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The Norfolk Four False Confessions
In 1997, Michelle Bosko was killed and raped. The available evidence showed that a single perpetrator committed this crime, and the police focused their attention on Danial William, her neighbor. Danial was interrogated throughout the night, and he confessed to the crime, but after a few months, his DNA showed that he was not the rapist (Wells and Leo, 2008). The police forced him to identify the second suspect that was arrested and confessed, but his DNA showed that he was not a rapist. Afterward, the police looked for 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th, and 7th suspects. Two of them confessed, but their DNA excluded them from being the rapist, and the first four suspects were regarded as the Norfolk Four (Frontline, 2010). According to Leo (2009), the primary purpose of the police interrogation is to obtain incriminating admissions and statements. However, the Norfolk Four case shows that in various instances during the interrogation process, the police elicit false confessions from innocent suspects. This paper will analyze the situational pressures and dispositional vulnerabilities that contributed to false confessions in the Norfolk Four case. 
Every suspect involved in the Norfolk Four experienced coercive and lengthy interrogations, which involved lying about the evidence, promises of leniency, death penalty threats, and repeated accusations. During their inquiries, the investigators imparted facts regarding the case-facts that were absorbed into the Norfolk Fours’ confessions and afterward used as proof of their guilt (Wells and Leo, 2008). Throughout the process, the Norfolk Four went through re-interrogations to make sure that their confessions implicated the newly identified suspect or correlated with new information regarding the crime. Even though their confessions never connected with the case facts, and despite the crime evidence showing that a single perpetrator committed the crime, the prosecutors and the police unwavering maintained that the Norfolk Four were guilty (Frontline, 2010). Their belief continued even after the real perpetrator was arrested, and confessed that he acted alone, and his confession correlated with the DNA evidence. 
Although there has been a remarkable flow of false confessions portrayed in the media, it is difficult to determine the real rate of false confessions in practice. In America, the police investigators express that the incidences of false confessions are minimal, 5% (Leo, 2009). Based on previous studies, 11 to 25% of the inmates admitted having confessed falsely, while 1 to 15% of people in the society acknowledged having confessed falsely (Perillo, 2014). According to Turvey and Cooley (2014), false admissions or false confessions were present in about 25% of the wrongful convictions that had been overturned by DNA testing. Although it is hard to determine the precise rate of false confessions, it is evident that the investigators are aware of the possibility, and innocent suspects do confess falsely. 
According to Woestehoff and Meissner (2016), the dispositional attributes of the suspects such as low intelligence, mental illness, and youth can elevate the likelihood of false confession, since these people can be more affected and suggestible by interrogative pressure. Also, previous studies on false confessions have shown that suspects with an intellectual disability or mental illness and juveniles form a significant percentage of false confessions (Kocsis, 2018). In one of the research regarding wrongful conviction cases, 45% of juveniles between the age of 12-15 had confessed falsely (Trainum, 2018). Moreover, 70% of people with intellectual disabilities had ultimately offered a false confession (Trainum, 2018).
The situational factors involve the overall environment of the interrogation, including the interrogator’s belief in the guilt of the suspect, the length of the inquiry, and the use of accusatorial interrogation techniques (Woestehoff and Meissner, 2016) (Frontline, 2010). The police interrogators mostly question the suspects in a small room that is barely furnished. Since the interrogation process is lengthened, the suspects can experience high pressure to escape. Different interrogation methods can facilitate false confessions, particularly the potential impacts linked with the suspect maintenance of their innocent vs. providing a confession and the usage of maximization and minimization techniques, which influences the accused perception of the evidence against them (Easton, 2014). 
Based on the empirical studies in crime, false confessions are classified into three types: internalized, compliant, and voluntary (Kocsis, 2018). A voluntary false confession is provided without coercion from investigators by suspects who accept the accusations to take credit for the crime or to protect someone else (Wells and Leo, 2008). However, compliant false confessions are provided by the accused who surrender due to police pressure during the interrogation process. For example, one of the Norfolk Four suspects expressed that he was ready to confess anything to end the interrogation (Frontline, 2010). The compliant false confessors accept guilt, hoping that the evidence will help in exonerating them, or they will be allowed to go home after confession, or that they will be accorded leniency.
 Moreover, the time taken during the interrogation process plays a significant role in forcing the suspect to confess falsely. Based on the Leo (2009) study regarding lengthy interrogations, 51% lasted beyond 12 hours, while 83% lasted longer than 6 hours. Additionally, internalized false confession happens when innocent accused starts believing that he/she has committed the offense (Perillo, 2014). This mostly happens when the investigator lies regarding having the evidence which implicates the accused; or when the accused is usually vulnerable to memory failure or vulnerable due to aspects like low intelligence, intoxication, or youth (Frontline, 2010). 
In conclusion, the Norfolk Four case has conclusively shown that the false confession scenarios happen in the criminal justice system and is linked with severe impacts for the innocent suspects. The increased pressure used by the interrogator, including intimidation, sleep deprivation, and death penalty threats, forced the Norfolk Four suspects to confess, regardless of the DNA tests exonerating them from the crime. The interference of witness testimony is a significant concept in the Norfolk Four case and other identified instances of false confessions in different previous studies (Wells and Leo, 2008). Therefore, due to an increased rate of false confessions oscillated by interrogators, new protection for suspects in required: the death penalty threat during the interrogation process should render any confession as a reflex, and be regarded as inadmissible.
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