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Lying when Interrogating suspects: Is it justifiable?
For years authorities including officers, police, and agents have used deception while interrogating criminals to obtain a confession. This is necessary especially where officers are sure about, but they do not possess the needed evidence to prosecute the suspect. When the process is done within the legal means and limits, the whole activity is justified. This paper responds to two case scenarios and if the process of lying was justified in any of the scenes. 
Is lying justifiable in either of the above scenarios?
From the two scenarios which involve burglary and terrorism, the authorities are justifiable to lie to the suspects so as to increase the chances of obtaining the evidence that they do not possess. Again, the witnesses have a chance of seeking legal rights presentation which in this case none did. The authorities in these two scenarios use the psychological tricks which have proven effective before. The suspects have a chance of not admitting anything, but they did the opposite which was to admit the crime, thus making the whole activity of lying about the evidence justifiable. 
In the first scenario, would the confession be admissible in court?
The confession in the first scenario should be admissible in the court of law due to the following facts;
[bookmark: _GoBack]The constitutional law clearly outlines ways through which interrogation should be conducted. The authority representing the government should not in any way coerce the confession from the suspects as indicated by the 5th amendment which prevents against self-incriminating and prohibits against the admission of unintentional confessions in the court of law. To determine the admissibility of the confession, the court itself carried out the research and lay out the facts that lead to the confession including the state and circumstances to the suspect at that particular time which include the age of the accused and the mental health. Additionally, the circumstances following the obtaining of the confession and how the authority conducted itself are usually considered (LaFave, Israel & King, 2004)
As a result, the confession has to be voluntary without any police interference through any coercive measures including the use of physical force on the suspects. However, they are allowed to some very powerful psychological plays to obtain confessions from the criminal suspects which includes lying. Courts in the United States have allowed police to use lies such as their partners had confessed and some satellite pictures had captured the suspect's images committing the said crime (Stone, 1977). In this case scenario, the suspect was only told of the presence of the fingerprints and eyewitness which prompted him to confess. Therefore, the confession would be admissible in the court of law since the suspect was never coerced to admit his crime. 
Is there a distinction between the two Scenarios and/ or should there be?
There is a distinction between the two scenarios. The first scene involving a burglar is not as serious as such though it is a crime too. The suspect does not cause much harm in the society since the only motive is to steal which leads to the loss of property of the owners. Therefore, the authority ought to have used a different approach. On the other hand, terrorism is such a serious crime which leads to possible loss of multiple lives and include significant damages which have an adverse negative impact on the subject countries. As a result, the authority should use any legal means possible to convict and charge the criminals involved including lying where necessary. 
Does lying, in either case, affect the credibility of the officers or agents?
Lying in either case scenario does not in any way affect the credibility of the officers and agents involved. By lying to the suspects, they do not infringe in any rights of the individuals. Such methods which involve deception have been used before which have yielded positive result leading to multiple convictions of criminals who would have otherwise escaped the justice. When the methodology is well conducted within the legal means such in the case scenarios, it does not affect the credibility of the result or agents involved.  
Would these falsehoods or lies be something that would have to be mentioned in the officers’ and or agent’s investigative reports?
It is important for the methodologies used to obtain confession be included in the reports. For one, it is the requirement by the law to record the interrogations and all the methods involved by the authorities representing the government. Additionally, failure to include the ways through which the evidence was obtained, in case the suspects changes their confessions and claim that they were coerced, the court is obligated to carry its research on the matter which would lead to the investigation of the conduct of officers and agents involved. If in any way such was used and not indicated the suspect would not be charged by the court leading to their release. To avoid such from happening officers and agents involved should include it in their investigative reports including the copy of videos if any exist.
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