job	will
help	you	counter	the	ill	effects.

2.	Whenever	you	go	into	an	interview,	have	a	recent	success	in	your
head:	It	could	be	something	as	simple	as	having	run	10	miles	for	the	first	time.
Success	gives	you	power.

3.	Take	the	focus	off	the	resume	for	the	first	few	minutes:	Make	it	clear	up
front	who	you	are.	Describe	your	unique	set	of	skills	and	how	they	match	up
with	the	problems	that	the	person	in	this	job	is	supposed	to	solve.

CONTROLLING	SALARY	NEGOTIATION
Negotiation	of	any	kind	is	about	limiting	options.	Hostage	negotiators	achieve

their	goal	by	closing	off	options	for	hostage-takers.	The	hostage-taker	locks
himself	in	a	building	with	his	captives.	The	negotiator	turns	off	the	power	and
the	phone.	A	little	while	later	the	negotiator	provides	him	with	a	phone,	or	turns
it	back	on	so	they	can	talk.	They	begin	to	talk	and	the	negotiator	puts	the	phone
down	for	a	minute,	as	if	something	else	has	come	up.	By	doing	this,	the
negotiator	starts	to	create	an	expectation	of	control.	She	then	starts	to	limit	the
hostage-taker’s	options.	At	some	point,	the	hostage-taker	feels	his	options
closing	off,	which	causes	a	sense	of	hopelessness.	Then,	by	offering	just	enough
hope,	the	negotiator	woos	him	out.

To	some	degree,	people	gain	control	over	us	all	the	time	by	limiting	our
options.	You	go	into	a	restaurant	and	order	an	omelet	and	raisin	toast.
Unfortunately,	there’s	no	raisin,	whole	wheat,	or	white	bread	today.	How’s	an
English	muffin?

If	you	combine	a	strategy	to	limit	options	with	your	knowledge	of	stress
indicators,	you	have	the	upper	hand	in	a	salary	negotiation.

Trane	had	hired	me	to	conduct	interviews	with	a	number	of	candidates.	Part
of	my	responsibility	was	to	negotiate	salaries.	One	applicant	sticks	out	in	my
mind	because	he	had	a	spectrum	of	desirable	qualities—academic,	professional,
personal—but	he	managed	to	short-sell	himself	because	of	a	few	small	errors.
This	highly	qualified	man	did	three	things	wrong:

1.	He	telegraphed	what	was	important	to	him—namely,	not	having	to	relocate



1.	He	telegraphed	what	was	important	to	him—namely,	not	having	to	relocate
and	staying	at	home	as	much	as	possible	with	his	son.	With	that,	he	gave	me	a
bargaining	chip.

2.	He	presented	his	“must	have”	salary	as	between	$60,000	and	$70,000.	By
implying	that	he	would	work	for	$60,000,	he	shut	out	any	chance	I	would
recommend	$70,000.

3.	He	came	into	the	negotiation	knowing	very	little	about	me.
Combine	these	three	failures,	and	he	gave	me	abundant	opportunities	to	limit

his	options.	But	he	had	created	none	to	limit	mine.	I	also	knew	the	techniques	of
baselining,	and	he	didn’t	have	a	clue.

Ideally,	by	the	time	you	get	to	salary	negotiations,	you’ve	done	two	things:
baselined	the	person	with	whom	you’re	negotiating,	and	established	your	value
in	the	context	of	that	environment.	If	you’re	the	one	asking	for	a	particular	salary
or	fee,	you	need	to	know	what	his	face	and	body	do	when	he’s	calculating,
creating,	and	having	an	emotional	reaction.	When	I	said	that	the	man	I
interviewed	telegraphed	what	was	important	to	him,	I	meant	that	a	reference	to
his	son	caused	visible	emotion.	It	took	very	little	questioning	for	me	to	conclude
that	the	advantages	of	telecommuting	had	greater	appeal	to	him	than	a	salary	at
the	upper	end	of	his	scale.	The	lesson	here	is	that	telegraphing	your	personal
priorities,	sore	spots,	and	concerns	can	undermine	your	verbal	negotiations.	You
give	the	other	person	prime	ways	of	limiting	your	options.

A	second	lesson	to	draw	from	his	failure	is	that,	if	you’re	the	one	asking,	you
should	not	be	the	one	to	throw	out	the	number.	Generally,	the	person	who	throws
out	the	number	first	has	the	lower	hand.	You	need	to	push	the	person	hiring	to
give	you	a	framework.	This	is	true	of	just	about	any	kind	of	negotiation,	not	just
salary.	You	want	him	to	establish	the	limit	and,	if	it’s	not	reasonable	to	you,	then
you	proceed	to	the	next	phase	of	negotiation.

A	third	lesson	is	that	he	did	not	project	his	value	to	me.	He	did	not	effectively
communicate,	through	words	or	body	language,	what	value	he	brought	to	the
table.

There’s	also	a	fourth,	hidden	lesson	here	related	to	planning	and	preparation.
Neither	one	of	us	had	a	great	deal	of	control	over	the	numbers.	He	did	not	come
in	with	the	leverage	to	dictate	a	salary	amount.	At	the	same	time,	I	had	a	narrow
window	to	work	with	and	couldn’t	go	beyond	a	certain	figure.	He	needed	to
come	in	to	the	situation	with	as	much	information	as	possible	on	how	the
company	matched	position	to	dollars.

Depending	on	how	adept	you	are	with	numbers,	or	how	well	you’ve	done



Depending	on	how	adept	you	are	with	numbers,	or	how	well	you’ve	done
your	preparation,	you	can	also	use	minimizing	in	your	negotiations.	You	ask	for
$52,500	and	the	number	you	get	back	is	$52,000.	You	look	at	the	interviewer
and	say,	“That’s	a	difference	of	25	cents	an	hour.	We	both	know	I’m	worth	that
additional	25	cents	an	hour.”	You	might	even	add,	“You	could	get	me	started	on
the	job	right	now	or	spend	more	than	$500	on	the	next	set	of	interviews.”	(Quick
trick:	The	standard	work	year	is	2,000	hours.	If	the	amount	you’re	haggling	over
is	$2,000,	then	the	disputed	amount	per	hour	is	a	dollar.)	Be	careful,	though:	Use
this	ploy	once	with	a	person.	Repeating	it	turns	you	from	a	clever	negotiator	into
an	annoying	one.

If	you’re	on	the	other	end	of	the	negotiation,	of	course,	you	can	also	minimize
to	turn	it	around.	To	your	employee	asking	for	raise,	you	can	say,	“You	have
seniority	here,	three	weeks	paid	vacation,	good	benefits.	Do	you	want	to	risk	it
all	to	start	over	somewhere	else?”	Or	to	a	candidate,	you	might	say,	“Would	you
really	consider	giving	up	this	opportunity	for	25	cents	an	hour?”

Fundraisers	and	pitch	artists	on	infomercials	minimize	in	an	analogous	way
when	they	remind	you	that	a	$120	pledge	means	nothing	more	than	$10	a	month
to	support	your	public	radio	station,	or	ask:	“Isn’t	clear	skin	worth	$5	a	week?”

You	do	have	to	monitor	reactions	as	you	play	these	games.	If	you	throw	out	a
firm	figure	of	$72,000	as	your	base	salary	requirement,	you	might	see	surprise.
So,	you’re	probably	way	too	high.	If	you’re	close,	you	can	imagine	what	might
happen:	His	eyes	might	go	hard	left	to	remember	what	the	range	of	numbers	is.
And	then,	his	eyes	go	up	right	to	indicate	he’s	creating	how	he	can	move	those
numbers.	After	that,	he	may	go	to	down	left,	because	he’s	calculating	what	kind
of	shift	he	can	afford.	And	even	if	you’re	close,	but	he	really	can’t	afford	you	at
that	level,	you	won’t	see	his	eyes	move.	The	alternative	is	that	he	knows	how	to
bluff	and	you’re	negotiating	with	a	good	poker	player.	Of	course,	if	you	see	pale
skin	and	thin	lips—signs	of	deception	and/or	stress—you	might	want	to	call	his
bluff.

Finally,	you	may	find	yourself	negotiating	a	salary	or	contract	terms	with
someone	who	hates	to	talk	about	money.	The	very	thought	of	having	a	financial
conversation	raises	his	stress	level,	so	he	doesn’t	go	into	the	process	completely
logical.	Your	task	then	is	to	make	the	subject	non-emotional.	By	engaging	the
person	in	an	open	discussion	of	your	worth,	and	driving	toward	specifics	about
what	funds	are	available	to	pay	you	for	your	high	performance,	you	can	draw	the
person	out.	The	approach	of	“it’s	only	25	cents	more	an	hour”	can	put	the
negotiation	in	the	realm	of	an	intellectual	exercise	that	averts	an	emotional
response.	Your	aim	is	to	make	sure	the	expenditure	doesn’t	“hurt.”	Subtly
reminding	the	person	that	it	isn’t	her	money—it’s	company	money—can	help,



reminding	the	person	that	it	isn’t	her	money—it’s	company	money—can	help,
too.

A	final	element	to	consider	in	interviews	and	negotiations	is	how	well	you
can	tip	the	balance	with	your	presence.	With	some	exceptions,	authority	comes
from	people	around	you	giving	you	authority	because	of	the	way	you	walk	and
talk.	You’ve	undoubtedly	encountered	people	“in	charge”—in	your	office,	your
platoon,	or	even	your	home—that	you	blow	off	because	they	hold	rank,	but	not
authority.	Take	your	authority	with	you	into	a	negotiation.

And	watch	out	that	you	don’t	let	cultural	conditioning	hold	you	back.	If	you
are	conditioned	to	think	that	women	cannot	hold	authority,	for	example,	then
they	won’t	for	you	in	a	job	interview,	in	a	negotiation,	or	in	day-to-day
interaction.	If	your	culture	has	drilled	prejudice	into	you,	then	you	will	assume
that	people	who	are	on	the	other	side	of	your	bias	are	not	worthy	of	more	money,
not	able	to	make	good	decisions,	or	something	else	ridiculous.	And	what	if
you’re	on	the	receiving	end	of	that	bias?	What	you	accept	as	limits	are	limits.
You	won’t	have	authority	unless	you	challenge	every	ritual	that	holds	you	back.
Where	would	Oprah	Winfrey	be	if	she	hadn’t	done	that?	As	I	said	before,	your
authority	comes	from	within.	Take	it	with	you	into	every	interview	and
negotiation.



CHAPTER	13
CLOSE	THE	DEAL

You	can	close	a	deal	if	you	can	create	a	market	for	your	services.	As	an
interrogator,	I	“create	a	market”	by	offering	to	fix	a	problem	I	caused.	To
illustrate	what	I	mean,	I’ll	tell	you	something	personal.	When	I	was	a	kid,	I	had	a
dream	that	a	man	slashed	my	throat	with	a	knife.	As	I	was	bleeding	to	death,	he
said	to	my	father,	“I’m	a	doctor.	For	$500,	I	can	fix	that.”	He	closed	the	deal
with	my	father.

COLD	CALLING
When	I	was	on	the	road	with	friends	who	brought	their	dog	with	them,	we

found	ourselves	in	a	place	without	any	hotel	that	would	accommodate	pets.	We
couldn’t	just	leave	the	dog	in	the	car,	so	I	picked	him	up	and	walked	resolutely
past	the	front	desk	and	up	to	our	room.	No	one	said	a	thing.	The	moral	of	the
story:	Act	as	though	you’re	doing	the	right	thing	and	people	rarely	question	you.
Cold	calling	means	getting	past	the	gatekeeper,	and	that	won’t	happen	unless
you	convince	that	person	that	you	have	every	right	to	be	there	with	that	dog	in
your	arms.

A	cold	call	should	really	only	be	“cold”	from	the	perspective	of	the	person
you’re	calling	on.	You	need	to	walk	in	knowing	a	lot	about	your	subject,	even	if
he	knows	nothing	about	you.	You	need	to	have	enough	information	so	that	you
can	walk	in	with	an	understanding	of	what	problem	you	will	solve	for	the
person,	what	pain	you	will	relieve.	You	need	to	get	to	the	point;	a	decision-
maker	will	not	talk	to	you	all	day	to	figure	out	what	you	can	do	for	her.	Count	on
the	basics:	planning	and	preparation,	and	the	phases	of	interrogation:	establish
control,	establish	rapport,	using	methods	to	gain	leverage,	the	questioning	phase,
follow-up,	and	termination.	These	are	the	steady	steps	to	closing	a	deal.

BOTH	SIDES	OF	THE	AUTO	DEAL
In	a	typical	auto	transaction,	the	person	assuming	the	role	of	the	interrogator

is	the	one	in	the	sales	role.	You	want	to	turn	that	upside	down	and	put	yourself,
the	customer,	in	the	role	of	interrogator.

The	first	time	I	went	to	buy	a	new	car,	I	was	23.	My	wife	and	I	had	enough	to
make	a	$300-a-month	payment	and	nothing	to	trade	in.	We	owned	a	beat-up
truck	that	had	barely	survived	a	wreck,	so	we	looked	like	a	couple	of	hillbillies



truck	that	had	barely	survived	a	wreck,	so	we	looked	like	a	couple	of	hillbillies
riding	around	town.	At	the	time,	my	wife	worked	for	a	guy	who	owned	a
Cadillac,	which	we	borrowed	to	go	to	the	dealership.	I	wanted	to	project	that	we
had	more	money	than	we	did.	Sure	enough,	when	we	arrived,	the	salesman	ran
to	help	us.

He	behaved	just	as	an	interrogator:	He	read	our	trappings.	You	show	up	in
overalls	and	a	beat-up	truck,	and	he	assumes	you’re	in	the	market	for	something
cheap.	You	show	up	in	khakis	and	a	Cadillac,	and	he	assumes	you’re	affluent.
He	then	runs	an	approach	based	on	that	assumption.	The	emphasis	may	be	on	the
engine,	on	the	success	he	assumes	you	want	to	project,	or	on	your	desire	to
spend	as	little	money	as	possible—in	other	words,	love	of	speed/performance,
pride-and-ego-up,	or	the	incentive	of	savings.

You	need	to	establish	control	before	he	runs	that	approach.	Begin	with
planning	and	preparation.	Determine	precisely	how	much	you	have	to	spend	and
match	it	to	a	set	of	requirements—a	written	set	of	requirements.	Sound	basic?
Most	people	walk	into	a	dealership	the	victim	of	their	own	poor	planning,	which
is	quickly	followed	by	becoming	a	victim	of	someone	else’s	excellent	planning.
Go	in	with	expectations,	just	as	the	sales	professional	goes	in	with	expectations.

The	trappings	of	your	planning	and	preparation	might	include	printouts	from
Websites,	the	Blue	Book,	and	your	personal	checklist.	These	props	enable	you	to
take	over	as	the	person	who	asks	the	questions.	Take	full	advantage	of	the	fact
that	you	can	go	online	and	find	out	what	the	vehicle	of	your	dream	costs	in	50
states	and	in	every	country	from	Aruba	to	Zambia.

I’m	suggesting	two	styles	of	handling	an	auto	negotiation,	depending	on	what
you	believe	gives	you	greater	control	with	the	particular	target.

STYLE	#1

Go	to	him,	shake	hands,	and	introduce	yourself.	When	he	says	“What	are	you
in	the	market	for,	Sue?”	you	reply,	“I’m	looking.”

“You	must	have	some	idea	of	what	you’re	looking	for?”
“I	do.”	And	then	you	begin	to	walk	through	the	show	room	toward	the	pick-

up	trucks	or	the	sports	cars,	or	the	SUVs,	depending	on	what	category	vehicle
you	want.	By	doing	this,	you	are	displacing	his	expectations.	He	gets	a	little
walk-on-eggshells	feeling	that	puts	in	you	in	control.	Very	likely,	he’ll	try	to
begin	accommodating	you	by	asking	how	much	you	have	to	spend.	At	this	point,
the	transaction	is	similar	to	a	salary	negotiation:	Don’t	talk	numbers	up	front.
Don’t	tell	him	what	you	have	to	spend;	lay	out	your	requirements.	Let	him	show



Don’t	tell	him	what	you	have	to	spend;	lay	out	your	requirements.	Let	him	show
you	what	cars	on	the	lot	meet	your	description.

Curb	your	enthusiasm	when	you	look	at	the	vehicles,	even	the	ones	you	like.
Keep	asking	questions	that	displace	his	expectations:	“Why	are	these	trucks	at
the	back	of	the	lot?”	“Can	you	explain	the	fuel	efficiency	numbers	on	this
model?	I	read	they’re	inflated.”	Privately	refer	to	the	Blue	Book	and	papers	in
your	hands	when	he	answers	your	questions.	Make	notes.	Check	things	off	your
list.

Especially	in	the	case	of	used	cars,	find	specific	things	wrong	with	the
inventory.	Too	many	miles.	Scratches	that	look	as	though	the	car	was	wrapped
in	barbed	wire.	Ugly	paint.	Question	previous	ownership.	Your	approach	is
pride-and-ego-down,	and	you	invite	an	incentive	approach	from	him.

I’m	not	encouraging	you	to	abandon	all	politeness.	There	is	a	way	to	carry	off
pride-and-ego-down	that	doesn’t	turn	your	negotiation	into	an	exercise	in
humiliation.	I	am	urging	you	to	remain	objective,	however.	Spotting	what’s
wrong	with	the	cars	holds	you	in	that	state	better	than	focusing	on	how	great	the
cars	are.	It	will	prevent	you	from	surrendering	control	of	the	“interrogation.”

Walk	past	the	one	you	think	you	want.	Review	the	entire	lineup.	Review	your
notes.	Then	ask	him:	“What	are	your	prices	on	the	blue	one,	white	one,	and	red
one?”	or	however	you	want	to	designate	the	candidate	vehicles.	When	he	says
“Give	me	a	minute,”	which	is	a	fairly	standard	ploy	to	get	you	to	sit	there	and
savor	the	idea	of	owning	the	one	you	really	want,	just	sit	down	with	your	notes
and	read	them.

In	response	to	price,	use	the	information	you	have	in	your	hands:	“Why	is
yours	$2,000	more	than	the	Blue	Book	value?	What	can	you	bring	it	down	to
rather	than	have	me	buy	it	from	this	other	dealership?”	Or	you	could	simply	say:
“Too	much.	I’m	willing	to	pay	$18,000.	I	won’t	touch	it	for	$23,000.”

During	this	phase,	read	your	source.	Do	you	see	any	emotion	leaking,	any
signs	of	stress?	When	you	ask	the	hard	questions	of	“why”	and	“what	can	you	do
for	me,”	notice	whether	he’s	calculating—down	left	with	the	eyes,	or	perhaps	a
tilt	of	the	head—or	down	right—a	sign	that	you’ve	triggered	some	emotion.	He
may	not	know	the	answer	to	the	question	and	may	therefore	try	to	make
something	up,	or	he	may	not	want	to	give	you	the	answer.	It	could	be	that
bringing	down	the	price	any	more	is	possible,	but	he’d	lose	so	much	in
commission,	the	deal	wouldn’t	be	worth	the	time	he’d	have	to	invest	in	closing
it.



STYLE	#2

Go	to	him,	shake	hands,	and	introduce	yourself.	When	he	says	“What	are	you
in	the	market	for,	Sue?”	you	open	with	a	compliment:	“What	a	beautiful
showroom.	I’ve	heard	you	run	a	really	good	business	here.”	Follow	with	a
criticism:	You	have	also	heard	that	the	model	you’re	interested	in	doesn’t	hold
its	value	in	the	secondary	market;	the	Website	printouts	in	your	hand
substantiate	that.	Compliment:	You	seem	delighted	at	the	way	he	addressed	your
issue.	Criticism:	Unfortunately,	you	add,	you	know	the	manufacturer	has	been
plagued	with	recall	problems	and	that	the	model	is	notoriously	fuel-inefficient.
Compliment:	You’re	delighted	to	have	someone	knowledgeable	addressing	your
concerns.

In	the	process	of	pushing	him	up	and	pulling	him	down,	you	demonstrate
genuine	knowledge	about	the	car	while	you	displace	his	expectations.	Watch	his
body	language	to	be	sure	he	addresses	your	concerns	truthfully—that	he	isn’t
making	up	responses	on	the	fly.	If	he	does,	you	can	move	forward	with	the	deal.
If	you	suspect	deceit,	walk	away,	no	matter	how	much	you	like	the	car.	There
are	other	cars	in	the	universe.

For	all	you	car	salesmen	and	women	out	there,	now	it’s	your	turn.	You
already	know	effective	approach	lines,	such	as	“Someone	with	your	class
deserves	this	car,”	“After	raising	three	kids,	it’s	about	time	you	drove	a	car	you
enjoyed,”	and	“You	look	happy	driving	that	car.”	Many	of	you	also	do	one	other
thing	right	in	terms	of	playing	on	your	customers’	emotions,	but	you	do	it	by
accident.	Someone	training	probably	told	you	that	most	people	are	right-handed,
so	when	you	present	purchase	documents,	you	typically	put	the	pen	on	the	right
side	of	the	person.	This	is	more	than	a	convenience.	Your	customers	have	to
look	down	right	to	grab	the	pen	and	sign	on	the	line;	you’ve	subconsciously
stimulated	an	emotional	connection	to	the	purchase.	If	they’re	far	enough	into
the	deal	to	have	a	pen	in	front	of	them,	this	action	probably	reinforces	a	good
feeling	about	buying	the	vehicle.	Try	using	this	a	few	steps	prior	in	the	process.
Use	your	hot	approach	lines	while	pointing	to	the	car	in	such	a	way	that	your
customer	looks	down	right	at	it.	Say	them	while	slipping	the	brochure	for	that
car	across	the	desk	so	the	customer	looks	down	right.

And	if	you’re	the	customer,	move	the	pen	to	the	left	so	you	can	calculate
whether	or	not	the	deal	makes	sense.

LAWYERS	AND	JURIES
The	courtroom	isn’t	daily	life,	even	for	lawyers,	and	it’s	particularly	alien	to



The	courtroom	isn’t	daily	life,	even	for	lawyers,	and	it’s	particularly	alien	to
the	rest	of	us.	The	trappings	and	rituals	alone	can	induce	such	stress	that
baselining	presents	unique	challenges.	If	you’re	a	lawyer,	“closing	the	deal”
rests	on	good	basic	questioning	and	determining	the	drives	and	learning	styles	of
potential	jurors	and	witnesses.	If	you’re	on	the	other	end	of	the	questions,	your
job	is	straightforward:	Stay	calm	and	tell	the	truth.

JURY	SELECTION

Allan	R.	Stein,	professor	at	the	Rutgers	University	School	of	Law	and	co-
author	of	a	civil	procedure	casebook,	notes	that,	in	jury	selection,	the	rule	is	“lots
of	rules.”	Around	the	country,	a	number	of	elements	vary.	Who	asks	the
questions?	Are	they	canned	questions,	mandatory	for	each	set	of	potential
jurors?	Can	the	litigator	ask	open-ended	questions?	Will	the	judge	accept
questions	from	the	lawyers?

An	auditory	or	visual	control	question	that	tells	you	whether	the	person	is
left-memory	or	right-memory	is	what	you	need	for	baselining.	Knowing	this
alone	will	provide	you	with	insight	into	the	general	bent	of	a	person,	even	if	later
questions	are	“yes”	or	“no.”	Cognitive	and	emotional	thought	are,	in	my
experience,	always	in	the	same	locations:	Eyes	go	down	right	when	accessing
the	emotional	portion	of	the	brain,	and	eyes	go	down	left	when	accessing	the
cognitive	function	of	the	brain.

For	open-ended	questions,	the	capability	to	allow	the	person	to	recall	visual
memory	or	auditory	memory	may	be	key	if	your	case	ties	closely	to	visual	or
auditory	elements.

BODY	LANGUAGE

On	a	flight,	I	shared	the	row	with	a	trial	lawyer.	We	were	returning	from
Washington,	D.C.,	where	I	had	just	taught	classes	in	body	language.	Knowing
this	prompted	a	story	of	his	defense	of	an	alleged	rapist.	He	had	presented	the
case	and,	as	he	closed,	he	noticed	a	female	juror	who	looked	at	him	and	broke
down	in	tears.	He	felt	confident	that	he	had	gotten	though	to	her.	When	the	jury
unanimously	found	the	man	guilty,	he	asked	her	about	the	demonstration.	Her
response	was	that,	when	she	looked	at	him,	she	couldn’t	imagine	how	anyone
could	defend	that	son	of	a	bitch	who	was	on	trial.

He	had	made	a	broad	assumption	based	on	one	moment	in	time—one	small
piece	of	body	language.	The	challenge	is	to	recognize	patterns	of	reactions
before	you	jump	to	conclusions	about	a	single	reaction.



QUESTIONING

Effective	questions	get	the	most	information	in	the	shortest	amount	of	time
possible.	This	is	the	stated	mission	of	interrogation,	as	it	is	yours	in	using	these
tools.	Maintaining	a	lead	sheet,	whether	virtual	or	real,	helps	to	keep	you	on
track,	using	the	right	questions	to	drive	toward	the	answers	you	need.

Your	questions	should	be	clear	and	concise,	and	should,	in	most	cases,	elicit	a
narrative	response.	The	primary	reason	for	a	narrative	response	is	the	ability	to
corroborate	or	refute	facts	earlier	or	later	in	questioning.	Questions	should	use
basic	interrogatives.	Questions	such	as	“Explain	the	situation…”	allow
freewheeling	and	let	the	person’s	mind	decide	which	data	you	are	given	or	not
given.	When	questions	follow	these	formats,	they	block	options	and	allow	the
source	to	spiral	into	your	sphere	of	control.	Good	questions	allow	the	source	to
recall	information	in	the	way	it	was	stored	and	allow	the	questioner	to	keep
track.

CANNED	QUESTIONS

Lawyers	are	similar	to	interrogators	in	their	adaptability	and	mutability	of
daily	work.	In	the	intelligence	business,	we	use	a	model	called	the	“intelligence
support	brief”	to	help	better	understand	the	concepts	and	types	of	questions	to
ask.	From	this,	we	prepare	canned	questions	for	specific	issues	that	are	either	too
detailed	or	technical	to	remember.	Realizing	that	you	must	become	specialist	for
a	day,	this	may	be	of	tremendous	assistance	for	lawyers	as	well.

BAD	QUESTIONS

Have	you	heard	there’s	no	such	thing	as	a	bad	question?	Garbage.	Here	are
some	of	them	in	the	context	of	the	courtroom:

	Leading	questions	can	be	destructive	to	truth	collecting,	but	also	cause	you
to	miss	real	details	by	overlooking	source	leads.	(“How	bad	did	you	feel
after	you	shot	him?”	as	opposed	to	“How	did	you	feel	after	you	shot	him?”)
	Negative	questions	create	a	confusing	dilemma	for	all	but	the	most	precise
grammarians.	(“Why	didn’t	you	not	go	to	the	library	after	you	finished
shopping?”)
	Compound	questions	allow	the	source	to	answer	either/or.	They	waste	your
time	and	cause	confusion.	Compound	questions	also	offer	a	prime
opportunity	to	lead	you	off	the	path.	(“Did	you	cut	that	school	bus	off	in



traffic	or	drive	to	church	in	the	red	car?”)
	Vague	questions	allow	the	source	to	redirect	your	conversation.	(“When
you	got	to	the	store,	did	it	seem	like	there	were	a	lot	of	people	looking	at
things?”)

LEADS

Leads	are	simply	the	hooks	in	conversation	or	the	responses	that	key	the	mind
to	a	new	topic.	Think	of	the	twists	and	turns	that	daily	conversations	take.	If	you
cannot	set	priorities	on	leads,	the	result	is	the	squirrel	on	the	highway.	Leads	fall
into	three	types:

1.	Hot:	They	are	more	important	than	your	current	line	of	questions	and
should	be	exploited	now.

2.	Cold:	They	are	good	to	know	but	should	wait	until	the	current	line	of
questioning	is	complete.

3.	Misleads/Disinformation:	Your	source	has	intentionally	planted	juicy-
sounding	tidbits	that	sound	as	if	they’re	hot	leads	to	get	off	track.

Transitioning	from	an	exploited	hot	lead	requires	practice.	Without	taking
notes	to	remember	where	you	left	the	path,	the	likelihood	of	returning	to	it	is
low.	I	have	used	note-takers	to	keep	informed	of	where	I	left	the	path.	I’ve	also
manipulated	the	conversation	to	a	keyword	that	I	knew	would	resurface	as	I
finished	exploiting	the	lead.

Just	as	interrogators	do,	lawyers	in	a	courtroom	generally	work	within	time
constraints	toward	a	goal.	Using	the	tools,	personality	types,	baselining,	applying
stress,	approaches,	and	good	questioning	to	exploit	information	will	make	your
time	more	productive.

Ultimately,	the	real	challenge	is	to	tie	the	juror’s	perception	of	success	to
your	success.	You	have	to	limit	the	outcomes	to	what	is	good	for	you	and	the
juror,	or	what	is	failure	for	the	juror	if	your	success	isn’t	considered.

In	the	Susan	Smith	trial	in	South	Carolina,	the	jury	quickly	found	her	guilty
of	murder.	In	the	sentencing	phase,	this	woman	convicted	of	murdering	her	two
children	was	sentenced	to	life	in	prison	instead	of	death	in	the	electric	chair.
Jurors	later	said	their	decision	was	based	in	part	on	the	closeness	of	the
community	and	the	impact	of	the	pain	Susan’s	family	had	suffered	as	part	of	the
trial.	This	is	a	prime	example	of	tying	the	success	of	the	argument	to	the	well-
being	of	the	jury.	It	is	a	binary	decision	that	will	only	allow	success	for	the	juror



being	of	the	jury.	It	is	a	binary	decision	that	will	only	allow	success	for	the	juror
if	Susan	wins	as	well.



SECTION	V
SELF-DEFENSE



CHAPTER	14
HOW	TO	AVOID	FALLING	FOR	THESE

TECHNIQUES
You	may	have	jumped	to	this	chapter	because	you	suspect	that	someone	is

using	these	techniques	on	you—not	in	a	good	way.	Let	me	assure	you:	You
don’t	have	to	know	how	to	use	the	techniques	to	be	able	to	recognize	that	you’re
a	victim	of	them.	You	notice	the	methods	of	gaining	leverage;	you	don’t	have	to
have	names	for	them.	You	feel	scrutinized.	First,	ask	yourself	why	that	person
might	be	doing	it.	Second,	consider	that,	if	someone	has	gone	to	all	that	effort	to
extract	information	from	you	or	force	a	change,	maybe	you	should	get	out	of	that
relationship	now.	The	straightforward	path	to	self-defense	could	be	divorce	or	a
new	job.

The	simplest	self-defense	advice	I	can	give	you	is	to	say	“Don’t	toy	with	me”
when	you	become	certain	that	another	person	is	trying	to	manipulate	you	with
these	techniques.	A	slightly	more	complex	defense	is	to	be	cognizant	of	where
your	own	eyes	go	and	of	what	emotions	you	body	is	starting	to	leak.	The	rest	of
this	book	will	give	you	clues	as	to	how	you	must	be	self-aware.

You’ll	know	for	certain	that	someone	is	using	these	techniques	on	you	if	you
feel	that	you’re	a	bad	rider	on	a	good	horse.	I’ve	watched	an	inexperienced	rider
mount	a	horse	whose	job	in	life	is	to	carry	riders.	He’ll	use	reins	and	kicks	in	an
effort	to	get	the	horse	to	behave.	With	no	ceremony	or	display	of	emotion,	the
horse	will	saunter	over	to	a	fence	and	rub	the	rider’s	leg	on	it	so	hard	that	he
begs	for	mercy.	If	that’s	how	you	feel,	you	need	to	know	how	to	get	that	person
to	back	away	from	the	fence.

HOSTAGE	SURVIVAL	IN	BUSINESS
In	a	meeting	where	your	employer	or	a	colleague	denigrates	your

performance	or	judgment,	you	need	to	adopt	the	survival	mechanism	of	a
hostage.	The	situation	could	be	a	one-on-one	with	your	boss	who	wants	to	fire
you,	or	it	could	be	a	large	meeting	in	which	someone	wants	you	to	lose	ground.
Your	role	as	an	employee	of	a	company	is	a	living	role	that	gets	constant
feedback	from	your	employer.	It	isn’t	the	whole	“you”—it’s	one	of	your	roles—
and	that	role	is	being	battered	in	the	meeting.	That	attack	is	life-threatening	in
terms	of	your	role.	You	have	to	do	only	one	thing	well:	survive.	The	steps	to
doing	that	are:



doing	that	are:
	Make	yourself	a	person:	The	individual	attacking	you	has	to	see	you	fully
human.	In	Ashley	Smith’s	encounter	with	killer	Brian	Nichols	in	March
2005	(she	was	the	empathetic	waitress	who	talked	this	multiple	murderer
into	surrendering	after	he	broke	into	her	apartment),	she	asked	him
questions	and	told	him	personal	facts	that	engendered	a	bond	with	him.	As
he	came	to	know	her	more	as	a	living	being,	his	ability	to	harm	her
diminished.	If	your	boss	calls	you	in	to	fire	you,	you	have	to	make	sure	he
knows	you’re	a	person,	not	an	object,	and	why	that	person	is	an	integral
part	of	his	daily	business.	You	have	to	bond	with	him	to	make	sure	he	sees
you	as	an	ally,	so	that	looking	out	for	your	interests	means	looking	out	for
his	own.	Someone—maybe	him—specially	chose	you	for	this	job.	Firing
you	then	seems	more	as	a	failure	on	his	part	than	a	dispassionate,	necessary
action.	(Note	how	this	is	a	twist	on	the	advice	in	Chapter	13	on	firing:	If
you’re	on	the	other	end,	you	focus	on	the	role,	not	the	whole	person.	In
neither	case	is	the	employee	an	object,	however.)
	Do	what	you	do	best:	I	may	bring	forth	the	part	of	me	that’s	confident,
powerful,	and	knowledgeable.	Ashley	Smith	brought	forth	the	part	of	her
that’s	caring,	spiritual,	and	trustworthy.	You	may	want	to	bring	forth	the
nerd	who	knows	how	to	fix	problems	that	no	one	else	can	fix,	or	the	nice
guy	who	builds	morale	when	other	employees	are	in	a	funk.

HOSTAGE	SURVIVAL	IN	LOVE
The	best	self-defense	in	an	argument	of	love,	as	well	as	in	business,	is	to

personalize	the	argument—to	make	it	dangerous	for	the	person	to	continue	that
line	of	thought	because	his	attack	on	you	is	an	attack	on	himself.	You	want	the
person	to	have	a	vested	interest	in	keeping	you	whole.	Fundamentally,	it	a
variation	of	the	argument	you	use	with	the	boss	trying	to	fire	you:	“You	chose
me	and	you’re	a	smart	person,	so	how	bad	could	I	be?”

Unfortunately,	in	arguments	at	home,	I	know	it’s	not	as	simple	as	that.	Maybe
the	best	you	can	hope	for	is	that	you	can	escape	the	argument	with	some	self-
respect	intact.	While	someone	is	attacking	you	verbally,	look	for	his	weaknesses.
Don’t	even	rebut	right	away—or	at	all.	Just	store	up	the	factual	errors,	the
missteps	in	logic,	the	emotional	responses.	Let	those	bonehead	mistakes	build
you	up	the	whole	time	that	person	is	trying	to	tear	you	down.

Do	not	allow	circular	logic.	Circular	logic	is	nothing	more	than	using	a	step
from	your	thought	process	as	a	founding	principal	for	the	process.

That	is	the	hardest	mountain	around	here	to	climb.



That	is	the	hardest	mountain	around	here	to	climb.
I	climbed	that	mountain,	so	I’m	in	shape.
I’m	in	shape,	so	I	can	climb	mountains.
I	climbed	that	mountain	and	it	took	a	lot	out	of	me,	but	I’m	in	shape	so	that

must	be	the	hardest	mountain	around	here	to	climb.
We	live	in	a	time	when	our	lives	are	so	saturated	with	media	that	we	can	have

a	hard	time	separating	fact	from	fiction.	Any	time	you	are	dealing	with	someone
who	cannot	define	a	reason	for	something,	challenge	where	it	came	from;	refer
back	to	Chapter	7	and	the	discussion	of	conspiracy	theories	and	urban	legends.
Much	of	the	time,	you	will	find	the	argument	relies	on	the	original	supposition	to
support	its	existence.	Circular	logic	in	arguments	allows	someone	to	take	you
down	a	twisted	path	with	no	foundation	in	facts.	When	someone	projects	his
failures	on	you	because	you	hired	him	and	firing	him	would	reflect	on	you,	that
is	circular	logic.	Defend	against	it	with	real	logic.

When	I	was	a	21-year-old	Specialist	(E4),	I	had	a	Sergeant	Major	yell	at	me
for	45	minutes.	As	part	of	his	rant,	he	threw	some	expletives	at	me	and	barked,
“You’ll	never	wear	green	tabs	in	my	battalion.”	Green	tabs	are	a	designation	for
infantry	and	combat	arms	troops	when	they	achieve	a	leadership	post.	I	didn’t
have	a	Military	Occupation	Specialty,	or	MOS,	that	would	have	qualified	me	to
earn	green	tabs.	After	35	years	in	the	Army,	this	guy	should	have	known	that.
His	ignorance	amused	me,	which	distanced	me	from	his	tirade.	This	is	exactly
the	kind	of	stupidity	you	want	to	focus	on	when	someone	rages	at	you.

Another	part	of	your	self-defense	strategy	is	telegraphing	to	the	person	what
he	is	allowed	to	attack	you	on.	For	example,	I	want	you	to	attack	the	redheaded
kid	with	big	ears.	I	know	how	to	defend	against	that.	I	don’t	want	you	to	attack
my	being	incompetent	in	fixing	the	roof,	or	my	procrastination	in	fixing	the	roof
that	now	leaks.	If	I’m	guilty	of	those	things,	my	defenses	are	lower.

What	is	your	spouse	likely	to	pick	on	you	for?	You’re	fat.	You’re	skinny.
You	have	a	big	nose.	You	walk	into	walls.	You	drive	into	walls.	You	flunked
10th	grade.	You’re	a	lousy	cook.	You’re	unemployed.	You	can’t	spell.	You
drink	too	much.	Whatever	it	is,	you	already	know	it	about	yourself.	Put	a	key
word	in	your	head	that	puts	you	in	a	strong	defensive	mode,	and	make	it	ring	out
over	and	over	again	when	someone	mentions	it	in	an	attack	on	you.	You	have	to
be	able	to	think:	If	that’s	all	you	got,	then	you’re	inept.	There’s	a	lot	more	to	me
than	that,	and	you	can’t	touch	it.

To	reiterate,	three	techniques	that	will	help	you	leave	the	argument	with	some
measure	of	self-respect	and	mental	clarity	are:



measure	of	self-respect	and	mental	clarity	are:
	Neutralize	the	effect	of	the	verbal	attack	by	focusing	on	the	flaws	in	it.
	Project	the	part	of	you	that	person	is	allowed	to	attack.	Focus	attention	on
an	aspect	of	you	that	you	know	how	to	defend.	You	want	to	avoid	inviting
any	words	or	actions	that	will	put	you	in	limbic	mode.
	Activate	your	force	field.	You	live	with	this	person.	You	know	what	the
basis	for	his	or	her	attacks	are.	Have	protective	thoughts	firmly	planted	in
your	head:	“If	I	hear	X,	I	think	of	Y.”

And	when	you	find	yourself	slipping	into	limbic	mode,	get	yourself	out	of	it
immediately.	Visualize.	Figure	out	how	much	it	would	cost	to	take	a	week-long
vacation	in	Cancun.	Take	any	other	action	that	will	pull	you	back	into	cognitive
thought.

ANTICIPATING	METHODS	OF	GAINING	LEVERAGE
The	approaches	to	gaining	leverage	you	are	likely	to	use	in	business	are	the

same	ones	you	want	to	have	used	on	you.	By	that	I	mean,	your	best	defense
against	someone	using	flattery,	emotion,	or	subtle	bribery	to	get	information	or	a
desired	action	out	of	you	is	for	you	to	invite	an	approach	for	which	you	are
prepared.	You	decide	who	comes	to	the	dance,	and	it	won’t	be	the	person	in	you
who	is	vulnerable	to	that	approach.

For	example,	you	can	invite	a	critical	approach	by	telegraphing	that	you’re
self-conscious	about	something.	You	have	gray	hair	coming	in,	so	you	color	it	or
wear	a	hat	to	disguise	that	sign	of	aging	that	“makes	you	uncomfortable.”	So,
that’s	what	he	tries	to	use	as	leverage.	Great—you	have	no	problem	with	aging
and	no	matter	what	he	says,	you’re	resistant	to	that	kind	of	approach.	He	can	go
on	and	on	about	“you	old	hag”	and	he	will	not	increase	his	leverage	on	you.

The	advantage	to	you	in	this	kind	of	abusive	situation	is	that	you	can	remain
in	control	of	your	emotions.	You	have	the	distance	you	need	to	really	listen	to
what	he’s	trying	to	push	you	to	do	instead	of	reacting	to	an	insult.

In	a	business	situation,	an	easy	way	to	invite	an	approach	is	to	put	particular
pictures	on	the	wall	of	your	office.	Put	up	your	degrees,	awards,	and	a	picture	of
you	with	the	president	of	the	United	States	and	you	will	surely	hear	flattery.
Pictures	of	your	wife	and	family	invite	an	emotional	approach.	You	want	to	talk
about	your	family—it’s	easy;	and	the	photos	invite	that	conversation.	Talking
about	your	family	gives	the	person	no	edge	with	you.	At	the	same	time	you	get
to	baseline	the	other	person	to	run	your	own	approach.	If	you	want	someone	to



use	incentives	as	a	method	of	establishing	leverage,	suggest	what	means	a	lot	to
you:	fame,	money,	freedom,	great	apps	for	your	phone,	and	so	forth.

FENDING	OFF	METHODS	OF	GAINING	LEVERAGE
The	methods	that	you’re	likely	to	encounter	in	love	and	business	have

straightforward	defenses.	I’ve	suggested	a	few	here,	and	you	will	likely	come	up
with	others.	The	one	thing	all	defenses	have	in	common,	however,	is	the	need	to
remain	or	get	back	into	cognitive	thought.
	Don’t	always	answer	the	direct	question:	Condition	the	question	to	take	the

conversation	in	a	different	direction.
	Evaluate	incentive:	Nothing	comes	without	a	price	in	business.	If	someone

offers	to	placate	your	needs	by	going	to	extraordinary	measures,	look	for	the
hidden	price	tag.	Don’t	immediately	make	a	decision	based	on	what	appears	to
be	an	incentive	approach.	Put	distance,	in	terms	of	time	and	space,	between	you
and	the	person	before	you	respond	to	the	offer.	In	a	relationship,	it’s	a	different
story:	There	are	no-strings	gifts	of	love.	An	offer	such	as	that	is	not	an	approach,
though.	The	incentive	approach	in	a	relationship	means	that	your	spouse	or
partner	wants	a	concession	or	action	from	you	and	is	willing	to	bribe	you	for	it
with	sex	or	dinner	or	an	offer	to	take	the	kids	off	your	hands	for	a	day.	The	same
guidance	applies	here	as	it	does	in	business:	Don’t	respond	immediately.
Distance	from	the	person	and	the	offer	will	improve	your	perspective.
	Keep	your	emotions	private:	Don’t	let	someone	in	a	business	meeting	know

what	you	love	or	hate.	In	a	relationship,	this	isn’t	an	option,	so	your	best	defense
is	cognitive	thought.	When	you	feel	someone	pushing	you	toward	an	outcome
you	don’t	want	by	using	love	of	kids	or	home	or	hatred	of	your	mother-in-law,
you	must	use	one	of	the	techniques	I’ve	suggested	to	engage	your	primate	brain.
	Reject	any	suggestion	of	futility:	The	futility	approach	in	love	and	business	is

ridiculous.	Just	don’t	fall	for	it.	You	always	have	options.

SIDETRACKING
A	common	way	of	tracking	down	leads	that	seem	insignificant	but	garner

huge	returns	is	through	conversation	that	trails	on	and	on,	seemingly	going
nowhere.	Every	once	in	a	while,	the	interrogator	will	ask	a	question,	which	may
or	may	not	signal	real	interest.	Some	people	have	learned	how	to	do	this	to
extract	important	business	information	at	cocktail	parties.	Some	people	have
learned	this	tactic	works	on	someone	they	want	to	take	home	from	a	bar.	You’ve
no	doubt	encountered	this	on	some	level	and	thought	later,	“I	can’t	believe	I	told



no	doubt	encountered	this	on	some	level	and	thought	later,	“I	can’t	believe	I	told
her	that!”	The	real	trick	here	is	to	take	control	of	the	conversation	and	lead	the
conversation	to	a	fruitless	end.	Everyone	knows	someone	who	does	this
naturally.	I	once	worked	with	an	interrogator	who,	by	her	very	nature,	would
bring	every	conversation	back	to	horses.	It	maddened	most	folks,	but	I	could
tolerate	it.	I	could	turn	the	conversation	as	well	because	I	knew	enough	about
horses	to	ask	questions	she	couldn’t	comfortably	answer.

If	you	know	someone	is	collecting	information,	transfer	the	subject	to	one
without	a	return	path.	Focus	on	a	concept	or	word	that	will	take	your
conversation	so	off	track	that	you	can’t	get	back.	You’ll	accomplish	your	goal	of
evasion	without	seeming	impolite.	For	example,	you	meet	the	representative	of
another	company	at	conference	reception,	and	she	talks	about	all	the	traveling
she’s	been	doing	lately.	Her	objective	is	to	find	out	if	you’ve	been	traveling	a
lot,	too,	because	where	you’ve	been	might	clue	her	in	to	the	new	markets	your
company	wants	to	penetrate.	You	give	a	broad	smile	and	say,	“I’ve	finally	found
a	way	I	love	to	travel.	My	wife	and	I	hop	on	my	Harley	and	take	off	down	the
highway.	Makes	your	own	neighborhood	seem	exotic!	Have	you	ever	done	a	trip
on	a	motorcycle?”	At	that	point,	dragging	you	back	to	a	conversation	about
business	is	not	only	difficult,	but	it	probably	confirms	your	suspicion	about	her
motives	for	bringing	up	the	subject.

Look	at	the	challenge	from	another	angle:	You’re	the	one	lying.	You	wake	up
to	the	fact	that	someone	is	questioning	you	because	she	doesn’t	believe	your
story.	You	hear	questions	related	to	time	of	occurrence,	nature	of	an	event,
sequence	of	action,	or	other	request	for	a	level	of	detail	that	seems	to	spotlight	an
inordinate	curiosity.	Whether	you’re	lying	or	not,	you	can	use	the	question	to
take	the	inquisitive	skeptic	down	a	path	of	your	choosing.

You’ve	just	lied	by	omission	about	your	early	morning	run.	You	say	that	you
set	a	personal	record	by	doing	7	1/2-minute	miles	and	that	you	ran	8	miles.	In
truth,	you	did	a	couple	of	7	1/2-minute	miles	surrounded	by	six	10-minute	miles.
The	person	asks	you	when	you	left	the	house;	she	was	thinking	of	calling	you
this	morning,	but	wasn’t	sure	what	time	you	usually	get	up.	You	respond	that
you	got	up	at	6:30	and	were	out	the	door	by	6:45.	At	some	point	later,	she	finds	a
casual	way	of	asking	when	you	returned	from	your	run.	Your	response	to
sidetrack	her	away	from	scrutiny	of	your	lie	might	be,	“I	know	exactly	when	I
got	back	because	I	have	a	function	on	my	watch	that	helps	me	time	my	runs.	In
fact,	it	even	has	a	heart	monitor.	Have	you	ever	seen	one	of	these	things?	It’s
amazing.	Let	me	show	it	to	you.”	And	you’ve	slyly	managed	to	avoid	the	truth—
at	least	for	the	moment.

I	don’t	recommend	that	you	practice	this.	Pointless	and	seemingly	harmless



I	don’t	recommend	that	you	practice	this.	Pointless	and	seemingly	harmless
lies	such	as	this	can	haunt	you	more	than	you	may	realize.

You	could	also	be	on	the	receiving	end	of	a	sidetrack.	Without	even	giving	it
thought,	people	commonly	undermine	the	control	a	boss	or	partner	is	trying	to
establish	by	verbally	squirming	or	shuffling.	You	call	an	employee	in	to	discuss
a	performance	problem	and	he	looks	at	his	watch	to	say	that	he	only	has	five
minutes	because	he’s	trying	to	fix	a	problem	that	you	told	him	to	fix.	You	tell
your	spouse	you	want	to	talk	about	the	family	budget	and	he	starts	thanking	you
for	the	amazing	birthday	dinner	you	made	him.	Articulating	the	specific	reasons
for	the	meeting	will	center	the	conversation	and	help	you	regain	control.	Think
about	it:	Why	are	you	talking	to	this	person	at	this	time	about	this	topic?

EVASION
Conditioning	a	question	is	an	evasive	maneuver	designed	to	conceal	the	facts.

It	allows	you	to	respond	with	truth—that	is,	something	that’s	true	to	you—but	it
doesn’t	tell	the	questioner	what	he	wants	to	know.

When	President	Clinton	said,	“I	did	not	have	sexual	relations	with	that
woman”	in	response	to	a	question	about	Monica	Lewinsky,	he	conditioned	the
question.	And	from	the	legal	analyses	to	the	jokes,	this	comment	sparked
conversations	about	truth-telling,	because	people	knew	that	the	questioner	aimed
for	a	“yes”	or	“no”	answer.	Instead,	President	Clinton	responded	with	a
statement	that	was	true	to	him.	Recently,	in	taping	a	British	television	show	on
interrogation	techniques,	I	began	my	questioning	of	one	of	the	volunteer
“prisoners”	with,	“What	were	you	doing	there?”	He	responded,	“I	wasn’t	doing
anything	wrong.”	He	could	look	me	straight	in	the	eye	and	tell	the	truth	with	that
statement,	but	he	obviously	wasn’t	answering	my	question.

How	many	times	have	you	done	this	over	embarrassing	matters?	Your	wife
says,	“Honey,	the	car	has	an	awful	scratch	on	the	passenger’s	side.	Did	you	hit
something?”	Your	answer:	“I	did	not	run	into	anything	with	the	car!”

The	truth:	You	let	go	of	a	heavily	loaded	shopping	cart	and	it	scraped	the	side
of	the	car.	By	the	way,	this	man’s	wife	would	know	he	was	masking	the	truth	if
he	usually	uses	contractions,	but	did	not	in	making	this	assertion.	Such
deviations	from	speech	patterns	highlight	deception.

Conditioning	the	question,	or	framing	a	question,	is	one	technique	used	to
perpetrate	dishonesty	without	(technically	speaking)	lying.	So	how	do	you	get
past	that	clever	language	game	to	know	that	the	subject	is	deceiving	you	on
some	level?	You	give	auditory	signals—pitch,	tone	of	voice,	and	choice	of
words—when	you	are	lying	that	combine	with	shifts	if	your	body	posture,	facial



words—when	you	are	lying	that	combine	with	shifts	if	your	body	posture,	facial
micro-gestures,	and	the	other	indicators	I’ve	described	earlier.

Exercise
Listen	to	ambassadors,	legislators,	and	other	officials	on	the	news.	How
often	do	they	answer	a	yes	or	no	question	directly?	How	often	do	they
condition	the	question	and	provide	a	rehearsed	answer?

DEFUSING
To	defuse	a	potentially	confrontational	situation,	particularly	one	in	which

someone	is	trying	to	nail	you	in	front	of	others,	you	should	rely	on	your	talents
and	background.	Here’s	a	time	to	be	funny,	highbrow,	folksy,	or	whatever	else
comes	naturally	to	shift	the	emotional	states	of	people	around	you	or	even	derail
someone	in	a	line	of	questioning.

Within	the	United	States,	how	certain	terms	are	used	telegraphs	where	a
person	is	from.	A	native	Georgian	will	likely	use	“Coke”	as	a	generic	term	for
“soda,”	which	is	the	same	as	“soft	drink”	in	Pennsylvania.	A	simple	regionalism
such	as	this	puts	people	at	ease	by	reminding	them	of	a	common	bond.	A
regional	expression	can	also	take	the	heat	off	you	if	it’s	something	the	group
isn’t	likely	to	have	heard	before.	In	a	conference	call	with	people	from	various
parts	of	the	country,	I	once	put	a	confrontational	group	back	on	track	by	saying,
“You’ve	got	to	state	your	case	clearly.	I’m	like	a	hog	with	a	wrist	watch	when	it
comes	to	finance.”	Except	for	the	Texan	on	the	phone,	no	one	had	heard	that
before,	so	they	laughed	and	became	a	lot	more	accommodating.

Now	turn	the	situation	around:	Pay	attention	to	these	types	of	quips	if	you	are
on	the	offensive.	Folksy	expressions	can	be	so	funny	and	endearing	that	they	not
only	take	you	off	point,	but	they	humanize	the	person	to	a	degree	that	makes	it
difficult	for	you	to	engage	him.	Southern	men—and	I	can	say	this	because	I	am
one—are	masterful	at	making	self-deprecating	comments.	If	we	want	you	to
think	we	are	less	intelligent	or	powerful	or	wealthy	than	we	are,	we	know	how	to
do	it	by	using	homespun	phrases.

Traditionally,	Southerners	also	do	not	get	confrontational	with	the	same
alacrity	as	someone	from	the	Northeast.	If	you	are	from	the	South	and	an
associate	from	New	Jersey	gets	in	your	face,	use	whatever	tools	you	can	to	stay
in	cognitive	thought.	That	outburst,	that	language—it	means	nothing,	y’all.	And
if	you’re	from	the	Northeast,	you	know	that	this	behavior	will	likely	put



someone	from	the	South	in	limbic	mode	pretty	quickly.	You	can	accelerate	your
process	just	by	doing	what	comes	naturally	to	you,	but	it	appears	to	be	a	fear-up
approach	to	the	person	you’re	addressing.

CREATING	MEMORY
I	was	born	with	the	tools	for	deception.	I	have	the	type	of	mind	that	allows

me	to	imagine	the	possibilities	to	the	point	of	reality.	If	you	fit	in	the
intuiting/feeling	temperament	type,	you	may	have	this	“gift,”	too.	Test	yourself:
Try	to	commit	to	memory	the	vision	of	a	simple	deceit—say,	changing	a	flat	tire
on	your	car	this	morning.	Can	you	get	yourself	to	the	point	where	you	access	it
on	your	visual	memory	side?

Even	my	mind,	with	its	unique	qualifications	to	lie,	can	be	tricked	under	high
pressure.	Very	aware	of	that	fact	when	I	was	a	student	at	SERE	school,	I	took	a
photo	of	my	ex-wife,	a	photo	of	my	nephew,	and	my	wedding	ring.	My
interrogators	seized	on	the	photo	of	my	wife,	a	blond,	and	my	nephew	(supposed
son),	who	is	brunette.	“How	could	a	blond	and	a	redhead	produce	a	little	boy
with	brown	hair?”	they	yelled	as	they	called	my	wife	all	sorts	of	derogatory
names.	I	was	able	to	tell	them	which	hospital	he	was	born	in,	how	old	he	was,
his	birthday,	his	middle	name,	and	a	plethora	of	other	details.	This	was	simple
transference	of	facts	from	my	brother’s	life	to	support	the	details.	For	those	who
cannot	visualize	lies	as	facts,	transference	is	your	best	recourse.	Realize	this	is
not	going	to	protect	you	in	high	limbic	thought	and	that	your	chances	against	a
good	interrogator	are	low.	But	in	daily	life,	unless	you	are	in	a	darker	line	of
work,	this	should	work	for	you.

CONFRONTING
I	opened	this	chapter	by	recommending	“don’t	toy	with	me”	as	a	legitimate

comeback	to	a	manipulator.	Sometimes	confrontation	has	to	be	less	obvious.
Body	language	holds	tremendous	power	in	both	establishing	control	and	self-

defense.	We	all	know	from	social	and	business	interactions	that	stature	can
change	the	way	you	relate	to	someone	and	either	establish	control	or	disrupt
someone’s	control.	Regardless	of	your	size,	weight,	or	chest	measurement,	you
can	use	what	you	have	to	make	your	point:	Don’t	mess	with	me.	Sit	up	straight,
lean	forward,	square	your	shoulders,	and	baton	with	your	arm,	and	you	can
convey	power	regardless	of	your	size.	Watch	short	politicians	for	clues	on	how
to	do	this.	In	The	Great	Dictator,	Charlie	Chaplin’s	Hitler	character,	Adenoid
Hynkel,	plays	on	the	importance	of	stature	in	a	scene	when	the	relatively	short



dictator	meets	the	Mussolini	character,	who	is	tall.	Failing	to	keep	his	rival	for
world	domination	vertically	challenged	with	chairs	of	different	heights,	Chaplin
finally	resorts	to	standing	on	his	desk	to	dramatize	his	superiority.	I	don’t
recommend	you	do	this,	because	I’ve	actually	seen	a	variation	of	this	done	in	an
Asian	country	and,	believe	me,	it’s	still	funny.

A	person	with	certain	physical	attributes—looks,	height,	girth,	and	even	a
disability—can	get	away	with	establishing	an	advantage	only	when	he	is	in	an
encounter	with	someone	who	lacks	confidence,	or	facts,	or	brains,	or	a	plan.

The	first	thing	to	keep	in	mind	is	that,	any	time	a	person	relies	primarily	on
any	of	these	externals	as	leverage	to	get	what	he	wants,	he	is	vulnerable.	You
can	take	away	that	person’s	power	related	to	physical	characteristics	very	easily
with	your	confidence,	facts,	and	brains,	and/or	a	plan.	What’s	in	your	head	is	the
most	powerful	tool	you	have,	and	it’s	not	a	matter	of	IQ.	It’s	your	ability	to	think
under	stress,	to	adapt	your	ability	to	stress,	and	to	project	your	outcome.

The	intended	impact	of	displaying	physical	dominance	is	that	you	feel
subservient.	Don’t	let	it	have	the	intended	impact.	If	you	suspect	someone	is
running	this	game	on	you,	ask	yourself	how	you	feel.	They	can	establish	control
of	the	meeting—sometimes	that’s	appropriate—but	that	doesn’t	mean	they
control	you.

QUICK	STRESS	RELEASE	TIPS
Mechanisms	for	quick	stress	release	can	help	you	regain	control	and	move

back	into	cognitive	thought	when	someone	is	hammering	you.	Try	one	or	all	of
these	to	see	what	calms	you	down	quickly:

	Breathe	deeply	through	your	nose.
	Yawn.
	Make	a	horse	sound	with	your	mouth.	As	your	cheeks	flap	loosely,	you
relax	the	facial	muscles,	which	affect	the	level	of	tension	in	your	entire
body.	This	one’s	a	bit	obvious,	but	if	you	want	to	interrupt	the	person’s
train	of	thought	while	you	regain	your	composure,	this	works	great.
	Sneeze.	In	humans,	a	sneeze	can	be	a	photo-sympathetic	response—that	is,
a	response	to	light.	A	horse’s	response	is	head-shaking,	and	I	actually
discovered	the	fact	about	the	sneeze	from	watching	my	horses	and
wondering	what	the	human	counterpart	was.	Practice	inducing	a	sneeze	in
the	sunlight	or	with	a	bright	light	in	the	face.	Just	don’t	look	directly	at	the
sun	or	the	bulb.	If	you	pluck	your	eyebrows,	you’ve	probably	had	a	similar



sensation	and	either	sneezed	or	felt	as	though	you	were	going	to	sneeze.

IF	ALL	ELSE	FAILS
You	can	have	all	the	tools	you	need	to	maneuver	people	toward	your	desired

outcome	and	still	not	achieve	it.	Why?

1.	You	lack	the	self-respect	and/or	self-confidence	to	use	them.
2.	You	have	met	someone	with	a	hard	core—someone	who	is	self-aware	and

confident	of	who	he	is—and	who	has	tools	to	match	yours.

If	you	fall	into	the	first	category,	I	can’t	change	you,	but	I	can	offer	advice
that	you	can	definitely	follow:	Do	your	planning	and	preparation.	That	is,
research	your	source,	pay	attention	to	facial	signs	and	body	language,	note
rituals	and	trappings,	think	about	what	approach	would	be	the	best	for	the
circumstances,	and	think	of	the	questions	you	want	answered.	Even	if	you	never
execute	the	next	set	of	moves,	you	have	prepared	yourself	to	spot	a	liar.

As	for	the	second	category,	have	fun	with	him	or	her.	The	likely	outcome	of
that	encounter	is	that	you	both	tell	the	truth.	How	bad	is	that?



CONCLUSION

We	use	generalities	in	this	book	when	we	talk	about	norms,	or	standards	of
behavior.	Remember,	as	you	go	about	your	daily	life,	that	humans	are	complex
creatures	and	no	person	embodies	a	stereotype	absolutely.	We	all	have	a	spot	on
a	continuum,	and	it	may	change	from	moment	to	moment.	Some	people	are
normally	more	rigid	in	their	movement	than	others;	some	are	more	fluid.	For	that
reason,	do	not	project.	Look	for	a	baseline	and	track	deviation.	Stop	filling	in	the
blanks	for	other	people	by	projecting	(it’s	a	natural	tendency)	and	you	might	be
surprised	what	they	really	are	trying	to	say.

One	of	the	reasons	why	you	should	not	use	these	techniques	casually	with
someone	you’re	involved	with	is	that	the	feeling	of	manipulation	can	make
people	feel	effervescent.	You	didn’t	expect	to	see	that,	did	you?	In	reality,	your
expertise	in	exploiting	a	person’s	feelings	and	driving	him	or	her	to	an	outcome
of	your	design	can	enhance	your	appeal.	In	a	way,	you	become	more	attractive,
at	least	while	you’re	around.	The	downside	is	that,	when	you	leave,	you	can
leave	an	aftertaste.	The	person	starts	to	realize	that	being	in	your	presence	feels
good	but	wonders	why	doubts	creep	in	when	you’re	gone.	That	perception	can
have	a	chilling	effect	on	a	relationship.

Salespeople	who	effectively	manipulate	their	customers’	behavior—whether
consciously	using	these	techniques	or	just	doing	“what	comes	naturally”—face	a
similar	problem:	They	have	to	stay	in	constant	contact	to	make	sure	the	customer
feels	good.	Of	course,	if	the	manipulator	works	at	a	storefront	electronics	store
or	for	a	telemarketing	firm,	why	would	she	care	about	the	customer	feeling
good?	She	probably	wouldn’t.	But	as	a	customer,	you’re	likely	to	associate	an
icky	feeling	with	the	product	you	bought	and/or	the	company.

An	unintended	consequence	of	this	book	is	that	you	may,	at	least	initially,
feel	quite	transparent	and	mortal.	As	you	start	to	understand	how	easy	it	is	to
read	people	and	understand	your	drives,	you	may	become	self-conscious	of	your
every	movement.	Relax.	And	practice.	That	way,	you	stay	a	step	ahead.



GLOSSARY

Adaptors—Actions	to	release	stress	and	to	release	the	body	as	a	way	to	increase
the	comfort	level.

Barriers—Postures	and	gestures	we	use	when	we	are	uncomfortable.
Baselining—Determining	how	a	person	behaves	or	speaks	under	normal	or

relatively	low-stress	circumstances.
Batoning—Using	a	body	part	(an	arm,	finger,	a	knee	if	seated)	to	drive	home	a

point;	called	batoning	because	the	person	uses	the	body	part	as	a	conductor
uses	a	baton.

Circular	logic—Going	back	to	a	presumption	to	make	a	comment,	or	using	a
fact	to	support	a	predecessor	fact.	For	example:	“I	know	three	left-handed
kids	who	are	really	smart.	Left-handed	kids	are	smart.	Molly	is	left-handed,
so	she	must	be	smart.”

Compound	question—A	question	that	asks	two	or	more	questions	at	once:	“Are
you	going	to	the	store	or	the	airport?”

Conditioning	question—Responding	to	a	question	with	a	phrase	that	appears	to
answer	it,	but	doesn’t	really.	For	example:	“Did	you	have	a	meeting	this
morning?”	“I	got	together	with	a	couple	of	the	guys	at	the	office	to	go	over
some	things.”

Conjecture	question—A	question	inviting	imagination,	such	as	“What	would
your	trip	have	been	like	if…?”	It	has	value	in	determining	where	a	subject
looks	while	constructing	a	story,	rather	than	remembering	one.

Control	question—A	question	to	which	you	know	the	answer.
Displaced	expectation—An	expectation	that	relies	on	a	set	of	assumptions	that

are	no	longer	valid;	used	by	interrogators	and	abusive	spouses,	for	example,
to	keep	the	subject	wondering	“How	can	I	make	this	stop?”	or	“How	can	I
please	him?”

Entitlement—Something	tangible	or	intangible	to	which	you	believe	you	have	a
right,	such	as	fidelity,	love,	a	clean	house,	respect,	or	use	of	the	car	every
afternoon.

Filter—An	internal	device	that	interprets	stimuli;	filters	can	be	sensory,	cultural,
religious,	ethnic,	physical,	racial,	and	so	on.



Forward	and	backward	pass—Taken	from	project	management,	the	skill	of
moving	through	a	sequence	of	events	in	chronological	and	reverse	order	to
examine	dependency	relationships;	a	way	of	answering	the	question	“Do	the
elements	of	the	story	work	in	the	order	and	timeline	the	liar	is	using?”

Leading	question—A	question	that	projects	the	answer	in	the	question.	For
example:	“How	ashamed	are	you	of	running	the	red	light?”	instead	of
“Describe	your	actions	at	the	intersection	of	8th	and	Main	Street	yesterday	at
11:30.”

Limbic	mode—The	state	in	which	emotions	take	over;	it	signifies	a	loss	of
cognitive	ability.

Repeat	question—The	same	question	asked	in	different	words;	it’s	used	as	a
way	to	determine	whether	the	source	has	answered	truthfully.

Shadowy	memories—When	the	limbic	system	transfers	information	into
memory	in	a	highly	emotional	state,	then	the	way	a	person	recalls	the
memory	could	happen	in	unpredictable	ways;	a	dark	alley	might	arouse	a
shadowy	memory	of	a	rape,	for	example.

Shock	of	capture—A	sense	of	being	overwhelmed	by	the	sudden,	strange
events	related	to	capture;	shock	of	capture	can	occur	in	any	situation	in
which	an	individual	suddenly	experiences	an	extreme	loss	of	control	and
normalcy	at	the	hands	of	another.	This	is	the	ultimate	in	displaced
expectations.

Soft	interrogation—A	style	of	interrogation	credited	to	German	interrogator
Hans	Scharff,	who	used	techniques	to	earn	prisoners’	trust;	it	relies	on
understanding	human	behavior	and	psychology,	rather	than	any	type	of
physical	cruelty.

Source	lead—Information	dropped	by	the	source	in	the	course	of	conversation
that	the	questioner	feels	there	is	value	in	pursuing.	For	example,	in	a	job
interview,	the	candidate	might	say,	“Thanks	for	having	the	meeting	at	nine”
because	he’s	in	a	golf	tournament	at	noon;	the	interviewer	might	come	back
to	that	to	determine	whether	or	not	golf	would	take	precedence	over	work.

State-dependent	memories—Memories	of	events	or	circumstances	that
occurred	during	an	altered	state	of	mind	and	may	be	retrieved	by	returning	to
that	state.	For	example:	a	memory	formed	while	intoxicated	might	only	be
retrievable	in	state	of	intoxication.

Stockholm	Syndrome—The	sense	of	relationship	a	captive	feels	for	the	captor.
Whether	or	wittingly	or	unwittingly,	the	captor	convinces	the	person	that	the



only	way	to	feel	worthwhile	again	is	be	compliant,	to	relate	to	his	point	of
view	and	situation.

Trailing—A	fading	off	at	the	end	of	a	sentence;	this	could	be	muttered	syllables,
nonsense,	or	simply	quieter	speech.	Some	people	trail	their	sentences
normally,	but	others	only	do	it	if	they	don’t	want	you	to	hear	what	they’re
saying.

Vague	question—A	fuzzy	question	that	could	be	simply	a	badly	phrased
question	or	that	could	be	used	as	a	diversion	from	the	meat	of	the
conversation.	For	example:	“When	you	went	to	the	hotel,	did	it	seem	like
there	were	a	lot	of	people	just	hanging	out	in	the	lobby?”
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establishing	rapport,	154–155
evasion,	260–261
examining	limiting	factors,	117–118
extracting	the	truth,	192–196
extremities,	the,	77–80
extroverts	vs.	introverts,	64–65

F
face,	the,	75–76
facial	signs,	125–128
feeling	vs.	thinking,	67
fights,	rules	for	productive,	199–201
following	up	leads,	156–157
food,	104–105
forward	and	backward	pass,	161–163

G
gaining	leverage,	156

anticipating,	256–257
fending	off,	257–258



tactics	for,	215–217
gestures	of	stress,

and	men,	80–81
and	women,	80–81

guardians,	71

H
handling	hot	issues,	221–223
high	stress,	and	nervous	system,	27–32
history	of	interrogation,	17–19
homework,	doing,	193–194
hostage	survival,

in	business,	252–253
in	love,	253–256

hot	issues,	handling,	221–223

I
idealists,	70–71
illustrators,	151–152
importance	of	baselining,	121–122
incongruent	messages,	53
individual	lies,	180–185
information,	background,	97–102
interrogation	history,	17–19
interrogation	tools,	applying	the,	172–185
interrogation,	phases	of,	95–97,	153–158
interrogator,	being	an,	33–35
interviewing,	and	prolonged
unemployment,	231–234
introverts	vs.	extroverts,	64–65



intuiting	vs.	sensing,	65–67

J
job	interview,	directing,	226–231
judging	vs.	perceiving,	67–69
jury	selection,	244–245

L
lawyers,	and	body	language,	245
leads,	following	up,	156–157
leverage,	tactics	for	gaining,	156,	215–217
liar,

breaking	a,	159–172
tools	of,	49–58

lie	detector,	being	a,	35–36
lies,

individual,	180–185
types	of,	46–49

limiting	factors,	examining,	117–118
location,	matching	to	objective,	218–220
look	and	feel	of	stress,	134–138
love,	hostage	survival	in,	253–256
lying,

mechanics	of,	46–59
reasons	for,	37–46
styles	of,	59–69

M
mechanics	of	lying,	46–59
meeting,	rules	for,	217–218
memory	key,	82–85



memory,	creating,	263
methods	of	preying	on	need,	169–172
minimizing,	163–166
motivation,	determining,	118–120

N
nervous	system,

and	high	stress,	27–32
and	recovery,	27–32

O
objectifying	story	elements,	117–120
objections,	overcoming,	167–169
objective,	matching	to	location,	218–220
overcoming	objections,	167–169

P
past	love,	baselining,	124–125
perceiving	vs.	judging,	67–69
persuasion,	and	body	language,	149–153
phases	of	interrogation,	95–97,	153–158
preying	on	need,	methods	of,	169–172
productive	fights,	rules	for,	199–201
projection,	53–55
prolonged	unemployment,	and	interviewing,	231–234
pronoun	use,	52–53
push-pull,	53

Q
question,	answering	the,	57–59
questioning,	144–149,	194–196

R



R
rapport,	establishing,	154–155
rationals,	69–70
reasons	for	lying,	37–46
recovery,	and	nervous	system,	27–32
redirect,	49–52
relievers,	stress,	102–104
research,	93–95
rituals,	133–134
roles,	107–110,	194
rules	for	meeting,	217–218
rules	for	productive	fights,	199–201

S
salary	negotiation,	controlling,	234–237
scenery,	110–112
scenery,	changing	the,	193
sensing	vs.	intuiting,	65–67
sex,	105–106
shadowy	memories,	42
shock	of	capture,	20–22,	205–209
sidetracking,	258–260
sleep,	106–107
soft	interrogation,	48
sorting	styles,	59–64
state-dependent	memory,	42
story	elements,	objectifying,	112–120
strangers,	baselining,	122–123
stress,

look	and	feel	of,	134–138



quick	release	tips,	265–266
relievers	of,	102–104

styles	of	lying,	59–69

T
techniques,	learning,	13–17
temperament,	types	of,	69–72
text	bridges,	55–56
thinking	vs.	feeling,	67
tools	of	liars,	49–58
trappings,	130–133
truth,	extracting	the,	192–196
types	of	lies,	46–49
types	of	temperament,	69–72

U
unintentional	cues,	52
urban	legends,	179–180

Y
youth,	confusion	of,	88–90
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