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Abstract 

Practitioners ask whether verbal veracity cues are (i) diagnostic across populations and (i) resistant to 

countermeasures. We examined this by merging the three datasets reported by Vrij, Leal et al. (2020, 

2022). 

Participants from Lebanon (n = 187), Mexico (n = 205) and South-Korea (n = 239) discussed a 

city-trip they had made (truth tellers, n = 328) or made up a story (lie tellers, n = 303) about such a 

trip. Some participants (n = 325) were informed about the relation between deception and 

complications, common knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies (informed participants), 

whereas others were not (uninformed participants). The dependent variables were total details, 

complications, common knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies and plausibility. 

All five variables discriminated truth tellers from lie tellers, but particularly complications and 

plausibility. These cues were diagnostic veracity indicators across different populations and remained 

diagnostic when we compared informed lie tellers with uninformed truth tellers. 
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1. Introduction 

In our discussions with practitioners about verbal veracity cues, two questions frequently arise: Are 

these cues diagnostic across populations? And are they resistant to countermeasures (i.e., can lie tellers 

who are informed about these cues produce statements that sound like truth tellers’ statements)? These 

questions refer to a gap in the verbal deception literature: Verbal veracity cues are typically examined 
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with participants belonging to WEIRD cultures, but these participants do not represent the world 

population; lie tellers prepare themselves for interviews, which may include searching the internet for 

verbal veracity cues practitioners pay attention to. Vrij and colleagues carried out three 

countermeasures experiments with non-WEIRD participants from Lebanon, Mexico and South Korea 

in which they examined five verbal cues (complications, common knowledge details, self-handicapping 

strategies, total details and plausibility) (Vrij, Leal et al., 2020; Vrij, Leal et al., 2022). However, they 

did not report the differences between the three countries, as happened in this article after merging the 

three data sets. 

1.1 Complications, Common Knowledge Details, Self-Handicapping Strategies, Total Details and 

Plausibility 

A complication is an occurrence that affects the story-teller and makes the statement more complex 

(Vrij, Mann et al., 2021) (“During our visit to London, we also visited friends who live not far from 

London”). In a recent meta-analysis (Vrij, Palena et al., 2021), complications emerged as a diagnostic 

veracity cue (d = .58), with truth tellers reporting more complications than lie tellers. There are at least 

two explanations for this finding. First, lie tellers prefer to keep their stories simple (Hartwig et al., 

2007) and including complications in their statements goes against this strategy. Second, lie tellers wish 

to avoid providing information that they believe appears suspicious (Ruby & Brigham, 1998) and lie 

tellers believe that adding complications sounds suspicious (Maier et al., 2018). The complication cue 

shows overlap with the unexpected complications criterion that is part of Criteria-Based Content 

Analysis (CBCA). A meta-analysis of CBCA research showed that truth tellers report more unexpected 

complications than lie tellers (d = .25; Amado et al., 2016). The difference between this CBCA criterion 

and the complications variable examined by Vrij and colleagues is that in Vrij et al.’s definition 

complications are not necessarily unexpected. For example, the statement “During our visit to London, 

we also visited friends who live not far from London” counts as a complication in Vrij et al.’s coding 

system but not in CBCA.  

Common knowledge details refer to strongly invoked stereotypical information about events (Vrij, Leal, 

Jupe et al., 2018) (“There was a food market where we bought fresh vegetables and fruit”). Lie tellers 

report more common details than truth tellers (d = .40) according to a meta-analysis (Vrij, Palena et al., 

2021). Lie tellers who lack personal experiences of the event they report base their statement on what 

they think typically happens or what they know about the event after searching the internet (Sporer, 

2016). In contrast, after experiencing an event, truth tellers often report idiosyncratic details about their 

experience (DePaulo et al., 1996). 

Self-handicapping strategies refer to justifications as to why someone chooses not to provide 

information (Vrij, Leal, Jupe et al., 2018) (“I can’t tell you what happened at the beginning because I 

arrived late”.) Lie tellers report more self-handicapping strategies than truth tellers (d = .37) according 

to a meta-analysis (Vrij, Palena et al., 2021). Although keeping a story simple by not providing 
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information appeals to lie tellers, the disadvantage is that it may appear suspicious. In an attempt to 

reduce this suspiciousness, lie tellers explain why it is not possible to report much information. 

Total details refer to the total amount of unique pieces of information provided. It is the most frequently 

researched verbal cue in deception research (Vrij, 2008) and research has shown that truth tellers 

typically report more details than lie tellers (d = .55, Amado et al., 2016), see also Gancedo et al. (2021) 

and Verschuere et al. (2021). Lie tellers may be unable to report many details because they lack the 

imagination to come up with as many details as truth tellers do, given that the details they report also 

need to sound plausible if the lie tellers want to appear honest (Hamlin et al., 2022; Köhnken, 2004). 

Lie tellers may also be unwilling to report many details out of fear that these details may provide leads 

to interviewers (Nahari et al., 2014a) or out of fear that they will be unable to report these details again 

when asked to repeat their experiences for a second time (Vrij, 2008). 

Plausibility addresses the question how likely it is that the activities happened in the way described 

(Vrij, Deeb et al., 2020). It has been examined as part of the Reality Monitoring tool, where the 

variable is called ‘realism.’ A meta-analysis has shown that truth tellers’ stories typically sound more 

realistic than lie tellers’ stories (d = .42; Gancedo et al., 2021). When observers judge how likely it is 

that activities happened in the way as reported, they often take contextual information into account 

(Blair et al., 2010; Markowitz & Hancock, 2022). Statements that contradict independent evidence are 

deemed implausible. Lie tellers may contradict independent evidence, particularly when they are not 

aware that investigators possess such evidence (Hartwig et al., 2014). Statements that are considered 

unconventional or unreasonable are also deemed implausible. Lie tellers may produce such statements 

if they are unaware what is conventional or reasonable in a given situation (Vrij, Deeb et al., 2020). For 

example, a lie teller who claimed that people in London drove on the right is probably not aware that in 

the United Kingdom (UK) people drive on the left.  

1.2 A Comparison between Populations 

Verbal deception research is typically carried out using participants from Western, Educated, 

Industrialised, Rich and Democratic (WEIRD) nations (Deeb et al., 2020). Practitioners often ask 

whether the findings obtained in such research generalise to non-WEIRD populations. This is a relevant 

question. Cultural differences in speech are widespread with the first-person pronoun drop amongst 

many Asian populations being just one example (Kashima & Kashima, 1998; Kashima et al., 2014). 

Relevant for deception research is that some verbal veracity cues are also population-dependent 

(Cacuci et al., 2021). For example, Taylor and colleagues found that the use of spatial information was 

a cue to deceit in North African and Pakistani populations but a cue to truthfulness in Arab and White 

British populations (Taylor et al., 2014, 2017).  

Focusing on verbal cues that are population-dependent further complicates practitioners’ work (Vrij, 

Fisher, et al., 2022). Lie detection, which already is a difficult task, is then further complicated because 

practitioners must also take the interviewee’s background into account. Verbal cues that are stable and 
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appear to be cues to truthfulness or cues to deceit consistently across different populations are therefore 

preferable. We expect this to be the case for the five verbal cues examined in this article: Complications, 

common knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies, verifiable sources and plausibility. We 

believe the reasons why these cues discriminate between truth tellers and lie tellers to apply across 

populations. Previous research with non-WEIRD populations supports this view. We are not aware of 

plausibility research conducted with non-WEIRD-populations, but research has examined the other 

four cues with participants from Russia and South-Korea, Arabs living in Israel, Chinese living in the 

UK and Hispanics living in the USA (Leal et al., 2018; 2019; Vrij, Leal, et al., 2021; Vrij & Vrij, 2020). 

Although the effect of veracity was not always significant, the direction of differences between truth 

tellers and lie tellers was always as found in WEIRD populations: Truth tellers reported more details, 

more complications, fewer common knowledge details, and fewer self-handicapping strategies than lie 

tellers.  

In the present set of analyses, we analysed Veracity differences in participants from Lebanon, Mexico 

and South Korea. Despite predicting the same pattern of results for each population, we justify 

examining it for two reasons. First, it addresses the plea amongst psychology and law researchers to 

carry out cross-cultural research (Hope et al., 2022; Nahari et al., 2019). Second, this type of research is 

valuable to practitioners. They will be more confident to use the verbal veracity cues we recommend 

using if these cues have shown to be diagnostic in the populations they work with. 

1.3 Countermeasures Employed by Lie Tellers 

Suspects prepare themselves for interviews (Hartwig et al., 2007) and such preparations may include 

searching the internet for possible verbal veracity cues. Previous research examining the effect of 

informing interviewees about verbal veracity cues on their performance in subsequent interviews 

showed mixed results. When interviewees were informed about the Verifiability Approach (VA; Nahari, 

2019; Nahari & Vrij, 2019; Vrij & Nahari, 2019), lie tellers were unsuccessful in employing 

countermeasures and the veracity differences became actually more pronounced. That is, truth tellers 

were more capable than lie tellers to include verifiable information in their statements (Nahari et al., 

2014b; Palena et al., 2020). Lie tellers had some success when informed about the working of the 

Strategic Use of Evidence (SUE) technique (Granhag & Hartwig, 2015; Hartwig et al., 2014). Informed 

lie tellers still reported fewer critical details than uninformed truth tellers but the difference was smaller 

than in the comparison between uninformed lie tellers and uninformed truth tellers (Luke et al., 2016). 

Lie tellers could successfully implement countermeasures when informed about Criteria-Based Content 

Analysis (CBCA; Amado et al., 2015; Köhnken, & Steller, 1988; Volbert & Steller, 2014) or about 

Reality Monitoring (RM; Gancedo et al., 2021; Masip et al., 2005; Sporer, 2004). That is, lie tellers 

who were informed about some CBCA and RM criteria sounded similar to truth tellers (Caso et al., 

2006; Vrij et al., 2000, 2004).  
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In VA and SUE interviews, statements are compared with evidence. These are therefore evidence-based 

tools. In CBCA and RM, the quality of details in a statement is assessed without taking evidence into 

account. These are therefore statement quality-based tools. Apparently, it is more difficult for lie tellers 

to make their statements more congruent with independent evidence than to adjust their statements so 

that they include more high-quality details. In the countermeasures experiments carried out by Vrij and 

colleagues (Vrij, Leal et al., 2020; Vrij, Leal et al., 2022), interviewees were informed about 

complications, common knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies. Since these three variables 

are related to the quality of the statement rather than evidence, lie tellers should be able to successfully 

implement countermeasures when they are informed about them. Yet, lie tellers could still be 

distinguished from truth tellers in those experiments, probably because the information variable was 

systematically varied: Not only half of the lie tellers but also half of the truth tellers were informed about 

these variables. Since in real life, truth tellers are less likely to prepare themselves for interviews than lie 

tellers (Hartwig et al., 2007), perhaps a better way to examine the efficacy of countermeasures is to 

compare lie tellers (either informed or not informed) with uninformed truth tellers. Such a test has not 

been reported by Vrij and colleagues but will be reported in the current set of analyses. 

1.4 Hypotheses 

Truth tellers will report more details, more complications, fewer common knowledge details and fewer 

self-handicapping strategies than lie tellers. Their statements will also sound more plausible 

(Hypothesis 1). 

The pattern described in Hypothesis 1 will emerge in each of the three populations (Hypothesis 2). 

Hypothesis 1 will be supported, particularly when comparing truth tellers with uninformed lie tellers 

(Hypothesis 3).  

The pattern of results described in Hypothesis 3 will occur in all three populations (Hypothesis 4). 

 

2. Method 

2.1 Participants 

A total of 631 participants took part in the three experiments, 201 in Experiment 1, 209 in Experiment 2 

and 221 in Experiment 3. More participants (n = 363, 59%) were female than male (n = 252, 41%), 

whereas 16 participants did not reveal their gender. The average age in the sample was M = 22.34 (SD 

= 4.07), but 12 participants did not reveal their age. A total of 187 participants (29.6%) were from 

Lebanese origin whereas the others were from Mexican (n = 205, 32.5%) and South-Korean origin (n = 

239, 37.9%).  

A total of 328 participants (52%) were randomly allocated to the truth telling condition whereas 303 

participants (48%) were randomly allocated to the lie telling condition. A total of 317 participants 

(50.2%) were randomly allocated to the Types of Detail Pre-Informed present condition whereas 314 

participants (49.8%) were randomly allocated to the Types of Detail Pre-Informed absent condition. 
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The 2 (Veracity) X 2 (Types of Detail Pre-Informed) X 3 (Population) experimental design had 12 cells. 

The cell sizes ranged from 44 to 65.  

2.2 Design 

We carried out several MANCOVAs in the hypotheses-testing part of the article. The analyses always 

had details, complications, common knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies, and plausibility as 

dependent variables and modality, experiment, being informed about the model statement, interpreter, 

preparation thoroughness, preparation time, motivation and rapport as covariates.  

To test Hypothesis 1, we carried out a MANCOVA utilising a 2 (Veracity) X 2 (Type of Detail 

Pre-Informed) X 3 (Population) between-subjects factorial design. In the next set of analyses, to test 

Hypothesis 2, we carried out three MANCOVAs utilising a 2 (Veracity) X 2 (Type of Detail 

Pre-Informed) between-subjects factorial designs for each of the three countries separately. To test 

Hypothesis 3, we carried out a MANCOVA utilising a 3 (Veracity: Uninformed Truth Tellers vs 

Uninformed Lie Tellers vs Informed Lie Tellers) X 3 (Population) between-subjects factorial design. To 

test Hypothesis 4, we carried out three MANCOVAs with Veracity (Uninformed Truth Tellers vs 

Uninformed Lie Tellers vs Informed Lie Tellers) as the only factor for each of the three populations 

separately. 

 

2.3 Procedure 

2.3.1 Recruitment, Pre-Condition Selection Form, Preparation, and Pre-Interview Questionnaire 

The three experiments used similar Procedures, which are reported in detail in Vrij, Leal, et al. (2020, 

2022). Large parts of the text below are taken from these articles word for word. All study materials 

(recruitment material, selection form, (de)briefing forms, questionnaires, countermeasures material) 

were translated and provided in the participants’ native language. Translations were made by native 

speakers familiar with the relevant deception literature.  

Experiment 1 was carried out before the COVID-19 outbreak, whereas Experiment 2 was carried out 

partly before and partly during the COVID outbreak. Experiment 3 was carried out entirely during 

COVID time. Experiment 1 was carried out entirely face-to-face, whereas Experiment 2 was carried 

out face-to-face in Lebanon and South-Korea before COVID and but online (via Zoom) in Mexico 

during COVID, 12 months after data collection in Lebanon and South Korea was completed. 

Experiment 3 was carried out entirely during COVID via Zoom. We included ‘modality’ (face-to-face 

or via Zoom) as a covariate in the main analyses.  

There were small differences between the three experiments. We therefore also included ‘experiment’ 

as a covariate in the analyses. In the text below, we report the common procedure and mention where 

the differences occurred. 

Participants were recruited mainly via adverts posted on the university intranets. The advert mentioned 

that in the experiment, participants would be asked to tell the truth or lie about a trip that they may (or 
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may not) have made within the last year (before COVID) or in the last 24 months (during COVID). 

Since many people may not have travelled during the COVID outbreak, we changed “within the last 

year” to “during the last two years” during COVID time.  

All study materials were presented in a hard copy format before COVID and online (via Qualtrics) 

during COVID. Participants first read a participant information sheet and signed an informed consent 

form. They then filled out a selection form that listed six cities the researchers thought the participants 

may have visited during the past 12 months (before COVID) or past 24 months (during COVID). In 

each of the three countries, different cities were listed. These six cities were included on the selection 

form to obtain some standardisation of the cities discussed in the experiment. The participants were 

also asked to write down the names of two other cities they had visited during the past 12 months 

(before COVID) or 24 months (during COVID). If truth tellers had not visited any of the six cities 

mentioned on the selection form in the past 12 or 24 months, they could discuss one of these two 

additional cities in the interview.  

For each city the participants reported (a) whether and (b) when they had been there during the last 12 

or 24 months, (c) for how long they stayed there, and (d) whether they have lived there. For truth tellers, 

the experimenter selected one of the six cities where the participant had stayed during the last 12 or 24 

months for at least two nights but had never lived. If a truth teller had stayed in only one of those six 

cities, that particular city was chosen. If a truth teller had stayed in more than one of these six cities, the 

experimenter chose a city that had not been discussed by (too) many truth tellers before to increase the 

number of cities discussed. If a truth teller had not been to any of the six cities, the experimenter 

selected an additional city that the truth teller had listed on the selection form. 

Truth tellers were told that they would be interviewed about the selected city (city X) and to be truthful 

when answering the questions. For lie tellers, the experimenter selected one of the six cities on the 

selection form where the lie teller had never been in their life before or selected a city not on the list 

that was discussed by a truth teller during an interview (after checking that the lie teller had never been 

to this city before). The truth tellers’ and lie tellers’ cities were therefore matched. Lie tellers were told 

that they would be interviewed about city X pretending to have stayed there for at least two nights 

during a trip made during the last 12 or 24 months. The 323 truth tellers reported trips to more than 75 

cities. The cities lie tellers discussed were taken from this sample of cities.  

Participants were given a computer with internet access and twenty minutes to prepare themselves for 

their interview. They were informed that they were allowed to make notes while doing their research 

and (in Experiment 2) that they could bring these notes into the interview. They were further told that it 

was important to be convincing because they would be asked to write a statement about what they told 

the interviewer in the interview if they did not appear convincing.  

After participants indicated to be ready for their interview, they were randomly allocated to the Types 

of Detail Pre-Informed condition. Participants allocated to the Types of Detail Pre-Informed Present 
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condition read about complications, common knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies. They 

read the parts of Vrij, Leal, Jupe et al. (2018) that gave definitions and examples of these three 

variables. In Experiments 2 and 3 the text finished with the following sentence that summarised how 

these three variables were related to deception: “In summary, in a convincing story, complications are 

often included, whereas common knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies are largely 

absent”. See Appendix 1 for the full information sheet. Participants allocated to the Types of Detail 

Pre-Informed Absent condition did not receive any information about types of detail.  

In Experiments 1 and 2 another factor was introduced. Half of the participants were asked to read 

information about the Model Statement interview tool. A model statement is an example (typically 

presented in audio-format) of a detailed recall of an event unrelated to the topic of investigation. It 

raises expectations amongst interviewees how much information they are expected to report and 

typically results in interviewees reporting more information than an instruction ‘to be detailed’ (Vrij, 

Leal, & Fisher, 2018). Since the model statement information sheet was dropped in Experiment 3, we 

did not analyse the effect of this factor but included it as a covariate.  

The participants were then asked to complete a pre-interview questionnaire measuring age, gender, 

motivation, thoroughness of preparation and preparation time. For motivation, participants were asked 

how motivated they were to perform well during the interview: (1) not at all motivated to (5) very 

motivated. Thoroughness of preparation was measured via three items: (1) shallow to (7) thorough; (1) 

insufficient to (7) sufficient; and (1) poor to (7) good. The answers to the three questions were averaged 

(Cronbach’s alpha was .90 in Experiment 1, .83 in Experiment 2 and .86 in Experiment 3). For 

preparation time, participants were asked whether they thought they were given enough time to prepare 

themselves: “Do you think the amount of time you were given to prepare was: (1) insufficient to (7) 

sufficient”.  

2.3.2 The Interview 

All interviews were conducted by native interviewers in the native languages in Experiment 1 and by 

English speaking interviewers who spoke with the interviewees through an interpreter in Experiment 2. 

That is, the interviewers (non-native to Lebanon, Mexico and South Korea) spoke English and the 

participants spoke in their native language. Interpreters (native to Lebanon, Mexico and South-Korea) 

translated the questions and responses from English to the native language and vice versa. The presence 

of the interpreter was manipulated in Experiment 3. The interpreters were either professional or 

bi-lingual and used a long consecutive interpretation style (Viezzi, 2012), similar to what was used in 

many previous interpreter experiments (e.g. Ewens, Vrij, Leal, Mann, Jo, & Fisher, 2016; Ewens, Vrij, 

Leal, Mann, Jo, Shabolta et al., 2016; Ewens et al., 2017; Vrij et al., 2017; Vrij, Leal, Fisher et al., 

2019). Interpreters were asked to speak in the first person and to recall the interviewee’s response as 

completely as possible after the interviewee had finished answering each question. The interpreters 

took notes when the interviewee spoke. We included ‘interpreter’ as a covariate in the factorial design.  
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Before the interview started, the experimenter informed the interviewer which city the participant 

would discuss. The interviewer offered the interviewees a glass of water. Offering something helps 

rapport building (reciprocation principle, Cialdini, 2007) and rapport benefits information-gathering 

(Brandon et al., 2018; Brimbal et al., 2019). The interview protocols differed between the three 

experiments, but in each experiment, participants were invited to describe their alleged trip in detail. 

See Appendix 2 for the full interview protocols.  

The interviews were audio recorded. The Arabic, Spanish and Korean text was transcribed and then 

translated into English. In Experiments 2 and 3 the interpreter’s spoken English text was transcribed.  

2.3.3 Post-Interview Questionnaire 

After the interview, participants completed a post-interview questionnaire. The participants indicated 

the extent to which they told the truth during the interview on an 11-point Likert scale ranging from 0% 

to 100%. The Interaction Questionnaire (Vallano & Schreiber Compo, 2011) was used to measure 

rapport with the interviewer. It consists of nine items rated on 7-point scales ranging from [1] not at all 

to [7] extremely. Examples are smooth, bored, engrossed, and involved (Cronbach’s alpha = .65 in 

Experiment 1, .81 in Experiment 2 and .86 in Experiment 3).  

Participants were then given multiple-choice questions to measure their knowledge about the 

relationship between complications, common knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies and 

deception. For complications the question was “Truth tellers typically report more complications than 

lie tellers: (i) true, (ii) false and (iii) I don’t know”. Similar questions were used for common 

knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies. No definitions of complications, common 

knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies were given. For these three questions a total 

accuracy score was computed, which could range from 0 (all three relationships incorrectly identified) 

to 3 (all three relationships correctly identified). 

2.3.4 Coding 

The raters were blind to the Veracity and Countermeasure conditions and the hypotheses. The first author, 

who has almost 25 years of experience in coding detail, taught them the coding scheme. Coding occurred 

on the English transcripts. A rater first read the transcripts and coded each detail in the entire interview. A 

detail is a unit of perceptual information about the trip the interviewee allegedly had made. For example, 

the following sentence has six details: “In the afternoon we took the ferry back to the mainland; we 

bought a takeaway curry which we ate in the hotel”. Each detail in the interview was coded only once and 

repetitions were ignored. A second rater coded a random sample of 40 transcripts in Experiment 1 (20%), 

35 transcripts in Experiment 2 (17%) and 57 transcripts (26%) in Experiment 3. Inter-rater agreement 

between the two raters, using the two-way random effects model measuring consistency, ranged from 

good to very good (Single Measures ICC = .72 in Experiment 1, .92 in Experiment 2 and .95 in 

Experiment 3).  
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Another rater coded complications, common knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies and 

plausibility. Repetitions were again not coded. A complication is an occurrence that affects the 

story-teller and makes a situation more complex (Vrij, Palena et al., 2021). Examples are (a) “Dubai’s 

roads change every year so no matter how well I remember the roads, I have to use GPS”; (b) “We bought 

different flights: I left in the afternoon and she left in the morning”; and (c) “When the bus went through 

a tunnel, the movie was paused from time to time, which was very annoying”.  

Common knowledge details refer to strongly invoked stereotypical knowledge about events (Vrij, 

Palena et al., 2021). Examples are: (d) “I also went to Al Ain Dubai, which has the largest zoo in the 

Middle East”; (e) “We were staying close to the centre, so we went sightseeing in the centre” and (f) “We 

played games for a long time”. Self-handicapping strategies refer to justifications as to why someone is 

not able to provide information (Vrij, Palena, et al., 2021). Examples are: (g) “I don’t remember many 

details because I stayed there just for two days”; (h) “I don’t remember the location of the hotel. I went 

with my family, so I didn’t pay attention to it” and (i) “I can’t even think of the name of the café, because 

I didn’t book the accommodation myself”. 

A second rater coded a random sample of 40 transcripts (20%) in Experiment 1, 35 transcripts (17%) in 

Experiment 2 and 73 transcripts (33%) in Experiment 3. Inter-rater agreement between the two raters, 

using the two-way random effects model measuring consistency, was very good for complications 

(Single Measures, Intraclass correlation coefficient, ICC = .92 in Experiment 1, .93 in Experiment 2 

and .91 in Experiment 3) and good for common knowledge details (Single Measures ICC = .81 in 

Experiment 1, .73 in Experiment 2 and .69 in Experiment 3) and good or acceptable for 

self-handicapping strategies (Single Measures ICC = .70 in Experiment 1, .65 in Experiment 2 and .74 in 

Experiment 3).  

Complications can range in the degree of complexity and in Experiment 1 a distinction was made 

between complications low in complexity versus other complications (medium/high). Since this 

distinction was not made in Experiments 2 and 3, the two types of complications in Experiment 1 were 

merged for the current analyses.  

Plausibility was defined as How likely is it that the activities happened in the way described (Leal et al., 

2019, p. 278). It was coded on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from (1) not plausible to (7) very plausible 

after each of the questions, taking into account the plausibility of the previous answers (thus, in fact, 

measuring plausibility of the story as it develops). We report here the average plausibility score. The 

story by a participant who said that during a walk with her parents they got lost and that her parents 

started arguing and blaming each other for why they got lost was considered very plausible because of the 

detailed description of how the argument developed. In contrast, a story by a participant who went to 

London and said he visited Windsor Castle, Tate Gallery and Madam Tussauds in one day was 

considered implausible because he would have lacked the time to do this all in one day. A second rater 

coded a random sample of 40 transcripts (20%) in Experiment 1, 35 transcripts (17%) in Experiment 2 
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and 73 transcripts (33%) in Experiment 3. Inter-rater agreement between the two raters, using the 

two-way random effects model measuring consistency, was good or acceptable, ICC = .75 in Experiment 

1, .66 in Experiment 2 and .66 in Experiment 3.  

 

3. Results 

3.1 Preparation Thoroughness, Preparation Time, Motivation, Rapport and Percentage of Truth Telling  

A 2 (Veracity: truth vs lie) X 2 (Types of Detail Pre-Informed: present vs absent) X 3 (Population: 

Lebanon, Mexico and South Korea) MANOVA was carried out with preparation thoroughness, 

preparation time, motivation, rapport and percentage of truth telling as dependent variables. At a 

multivariate level, the Veracity main effect, F(5, 615) = 92.93, p < .001, ηp
2 = .43 and Population main 

effect, F(5, 615) = 13.17, p < .001, ηp
2 = .10 were significant, and so was the Veracity X Population 

interaction effect, F(5, 615) = 11.43, p < .001, ηp
2 = .09. All other multivariate effects were not 

significant, all Fs < 1.51, all ps > .131.  

Truth tellers found their preparation more thorough and were more satisfied with their preparation time 

than lie tellers, see Table 1. Truth tellers were also more motivated than lie tellers and found their 

rapport with the interviewer better than lie tellers. Truth tellers also reported to have been more truthful 

in the interview than lie tellers.  

Population differences emerged for thoroughness of preparation, motivation and rapport, see Table 2. 

The Mexican participants judged their preparation as more thorough than the Lebanese and 

South-Korean participants, who did not differ from each other. The Lebanese participants were less 

motivated than the Mexicans and South-Koreans, who did not differ from each other. The Mexican 

participants reported higher rapport with the interviewer than the Lebanese participants, who reported 

higher rapport than the South-Korean participants. The significant interaction effect was caused by the 

Mexican participants. The percentage reported truth telling was smaller between Mexican truth tellers 

(M = 64.65, SD = 42.40, 95% CI [58.25, 69.38]) and lie tellers (M = 46.00, SD = 44.27, 95% CI [39.68, 

52.28]). d = 0.43, 95% CI [0.15, 0.70] than between Lebanese truth tellers (M = 93.41, SD = 13.93, 

95% CI [86.92, 99.30]) and lie tellers (M = 27.90, SD = 31.96, 95% CI [21.69, 33.95]), d = 2.65, 95% 

CI [2.22, 3.00] or South-Korean truth tellers (M = 93.74, SD = 12.81, 95% CI [88.30, 99.19]) and lie 

tellers (M = 21.82, SD = 22.84, 95% CI [16.43, 27.28]), d = 3.88, 95% CI [3.39, 4.25].  

The grand mean scores for preparation thoroughness (M = 5.03, SD = 1.28), preparation time (M = 5.72, 

SD = 1.51) and rapport (M = 5.54, SD = 0.96) (all measured on 7-point Likert scales) revealed that 

participants reported that their preparation thoroughness and preparation time were good and that they 

experienced good rapport with the interviewer. The grand mean for motivation (M = 4.05, SD = 0.78) 

(measured on a 5-point Likert scale) revealed that participants were motivated to perform well during 

the interview. Preparation thoroughness, preparation time, motivation and rapport could all affect 

participants’ verbal output and we therefore introduced these variables as covariates in the 
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hypothesis-testing analyses.  

3.2 Understanding the Provided Material 

A 2 (Veracity) X 2 (Types of Detail Pre-Informed) X 3 (Population) MANOVA was carried out with 

accuracy in reporting the relationship between complications, common knowledge details and 

self-handicapping strategies and deception as dependent variable. The Types of Detail Pre-Informed, 

F(1, 618) = 65.18, p < .001, d = 0.62, 95% CI (0.45,0.77) and Population, F(2, 618) = 84.22, p < .001, 

ηp
2 = .21, main effects were significant, whereas all other effects were not significant, all Fs < 2.13, all 

ps > .119.  

Participants who did read information about the relationships between complications, common 

knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies and deception were more accurate in reporting these 

relationships (M = 1.75, SD = 1.01, 95% CI [1.58, 1.77]) than participants who did not read that 

information (M = 1.15, SD = 0.93, 95% CI [1.02, 1.21]).  

Post-hoc tests showed that South Korean participants (M = 2.00, SD = .89, 95% CI [1.89, 2.10]) were 

more accurate than Mexican participants (M = 1.26, SD = .99, 95% CI [1.11, 1.35]) who were more 

accurate than Lebanese participants (M = 0.96, SD = .87, 95% CI [0.84, 1.09]). 

Broken down into the three individual variables, results revealed that amongst the participants who 

were informed about the relationship between complications, common knowledge details, 

self-handicapping strategies and deception, 68.5% reported the correct relationship between 

complications and deception, whereas 49.8% and 56.2% reported the correct relationship between 

deception and common knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies.  

3.3 Time Since the Trip was Made 

Truth tellers made their trip on average M = 7.19 months (SD = 5.23) before the interview (as indicated 

on the pre-condition selection form). We correlated this variable with the transcript coding variables. It 

was negatively correlated with the number of details reported, (r = -.13, p = .024). All other correlations 

were not significant (all r’s < .10, all ps > .080). 

3.4 Hypotheses-Testing 

3.4.1 Overall Analysis  

A MANCOVA was carried out utilising a 2 (Veracity) X 2 (Type of Detail Pre-Informed) X 3 

(Population) between-subjects factorial design. Details, complications, common knowledge details, 

self-handicapping strategies, and plausibility were the dependent variables and the covariates were 

modality, experiment, being informed about the model statement, interpreter, preparation thoroughness, 

preparation time, motivation and rapport.  

At a multivariate level, the analysis revealed significant main effects for Veracity, F(5, 607) = 17.33, p 

< 001, ηp
2 = .13, and Population, F(10, 1214) = 26.19, p < 001, ηp

2 = .18, and a significant Veracity X 

Population interaction effect, F(10, 1214) = 2.43, p = .007, ηp
2 = .02. All other multivariate effects were 

not significant, all Fs < 1.70, all ps > .132. 
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Regarding Veracity, only the results for self-handicapping strategies were not significant. Truth tellers 

provided more details, more complications and fewer common knowledge details than lie tellers, see 

Table 1. Truth tellers’ stories also sounded more plausible than lie tellers’ stories. The effect sizes (d) 

were small for details (d = .28) and common knowledge details (d = .22), medium for complications (d 

= .42) and large for plausibility (d = .78). Apart from self-handicapping strategies, these findings 

support Hypothesis 1. 

Also for Population, all univariate effects apart from the self-handicapping strategies effect were 

significant, see Table 2. Tukey post-hoc tests revealed that South Korean participants reported more 

details and more complications than Mexican participants, who reported more details and more 

complications than Lebanese participants. The differences between South-Korean and Lebanese 

participants were large for both details (d = 1.43, 95% CI [1.19,1.62]) and complications (d = 1.25, 

95% CI [1.02,1.44]). South-Korean participants reported fewer common knowledge details than 

Lebanese and Mexican participants, who did not differ from each other. The stories of the Lebanese 

participants sounded less plausible than the stories of Mexican and South-Korean participants, whose 

stories did not differ from each other.  

At a univariate level, none of the Veracity X Population interaction effects were significant, all Fs < 

2.39, all ps > .092. 

 

 

Statistical Results for Questionnaire Variables and Transcript Coding as a Function of Veracity 
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Notes. Only mean scores with a different superscript differ significantly (p < .05) from each other. 

 

Plausibility emerged as the strongest veracity indicator. Through a regression analysis we examined 

which other verbal output variables contributed to the plausibility ratings. A forced entry method 

regression analysis was carried out with details, complications, common knowledge details, and 

self-handicapping strategies as predictors and plausibility as the outcome variable. Complications (  

= .43, p < .001) and common knowledge details (  = - .34, p < .001) contributed more to the model 

than self-handicapping strategies (  = - .12, p <.001) and details (  = -.11, p = 0.032). 

3.4.2 Veracity Differences per Population 

In the next set of analyses, we analysed the results for each of the three countries separately. We first 

carried out a MANCOVA utilising a 2 (Veracity) X 2 (Type of Detail Pre-Informed) between-subjects 

factorial design for Lebanese participants only. Details, complications, common knowledge details, 

self-handicapping strategies, and plausibility were the dependent variables and the covariates were 

modality, experiment, being informed about the model statement, interpreter, preparation thoroughness, 

preparation time, motivation and rapport. The analysis revealed a significant multivariate main effect 

for Veracity, F(5,172) = 10.45, p < .001, ηp
2 = .23, whereas the Type of Detail Pre-Informed main effect, 

F(5,172) = 1.05, p = .391, ηp
2 = .03, and Veracity X Type of Detail Pre-Informed interaction-effect, 

F(5,172) = 0.35, p = .881, ηp
2 = .01, were not significant.  

All Veracity univariate effects apart from the common knowledge details and self-handicapping effects 

were significant, see Table 3. Truth tellers reported more details (d = 0.44) and more complications (d = 

0.58) than lie tellers, and truth tellers’ stories sounded more plausible than lie tellers’ stories (d = 1.01). 

The plausibility effect was large and the other effects were medium. 

The MANCOVA for Mexican participants revealed a significant multivariate main effect for Veracity, 

F(5,190) = 4.17, p = .001, ηp
2 = .10, whereas the Type of Detail Pre-Informed main effect, F(5,190) = 

1.48, p = .197, ηp
2 = .04, and Veracity X Type of Detail Pre-Informed interaction-effect, F(5,190) = 

1.15, p = .338, ηp
2 = .03, were not significant.  

For Mexican participants only the self-handicapping effect univariate effect was not significant, see 

Table 3. Truth tellers reported more details (d = .45), more complications (d = .55) and fewer common 

knowledge details (d = .27) than lie tellers and truth tellers’ stories sounded more plausible than lie 
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tellers’ stories (d = .65). All effects were medium except the common knowledge details effect which 

was small. 

The MANCOVA for South-Korean participants revealed a significant multivariate main effect for 

Veracity, F(5,224) = 5.30, p < .001, ηp
2 = .11, whereas the Type of Detail Pre-Informed main effect, 

F(5,224) = 0.68, p = .643, ηp
2 = .02, and Veracity X Type of Detail Pre-Informed interaction-effect, 

F(5,224) = 0.93, p = .466, ηp
2 = .02, were not significant.  

For South Korean participants the results for details, complications and plausibility were significant at 

a univariate level, see Table 3. Truth tellers reported more details (d = .22) and more complications (d 

= .50) than lie tellers. Truth tellers’ stories also sounded more plausible than lie tellers’ stories (d = .70). 

The effect for details was small, the effect for complications was medium and the effect for plausibility 

was large. 

In sum, we found a large overlap in results across populations, which supports Hypothesis 2. 

 

 
Statistical Results for Transcript Coding for Each of the Three Populations as a Function of Veracity 

 
3.4.3 Uninformed Truth Tellers vs Uninformed Lie Tellers and Informed Lie Tellers 

A MANCOVA was carried out utilising a 3 (Veracity: Uninformed Truth Tellers vs Uninformed Lie 

Tellers vs Informed Lie Tellers) X 3 (Population) between-subjects factorial design. Details, 

complications, common knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies, and plausibility were the 

dependent variables and modality, experiment, being informed about the model statement, interpreter, 
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preparation thoroughness, preparation time, motivation and rapport were the covariates. The analysis 

revealed significant multivariate main effects for Veracity, F(10, 886) = 4.68, p < .001, ηp
2 = .05, and 

Population, F(12,886) = 21.19, p < .001, ηp
2 = .19. The Veracity X Population interaction-effect was 

also significant, F(20,1470.215) = 1.59, p = .047, ηp
2 = .02, although none of the univariate interaction 

effects were, all Fs < 1.91, all ps > .108.  

We will not discuss the Population main effect because this effect has been discussed above in the 

overall analysis section. For Veracity, all effects were significant at a univariate level except for 

common knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies. Tukey post-hoc tests revealed that none of 

the uninformed vs informed lie tellers comparisons were significant. Several significant effects 

emerged when comparing uninformed truth tellers with lie tellers, particularly when uninformed truth 

tellers were compared with uninformed lie tellers, supporting Hypothesis 3. Compared to uninformed 

lie tellers, the uninformed truth tellers reported more details (d = .23) and more complications (d = .45) 

and their stories sounded more plausible (d = .76). Compared to informed lie tellers, the uninformed 

truth tellers reported more complications (d = .22) and their stories sounded more plausible (d = .57). 

 

 
Notes. Only mean scores with a different superscript differ significantly (p < .05) from each other. CKD 

= common knowledge details. SHS = self-handicapping strategies 

 

We carried out three more MANCOVAs with Veracity (Uninformed Truth Tellers vs Uninformed Lie 

Tellers vs Informed Lie Tellers) being the only factor for each of the three populations separately. 

Details, complications, common knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies, and plausibility were 

the dependent variables and the covariates were modality, experiment, being informed about the model 

statement, interpreter, preparation thoroughness, preparation time, motivation and rapport.  
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The analysis for Lebanese participants showed a significant multivariate Veracity effect, F(10,258) = 

3.22, p < .001, ηp
2 = .11. At a univariate level, the effects for complications, and plausibility were 

significant, see Table 4. Compared to uninformed lie tellers, uninformed truth tellers reported more 

details and more complications. Their stories also sounded more plausible. Compared to informed lie 

tellers, uninformed truth tellers’ stories sounded more plausible. No differences emerged when 

comparing uninformed and informed lie tellers.  

The analysis for Mexican participants showed a non-significant multivariate Veracity effect, F(10,248) 

= 1.48, p = .147, ηp
2 = .06. None of the univariate effects were significant either, see Table 4, all Fs < 

2.59, all ps > 0.79 

The analysis for South-Korean participants showed a significant multivariate Veracity effect, F(10,332) 

= 2.49, p = .007, ηp
2 = .07. At a univariate level, the effects for complications, self-handicapping 

strategies, and plausibility were significant, see Table 4. Compared to uninformed lie tellers, 

uninformed truth tellers reported more complications and fewer self-handicapping strategies. Their 

stories also sounded more plausible. Compared to informed lie tellers, uninformed truth tellers’ stories 

sounded more plausible. No differences emerged when comparing uninformed lie tellers with informed 

lie tellers. The absence of an effect for Mexican participants implies that Hypothesis 4 was not 

supported. 

 

4. Discussion 

4.1 Verbal Veracity Indicators in Non-WEIRD Populations  

The first aim of this article was to examine whether five cues that are diagnostic veracity indicators in 

WEIRD populations (details, complications, common knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies 

and plausibility) also emerge as such in Lebanese, Mexican and South-Korean populations. This was 

the case for the three cues to truthfulness: In all three populations truth tellers reported more details and 

more complications than lie tellers and their stories sounded more plausible. To our knowledge, 

veracity differences in plausibility were never examined before in non-WEIRD populations but details 

and complications emerged as cues to truthfulness in previous research examining non-WEIRD 

populations. Truth tellers reported more details than lie tellers in Chinese participants living in the UK 

(Leal et al., 2018), in Arab participants living in Israel (Leal et al., 2018, 2019; Vrij, Leal et al., 2021) 

and in South-Korean participants (Vrij & Vrij, 2020). Truth tellers reported more complications than lie 

tellers in Russian and South-Korean participants and in Hispanic participants living in the USA (Vrij & 

Vrij, 2020). In sum, there is growing evidence that details and complications are cues to truthfulness in 

both WEIRD and non-WEIRD populations.  

Plausibility emerged as the strongest veracity indicators in all three non-WEIRD populations. This 

replicates research in WEIRD-populations that also has shown that plausibility is amongst the strongest 

verbal veracity indicators (Vrij, Deeb et al., 2020). Two reasons have been put forward to explain this 
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(Vrij, Deeb et al., 2020). First, plausible can be explained by a cluster of individual cues (complications, 

common knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies and details in the current set of analyses) and 

clusters of cues are typically better veracity indicators than individual cues (DePaulo & Morris, 2004; 

Hartwig & Bond, 2014). Second, when assessing plausibility, the context is taken into account and 

context is a strong veracity indicator (Blair et al., 2010).  

Plausibility is widely used as a veracity assessment tool amongst practitioners, for example, in asylum 

seekers interviews in Australia and the European Union (Luker, 2013; Selim et al., 2022; UNHCR, 

2013), yet it is typically ignored by researchers (Vrij, Deeb, et al., 2020; Vrij, Fisher, & Leal, 2022). 

Given that practitioners examine plausibility to make veracity judgements and research has shown it to 

have good potential as a veracity indicator, we urge researchers to start examining this cue (Vrij, Deeb, 

et al., 2020; Vrij, Fisher, & Leal, 2022). 

It is good news for practitioners that the three cues to truthfulness (details, complications and 

plausibility) emerged as veracity indicators across different populations. Lie detection is already a 

difficult task and would become even more difficult if cues to truthfulness are population-dependent. 

However, the results showed that practitioners cannot ignore an interviewee’s background. The 

frequency of reporting details and complications differed amongst the three populations, with Lebanese 

participants reporting far fewer details (d = 1.43) and complications (d = 1.25) than South-Korean 

participants. In other words, practitioners should consider the number of details and complications 

typically reported in a population before attempting to detect deceit by assessing details and 

complications.  

Differences in reporting details across populations have been found before (Hope et al., 2021). For 

example, in two deception experiments, British interviewees reported more details than Arab 

participants living in Israel (Leal et al., 2018; Vrij, Leal, et al., 2021) and Chinese participants living in 

the UK (Leal et al., 2018). In two memory experiments, British participants reported more details than 

Arab participants from Lebanon (Hope, 2019), and Dutch participants reported more details than 

Ghanaian participants (Anakwah et al., 2020). Different theoretical perspectives explain differences in 

communication styles between populations, including Hall’s (1976) distinction between high-context 

and low-context communication and Hofstede’s (1983) collectivistic—individualistic culture 

distinction--see also Liu (2016). Population differences in reporting information can also be predicted 

via Grice’s (1975, 1989) Cooperation Principle. According to Grice, communicating successfully 

requires speakers to follow four conversation rules (maxims): 1) Quality (be truthful); 2) Quantity 

(make communication as informative as is required); 3) Relation (be relevant); and 4) Manner (be 

perspicuous). Grice’s work was developed for the English language, but several studies have shown 

that these maxims are not applied universally. For ‘reporting details’ the Maxim of Quantity is 

particularly relevant: Say not less or more than is required. Research has shown that it is often 

disregarded by non-English speakers, including Arabic (Al-Qaderi, 2015), Chinese (He, 2012) and 
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Indonesian (Herawati, 2013) speakers who all say less than required according to the Maxim of 

Quantity. 

The results for two cues to deceit were poor: Self-handicapping strategies failed to become a veracity 

indicator in any of the three populations whereas common knowledge details discriminated truth tellers 

from lie tellers only in Mexican participants. Although we cannot explain why these two cues to deceit 

showed poor results, research with WEIRD populations showed that complications distinguish truth 

tellers from lie tellers better than common knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies (Vrij, 

Palena et al., 2021).  

It is unfortunate that common knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies were not more 

effective veracity indicators because verbal cues to deceit are scarce. For example, all 19 CBCA criteria 

are cues to truthfulness (Amado et al., 2015), and so are seven out of eight RM criteria (Gancedo et al., 

2021). The single cue to deceit examined in RM (cognitive operations) does not discriminate truth 

tellers from lie tellers (Gancedo et al., 2021). The only verbal cue to deceit that appears to be a 

diagnostic veracity indicator is the inconsistency variable measured in SUE (Hartwig et al., 2014). It 

would facilitate discriminating between truth tellers and lie tellers if practitioners can rely on a mixture 

of cues to truthfulness and deceit rather than just on cues to truthfulness. That is, at present lies can 

only be detected in speech content in an indirect way, through the absence of cues to truthfulness, but 

lie detection would become easier if lies can be detected directly through the presence of cues to deceit 

(Vrij, Fisher et al., 2022; Vrij, Granhag et al., 2022). Identifying verbal cues to deceit is a priority in 

future research according to verbal deception researchers (Nahari et al., 2019).  

4.2 The Efficacy of Countermeasures 

The second aim of this article was to examine whether lie tellers could successfully implement 

countermeasures when they were informed about the verbal cues complications, common knowledge 

details and self-handicapping strategies. The results showed that they could do this to some extent: 

More veracity differences emerged between uninformed truth tellers and uninformed lie tellers than 

between uninformed truth tellers and lie tellers who were informed about these three variables. 

However, in the latter comparison differences still emerged: Uninformed truth tellers reported more 

complications than informed lie tellers and their stories sounded more plausible.  

The countermeasures effects were similar in Lebanese and South-Korean participants suggesting that 

informing participants about verbal veracity cues have similar effects across populations. The results 

for Mexican participants were different, because the uninformed truth tellers did not differ from the 

informed lie tellers. However, this cannot be seen as a successful use of countermeasures because 

uninformed truth tellers did not differ from uninformed lie tellers either. Participants’ self-reported 

percentage of telling the truth in the interviews may give a possible explanation. The difference in 

reporting truth telling between truth tellers and lie tellers was considerably smaller in the Mexican 

sample (d = 0.43) than in the Lebanese (d = 2.65) and South-Korean (d = 3.88) samples. The smaller 
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this difference, the less likely it is that verbal veracity indicators will emerge.  

A simple explanation for the small difference in percentage truth telling between Mexican truth tellers 

and lie tellers is that some participants misunderstood the veracity instructions. This was not the case. 

All Mexican truth tellers reported to have stayed for at least two nights in the city they discussed and 

all Mexican lie tellers reported never having been to the city they discussed. An alternative explanation 

is that the differences in the cultural dimensions among the three populations may have driven the 

results. Whereas Mexico, Lebanon, and South Korea all score high on conservatism in which societal 

harmony is prioritised, Mexico scores distinctively high on indulgence (having the World’s second 

highest index after Venezuela; Hofstede, 1983; Hofstede et al., 2010). The indulgence dimension is 

defined as a sense of personal control and happiness in a society where freedom of speech and leisure 

are important and where norms are lenient and maintaining order is not prioritised (Hofstede, 2011) 

Perhaps, leniency in norms results in a flexible interpretation of the Veracity instructions given in the 

experiment.  

Practitioners often inform us that they are worried about countermeasures. For them the present set of 

results is encouraging news, even more so because we gave lie tellers a good opportunity to use 

countermeasures. That is, we provided them with an article discussing the verbal cues we used to 

distinguish truth tellers from lie tellers. In real life, lie tellers are not given such a good opportunity. 

They will have to search the internet for possible cues to truthfulness and deceit and the chance that this 

search will lead to information about complications, common knowledge details and self-handicapping 

strategies seems small. We think it to be more likely that such a search leads to nonverbal cues to deceit 

because people typically associate more nonverbal than verbal cues with deceit (Strömwall et al., 2004; 

Taylor & Hick, 2007; Vrij et al., 2006).  

 

Acknowledgement 

This work is funded by the High-Value Detainee Interrogation Group, DJF-15-1299-V-0010271 

awarded to the University of Portsmouth (UK). Any opinions, findings, conclusions, or 

recommendations expressed in this article are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the 

views of the U.S. Government. 

Data will be made available to researchers upon a reasonable request by contacting the first author.  

 

References 

Al-Qaderi, I. (2015). Conversational implicature in Arabic: A pragmatic analysis of applying flouting 

the Maxims to the Yemeni dialect. International Journal of Linguistics, 7(6), 53-68. 

https://doi.org/10.5296/ijl.v7i6.8745 

Amado, B. G., Arce, R., & Fariña, F. (2015). Undeutsch hypothesis and Criteria Based Content 

Analysis: A meta-analytic review. European Journal of Psychology Applied to Legal Context, 7(1), 



www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/jpbr              Journal of Psychology & Behavior Research               Vol. 5, No. 1, 2023 

 
54 

Published by SCHOLINK INC. 

3-12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpal.2014.11.002  

Amado, B. G., Arce, R., Fariña, F., & Vilarino, M. (2016). Criteria-Based Content Analysis (CBCA) 

reality criteria in adults: A meta-analytic review. International Journal of Clinical and Health 

Psychology, 16(2), 201-210. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijchp.2016.01.002 

Anakwah, N., Horselenberg, R., Hope, L., Amankwah-Poku, M., & van Koppen, P. J. (2020). 

Cross-cultural differences in eyewitness memory reports. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 34(2), 

504-515. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3637 

Blair, J. P., Levine, T., & Shaw, A. (2010). Content in context improves deception detection accuracy. 

Human Communication Research, 36(3), 423-442. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.2010.01382.x 

Brandon, S. E., Wells, S., & Seale, C. (2018). Science-based interviewing: Information elicitation. Journal 

of Investigative Psychology and Offender Profiling, 15(2), 133-148. https://doi.org/10.1002/jip.1496 

Brimbal, L., Dianiska, R. E., Swanner, J. K., & Meissner, C. A. (2019). Enhancing cooperation and 

disclosure by manipulating affiliation and developing rapport in investigative interviews. 

Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 25(2), 107-115. https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000193 

Cacuci, S. A., Bull, R., Huang, C. Y., & Visu-Petra, L. (2021). Criteria-Based Content Analysis in child 

sexual abuse cases: A cross-cultural perspective. Child Abuse Review, 30(6), 520-535. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2733 

Caso, L., Vrij, A., Mann, S., & DeLeo, G. (2006). Deceptive responses: The impact of verbal and nonverbal 

countermeasures. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 11(1), 99-111. 

https://doi.org/10.1348/135532505X49936 

Cialdini, R. B. (2007) Influence: The psychology of persuasion. William Morrow and Company.  

Deeb, H., Vrij, A., & Leal, S. (2020). The effects of a model statement on information elicitation and 

deception detection in multiple interviews. Acta Psychologica. Doi: 10.1016/j.actpsy.2020.103080  

DePaulo, B. M., Kashy, D. A., Kirkendol, S. E., Wyer, M. M., & Epstein, J. A. (1996). Lying in everyday 

life. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70(5), 979-995. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.5.979 

DePaulo, B. M., & Morris, W. L. (2004). Discerning lies from truths: Behavioural cues to deception 

and the indirect pathway of intuition. In P. A. Granhag, & L. A. Strömwall (Eds.), Deception 

detection in forensic contexts (pp. 15-40). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Ewens, S., Vrij, A., Leal, S., Mann, S., Jo, E., & Fisher, R. P. (2016). The effect of interpreters on 

eliciting information, cues to deceit and rapport. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 21(2), 

286-304. https://doi.org/10.1111/lcrp.12067 

Ewens, S., Vrij, A., Leal, S., Mann, S., Jo, E., & Houston, K. (2017). The effect of the presence and 

seating position of an interpreter on eliciting information and cues to deceit. Psychology, Crime, & 

Law, 23(2), 180-200. https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2016.1239100 

https://doi.org/10.1002/jip.1496


www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/jpbr              Journal of Psychology & Behavior Research               Vol. 5, No. 1, 2023 

 
55 

Published by SCHOLINK INC. 

Ewens, S., Vrij, A., Leal, S., Mann, S., Jo, E., Shaboltas, A., Ivanova, M., Granskaya, J., & Houston, K. 

(2016). Using the model statement to elicit information and cues to deceit from native speakers, 

non-native speakers and those talking through an interpreter. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 30(6), 

854-862. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3270 

Gancedo, Y., Fariña, F., Seijo, D., Vilariño, M., & Arce, R. (2021). Reality monitoring: A 

meta-analytical review for forensic practice. The European Journal of Psychology Applied to 

Legal Context, 13(2), 99-110. https://doi.org/10.5093/ejpalc2021a10 

Granhag, P. A., & Hartwig, M. (2015). The Strategic Use of Evidence (SUE) technique: A conceptual 

overview. In P. A. Granhag, A. Vrij, & B. Verschuere (Eds.), Deception detection: Current 

challenges and new approaches (pp. 231-251). Wiley. 

Grice, H. P. (1975). Logic and Conversation. Cambridge University Press. 

Grice, H. P. (1989). Studies in the way of words. Harvard University Press.  

Hall, E. T. (1976). Beyond Culture. Anchor Press. 

Hamlin, I., Taylor, P. J., Cross, L., MacInnes, K., & van der Zee, S. (2022). A psychometric 

investigation into the structure of deception strategy use. Journal of Police and Criminal 

Psychology, 37, 229-239. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11896-020-09380-4 

Hartwig, M., & Bond, C. F. (2014). Lie detection from multiple cues: A meta-analysis. Applied 

Cognitive Psychology, 28, 661-667. Doi: 10.1002/acp.3052 

Hartwig, M., Granhag, P. A., & Luke, T. (2014). Strategic use of evidence during investigative interviews: 

The state of the science. In D. C. Raskin, C. R. Honts, & J. C. Kircher (Eds.), Credibility 

assessment: Scientific research and applications (pp. 1-36). Academic Press. 

Hartwig, M., Granhag, P. A., & Strömwall, L. (2007). Guilty and innocent suspects’ strategies during 

interrogations. Psychology, Crime, & Law, 13(2), 213-227. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10683160600750264 

He, Y. (2012). Cooperative Principle in English and Chinese Cultures. Theory and Practice in 

Language Studies, 2(1), 132-137. https://doi.org/10.4304/tpls.2.1.132-137 

Herawati, A. (2013). The cooperative principle: Is Grice’s theory suitable to Indonesian language 

culture? Journal LINGUA CULTURA, 7(1), 43-48. https://doi.org/10.21512/lc.v7i1.417 

Hofstede, G. (2011). Dimensionalizing cultures: The Hofstede model in context. Online Readings in 

Psychology and Culture, 2, 8. https://doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1014 

Hofstede, G. (1983). Dimensions of national cultures in fifty countries and three regions. In J. B. 

Deregowksi, S. Dziurawiec, & R. C. Annis (Eds.), Expiscations in cross-cultural psychology (pp. 

335-355). Swets and Zeitlinger.  

Hofstede, G., Hofstede, G. J., & Minkov, M. (Eds.). (2010). Cultures and organizations: Software of the 

mind. McGraw-Hill. 

Hope, L. (2019) Eliciting information from memory in cross-cultural investigative contexts. Invited 



www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/jpbr              Journal of Psychology & Behavior Research               Vol. 5, No. 1, 2023 

 
56 

Published by SCHOLINK INC. 

paper presented Inaugural Culture and Cognition preconference of the 60th Annual Meeting of the 

Psychonomics Society, Montreal, Canada (14-17th November). 

Hope, L,. Anakwah, N., Antfolk, J., Brubacher, S. P., Flowe, H., Gabbert, F.,  Giebels, E., Kanja, W., 

Korkman, J., Kyo, A., Naka, M., Otgaar, H., Powell, M. B.,  Selim, H., Skrifvars, J., Kwasi 

Sorkpah, I., Sowatey, E. A., Steele, L. C., Stevens, L.,  Sumampouw, N. E. J., Taylor, P. T., 

Trevino-Rangel, T., van Veldhuizen, T., Wang, J.,  Wells, S., & Anonymous (2022). Urgent issues 

and prospects at the intersection of culture, memory, and witness interviews: Exploring the 

challenges for research and practice. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 27(1), 1-31. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/lcrp.12202  

Kashima, E. S., & Kashima, Y. A. (1998). Culture and language: The case of cultural dimensions and 

personal pronoun use. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 29(3), 461-486. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022198293005 

Kashima, Y., Kashima, E., & Kidd, E. (2014). Language and culture. In T. M. Holtgraves (Ed.), Oxford 

library of psychology. The Oxford handbook of language and social psychology (pp. 46-61). 

Oxford University Press.  

Köhnken, G. (2004). Statement Validity Analysis and the “detection of the truth”. In P. A. Granhag, & L. 

A. Strömwall (Eds.), Deception detection in forensic contexts (pp. 41-63). Cambridge University 

Press.  

Köhnken, G., & Steller, M. (1988). The evaluation of the credibility of child witness statements in 

German procedural system. In G. Davies, & J. Drinkwater (Eds.), The child witness: Do the courts 

abuse children? (pp. 37-45). British Psychological Society. 

Leal, S., Vrij, A., Vernham, Z., Dalton, G., Jupe, L., Harvey, A., & Nahari, G. (2018). Cross-cultural 

verbal deception. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 23(2), 192-213. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/lcrp.12131 

Leal, S., Vrij, A., Vernham, Z., Dalton, G., Jupe, L., Nahari, G., & Rozmann, N. (2019). Using the 

Model Statement to elicit verbal differences between truth tellers and liars amongst Arab 

interviewees: A partial replication of Leal, Vrij, Deeb and Jupe (2018). Applied Cognitive 

Psychology, 33(6), 1008-1017. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3536 

Leal, S., Vrij, A., Warmelink, L., Vernham, Z., & Fisher, R. (2015). You cannot hide your telephone lies: 

Providing a model statement as an aid to detect deception in insurance telephone calls. Legal and 

Criminological Psychology, 20(1), 129-146. https://doi.org/10.1111/lcrp.12017 

Liu, M. (2016). Verbal communication styles and culture. In Oxford Research Encyclopedia of 

Communication. Oxford University Press.  

Luke, T. J., Hartwig, M., Shamash, B. & Granhag, P. A. (2016). Countermeasures against the strategic use 

of evidence technique: Effects on suspects’ strategies. Journal of Investigative Psychology and 

Offender Profiling, 13(2), 131-147. https://doi.org/10.1002/jip.1448 

https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Antfolk%2C+Jan
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Brubacher%2C+Sonja+P
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Flowe%2C+Heather
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Gabbert%2C+Fiona
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Giebels%2C+Ellen
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Kanja%2C+Wangu
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Korkman%2C+Julia
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Kyo%2C+Akira
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Naka%2C+Makiko
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Otgaar%2C+Henry
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Powell%2C+Martine+B
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Selim%2C+Hedayat
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Skrifvars%2C+Jenny
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Sorkpah%2C+Isaac+Kwasi
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Sorkpah%2C+Isaac+Kwasi
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Sowatey%2C+Emmanuel+A
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Steele%2C+Linda+C
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Stevens%2C+Laura
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Sumampouw%2C+Nathanael+E+J
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Taylor%2C+Paul+J
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Trevino-Rangel%2C+Javier
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Veldhuizen%2C+Tanja
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Wang%2C+Jianqin
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Wells%2C+Simon
https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Anonymous


www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/jpbr              Journal of Psychology & Behavior Research               Vol. 5, No. 1, 2023 

 
57 

Published by SCHOLINK INC. 

Luker, T. (2013). Decision making conditioned by radical uncertainty: Credibility assessment at the 

Australian refugee review tribunal. International Journal of Refugee Law, 25(3), 502-534. Doi: 

10.1093/ijrl/eet043 

Maier, B. G., Niehaus, S., Wachholz, S., & Volbert, R. (2018). The strategic meaning of CBCA criteria from 

the perspective of deceivers. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 855. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00855 

Markowitz, D., & Hancock, J. T. (2022). Lies and language: A context-contigent approach to verbal 

cues of deceit. In M. Dehghani, & R. L. Boyd (Eds.), Handbook of language analysis in 

psychology (pp. 274-284). Guildford Publications.  

Masip, J., Sporer, S., Garrido, E., & Herrero, C. (2005). The detection of deception with the reality 

monitoring approach: A review of the empirical evidence. Psychology, Crime, & Law, 11(1), 

99-122. https://doi.org/10.1080/10683160410001726356 

Nahari, G. (2019). Verifiability approach: Applications in different judgmental settings. In T. 

Docan-Morgan (Ed.), The Palgrave Handbook of Deceptive Communication (pp. 213-225). 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

Nahari, G., Ashkenazi, T., Fisher, R. P., Granhag, P. A., Hershkovitz, I., Masip, J., Meijer, E., Nisin, Z., 

Sarid, N., Taylor, P. J., Verschuere, B., & Vrij, A. (2019). Language of lies: Urgent issues and 

prospects in verbal lie detection research. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 24(1), 1-23. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/lcrp.12148 

Nahari, G., & Vrij, A. (2019). The Verifiability Approach: Advances, challenges and future prospects. In 

R. Bull, & I. Blandón-Gitlin (Eds.), Handbook of legal and investigative psychology (pp. 212-223). 

Routledge. 

Nahari, G., Vrij, A., & Fisher, R. P. (2014a). Exploiting liars’ verbal strategies by examining the 

verifiability of details. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 19(2), 227-239. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8333.2012.02069.x 

Nahari, G., Vrij, A., & Fisher, R. P. (2014b). The verifiability approach: Countermeasures facilitate its 

ability to discriminate between truths and lies. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 28(1), 122-128. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.2974 

Palena, N., Caso, L., Vrij, A., & Nahari, G. (2020). The verifiability approach: A meta-analysis. Journal of 

Applied Research in Memory and Cognition, 10(1), 155-166. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2020.09.001 

Ruby, C. L., & Brigham, J. C. (1998). Can Criteria-Based Content Analysis distinguish between true and 

false statements of African-American speakers? Law and Human Behavior, 22(4), 369-388. 

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1025766825429 



www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/jpbr              Journal of Psychology & Behavior Research               Vol. 5, No. 1, 2023 

 
58 

Published by SCHOLINK INC. 

Selim, H., Korkman, J., Pirjatanniemi, E., & Antfolk, J. (2022). Asylum claims based on sexual orientation: 

A review of psycho-legal issues in credibility assessments, Psychology, Crime & Law. Doi: 

10.1080/1068316X.2022.2044038 

Sporer, S. L. (2004). Reality monitoring and detection of deception. In P. A. Granhag & L. A. Strömwall 

(Eds.), Deception detection in forensic contexts (pp. 64-102). Cambridge University Press. 

Sporer, S. L. (2016). Deception and cognitive load: Expanding our horizon with a working memory 

model. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 420. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00420 

Sporer, S., Manzanero, A. L., & Masip, J. (2020). Optimizing CBCA and RM research: 

Recommendations for analyzing and reporting data on content cues to deception. Psychology, 

Crime, & Law. https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2020.1757097 

Strömwall, L. A., Granhag, P. A., & Hartwig, M. (2004). Practitioners’ beliefs about deception. In P. A. 

Granhag & L. A. Strömwall (Eds.), Deception detection in forensic contexts (pp. 229-250). 

Cambridge University Press. 

Taylor, P. J., Larner, S., Conchie, S. M., & Menacere, T. (2017). Culture moderates changes in linguistic 

self-presentation and detail provision when deceiving others. Royal Society Open Science, 4(6), 

170128. https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.170128 

Taylor, P. J., Larner, S., Conchie, S. M., & van der Zee, S. (2014). Cross-cultural deception detection. In P. 

A. Granhag, A. Vrij, & B. Verschuere (Eds.), Detecting deception: Current challenges and cognitive 

approaches (pp. 175-201). John Wiley & Sons. 

Taylor, R., & Hick, R. F. (2007). Believed cues to deception: Judgements in self-generated serious and 

trivial situations. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 12(2), 321-332. 

https://doi.org/10.1348/135532506X116101 

UNHCR. (2013). Beyond proof: Credibility assessment in EU asylum systems. Retrieved from 

https://www.unhcr.org/uk/protection/operations/51a8a08a9/full-report-beyond-proof-credibility-as

sessment-eu-asylum-systems.html 

Vallano, J., P., & Schreiber Compo, N. (2011). A comfortable witness is a good witness: Rapport-building 

and susceptibility to mis-information in an investigative mock-crime interview. Applied Cognitive 

Psychology, 25(6), 960-970. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1789 

Verschuere, B., Bogaard, G., & Meijer, E. H. (2021). Discriminating deceptive from truthful statements 

using the verifiability approach: A meta-analysis. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 35(2), 374-384. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3775 

Viezzi, M. (2012). Simultaneous and consecutive interpreting (non-conference settings). In C. Millan, 

& F. Bartrina (Eds.), The routledge handbook of translation studies (pp. 377-388). Routledge.  

Volbert, R., & Steller, M. (2014). Is this testimony truthful, fabricated, or based on false memory? 

Credibility assessment 25 years after Steller and Köhnken (1989). European Psychologist, 19(3), 

207-220. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000200 



www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/jpbr              Journal of Psychology & Behavior Research               Vol. 5, No. 1, 2023 

 
59 

Published by SCHOLINK INC. 

Vrij, A. (2008). Detecting lies and deceit: Pitfalls and opportunities. John Wiley and Sons. 

Vrij, A., Akehurst, L., & Knight, S. (2006). Police officers’, social workers’, teachers’ and the general 

public’s beliefs about deception in children, adolescents and adults. Legal and Criminological 

Psychology, 11(2), 297-312. https://doi.org/10.1348/135532505X60816 

Vrij, A., Akehurst, L., Soukara, S., & Bull, R. (2004). Let me inform you how to tell a convincing story: 

CBCA and Reality Monitoring scores as a function of age, coaching and deception. Canadian Journal 

of Behavioural Science, 36(2), 113-126. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0087222 

Vrij, A., Deeb, H., Leal, S., Granhag, P., & Fisher, R. P. (2020). Plausibility: A verbal cue to veracity 

worth examining? European Journal of Psychology Applied to Legal Context, 13(2), 4-53. 

https://doi.org/10.5093/ejpalc2021a4 

Vrij, A., Fisher, R. P., & Leal, S. (2022). How researchers can make verbal lie detection more attractive 

for practitioners. Psychiatry, Psychology, & Law. Advanced online publication. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13218719.2022.2035842 

Vrij, A., Granhag, P. A., Ashkenazi, T., Ganis, G., Leal, S., & Fisher, R. P. (2022). Verbal lie detection: 

Its past, present and future. Brain Sciences, 12, 1644. https://doi.org/ 10.3390/brainsci12121644  

Vrij, A., Kneller, W., & Mann, S. (2000). The effect of informing liars about criteria-based content 

analysis on their ability to deceive CBCA-raters. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 5(1), 

57-70. https://doi.org/10.1348/135532500167976 

Vrij, A., Leal, S., Deeb, H., Castro-Campos, C., Fisher, R. P., Mann, S., Jo, E., & Alami, N. (2022). The 

effect of using countermeasures in interpreter-absent and interpreter-present interviews. The 

European Journal of Psychology Applied to Legal Context, 14(2), 53-72. 

https://doi.org/10.5093/ejpalc2022a6 

Vrij, A., Leal, S., & Fisher, R. P. (2018). Verbal deception and the Model Statement as a lie detection 

tool. Frontiers in Psychiatry, section Forensic Psychiatry, 9, 492. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2018.00492 

Vrij, A., Leal, S., Fisher, R. P., Mann, S., Jo, E., Shaboltas, A., Khaleeva, M., Granskaya, J., & Houston, 

K. (2019). Eliciting information and cues to deceit through sketching in interpreter-based 

interviews. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 33(6), 1197-1211. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3566 

Vrij, A., Leal, S., Fisher, R. P., Mann, S., Deeb, H., Jo, E., Castro Campos, C., & Hamzeh, S. (2020). The 

efficacy of using countermeasures in a Model Statement interview. European Journal of Psychology 

Applied to Legal Context, 12(1), 23-34. https://doi.org/10.5093/ejpalc2020a3 

Vrij, A., Leal, S., Jupe, L., & Harvey, A. (2018). Within-subjects verbal lie detection measures: A 

comparison between total detail and proportion of complications. Legal and Criminological 

Psychology, 23(2), 265-279. https://doi.org/10.1111/lcrp.12126 

Vrij, A., Leal, S., Mann, S., Dalton, G. Jo, E., Shaboltas, A., Khaleeva, M., Granskaya, J., & Houston, K. 

(2017). Using the Model Statement to elicit information and cues to deceit in interpreter-based 



www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/jpbr              Journal of Psychology & Behavior Research               Vol. 5, No. 1, 2023 

 
60 

Published by SCHOLINK INC. 

interviews. Acta Psychologica, 177, 44-53. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2017.04.011 

Vrij, A., Leal, S., Mann, S., Vernham, Z., Dalton, G., Serok-Jeppa, O., Rozmann, N., Nahari, G., & 

Fisher, R. P. (2021). “Please tell me all you remember”: A comparison between British’ and Arab’ 

interviewees’ free narrative performance and its implications for lie detection. Psychiatry, 

Psychology, & Law, 28, 546-559. https://doi.org/10.1080/13218719.2020.1805812 

Vrij, A., Mann, S., Leal, S., & Fisher, R. P. (2021). Combining verbal veracity assessment techniques to 

distinguish truth tellers from lie tellers. European Journal of Psychology Applied to Legal Context, 

13(1), 9-19. https://doi.org/10.5093/ejpalc2021a2  

Vrij, A., & Nahari, G. (2019). The verifiability approach. In J. J. Dickinson, N. Schreiber Compo, R. N. 

Carol, B. L. Schwartz, & M. R. McCauley (Eds.), Evidence-based investigative interviewing (pp. 

116-133). Routledge Press. 

Vrij, A., Palena, N., Leal, S., & Caso, L. (2021). The relationship between complications, common 

knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies and veracity: A meta-analysis. European 

Journal of Psychology Applied to Legal Context, 13(2), 55-77. 

https://doi.org/10.5093/ejpalc2021a7 

Vrij, A., & Vrij, S. (2020). Complications travel: A cross-cultural comparison of the proportion of 

complication as a verbal cue to deceit. Journal of Investigative Psychology and Offender Profiling, 

17(1), 3-16. https://doi.org/10.1002/jip.1538 

 

Appendices 

Appendix 1. The Types of detail information sheet 

Research has shown that truth tellers and liars often differ in speech content when recalling a story. In 

this document we briefly describe the main differences.  

You can take as long as you wish to read this document and to think how to apply your knowledge 

about it in the interview. Good luck! 

Speech content and deception (from Vrij, Leal, Jupe, & Harvey, 2018) 

Total amount of information 

Truth tellers typically provide more details than liars, because (i) liars lack the imagination to fabricate 

details that sound plausible or (ii) they are unwilling to provide many details out of fear that those 

details give leads to investigators that they are lying. 

Complications, common knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies  

Total amount of information is a generic measure that does not take into account the different types of 

detail truth tellers and liars report. In brief, truth tellers provide stories that include non-essential details 

that make the story more complex (complications). By comparison, liars provide details that are based 

on common knowledge, or justify why they cannot provide certain types of information 

(self-handicapping strategies).  
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A complication is “an occurrence that makes a situation more difficult than necessary” (“The air 

conditioning was not working properly in the hotel”). Complications are more likely to occur in truthful 

statements than in deceptive statements. Making up complications requires imagination, but liars may 

not have adequate imagination to do so. In addition, research examining liars’ interview strategies 

showed that liars prefer to keep their stories simple, but adding complications makes the story more 

complex. More examples of complications are: i)…” she was meant to get a sirloin and I was meant to 

get a rump but she wanted hers medium rare and they did it the wrong way round and when we tried to 

complain they didn’t like it” ii)…“when we got on to the M23 there was a lot of traffic there, I’m not sure 

what was causing the hold-up but yeah took a bit longer than expected to get there”, and iii)…“I 

remember my en-suite the toilet wouldn’t flush properly, so we had to call maintenance for them to try to 

sort it out”.  

Common knowledge details refer to strongly invoked stereotypical information about events (“We visited 

the Louvre museum where was saw the Mona Lisa”). Liars are more likely to include common 

knowledge details in their statements than truth tellers. Truth tellers have personal experiences of an 

event and are likely to report such unique experiences. When they do so the statement is no longer 

scripted. If liars do not have personal experiences of the event they report, they then will draw upon 

general knowledge to construe the event (Sporer, 2016). In case liars do have personal experiences of the 

event, they may not report them due to their desire to keep their stories simple. More examples of 

common knowledge details are: i)…“we visited the haunted house and we went to London Eye” ii)…“we 

just went sightseeing to Bath Abbey and then just looked around there” and iii)…“yeah it was wonderful 

sightseeing. We went to the Colosseum”.  

Self-handicapping strategies refer to explicit or implicit justifications as to why someone is not able to 

provide information (“I can’t remember; it was a while ago when this happened”, “Nothing unexpected 

happened; I am a very organised person”; “I fell asleep in the bus”). Liars are more likely to include 

self-handicapping strategies in their statements than truth tellers. For liars, who are inclined to keep 

stories simple, not having to provide information is an attractive strategy. However, liars are also 

concerned about their credibility and believe that admitting lack of knowledge and/or memory appears 

suspicious. A potential solution is to provide a justification for the inability to provide information. Note 

that the justification does not have to be made explicit. The example “I fell asleep in the bus” is an 

implicit justification for not being able to provide information. More examples of self-handicapping 

strategies are: i) “I’m not sure exactly what shops we went in because it was quite a while ago”, ii) “And 

then we just all sort of fell asleep in the car on the way back home” and iii) “We got there around the 

afternoon-ish and we looked around. And we went home after that because we were really tired because 

it’s quite tiring looking around and stuff”. (Examples 1 and 3 are explicit justifications and example 2 is 

an implicit justification.) 
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In summary, in a convincing story, complications are often included, whereas common knowledge 

details and self-handicapping strategies are largely absent. 

 

Appendix 2. The interview protocols 

In Experiment 1 the interviewer started by saying “I will interview you about your trip to ________. 

Depending on your answers, we may decide to interview you a second time.” This was followed by two 

questions: “Please tell me in as much detail as possible everything you did to plan this trip? E.g. 

organising transportation, accommodation, where to visit and so on” and “Please tell me in as much 

detail as possible everything you did when you were at _________ from the moment you arrived to the 

moment you left.” The two questions were always asked in this order.  

After finishing the second answer the interviewer said: “Thank you, I would like to ask you the 

questions once more but this time, before doing so, I am going to play you a model statement to give 

you an example of how much detail I would like you to include in your responses.” The interviewer 

then played the audiotaped model statement used by Leal et al. (2015). It was a detailed account of 

someone attending a Formula 2 motor racing event and lasted 1.30 minutes. The account was a 

spontaneous, unscripted, recall of an event truly experienced by the person. This model statement was 

followed by the same two questions as asked before the model statement, again always in the same 

order (the question about planning of the trip first).  

In Experiment 2 the interviewer started by saying “I will interview you about your trip to ________. 

Depending on your answers, we may decide to interview you a second time.” This was followed by the 

following question: “Please tell me in as much detail as possible everything you did when you were at 

_________ from the moment you arrived to the moment you left.” After the response the interviewer 

continued: “Thank you, I would like to ask you the questions once more but this time, before doing so, 

I am going to play you a model statement to give you an example of how much detail I would like you 

to include in your responses.” The interviewer then played the audiotaped model statement used by 

Leal et al. (2015) (also used in Experiment 1). After playing the model statement the interviewer 

continued: “I will ask you the questions once more about your trip to _________. When responding to 

the questions, please bear in mind the amount of detail provided in the model statement you just heard. 

Please can you tell me again in that amount of detail everything you did when you were at _________ 

from the moment you arrived to the moment you left”. 

The interviewer started in Experiment 3 by saying “I will interview you about your trip to_________. 

Depending on your answers, I may decide to interview you a second time so be as complete as possible 

when answering the questions.” This was followed by the following five questions which were always 

asked in the same order: (1) “Please tell me in as much detail as possible everything you did when you 

were at _________ from the moment you arrived to the moment you left?”; (2) “Tell me in as much 

detail as possible about your accommodation where you stayed, including the location and address if 
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you can remember, and what amenities (e.g., shops, restaurants, gyms) were nearby?”; (3) “Tell me in 

as much detail as possible everything you did to plan this trip in terms of organising where to visit and 

so on?; (4) “Tell me in as much detail as possible everything you did to plan this trip in terms of 

organising transport and accommodation?”; and (5) “Finally, thinking about what you just told me, can 

you think of ways in which I can check the details you have told me? For example, this could be 

names/telephone numbers of witnesses, receipts, emails or photographs—basically anything I can 

check?” 

Question 5 relates to verifiable sources. Since this was only measured in Experiment 3, we did not 

analyse the results of this variable in the present article. For this article, the answers to Question 5 were 

ignored, but see Vrij, Leal et al. (2022) for an analysis of this variable. 


