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To Catch a Liar: Challenges for
Research in Lie Detection Training

Mark G. Frank and Thomas Hugh Feeley

ABSTRACT Coan we truin people {o detect deception? It is tho confention of this article
thot communication scholars sfiould fearn how to frain law enforcemont professionals on
how to detect high stake Nes, like those faced by police, judges, customs officinls, fimimi-
gration offficials, and so forth. It is proposed that in order to know whether we can trgin or
showld bother lo itrain people fo detect deception, sach fraining studv must mect 6
challenges: (1} relevance, (2) high stakes, (3) proper training, (4) proper testing, {5) gener-
alizabilily across situalions, and (6) generalizabilitvy over time. Ouor guantitative roview of
the Fiterature suggesis that troining does significantly raise lie detection aceuracy roles.
Meta-analytic findings indicate a mean effect size of v — .20 across 26 {11 published
studies) paired comparisons of lic detection (raining versus the control group (i.e., those
wilfignt some tvpoe of trafning). It should be noted that the majority of the studies that
atfednpt to train lic deteetors fall short on many of the above chalfenges, Current research
in lie detection lrafining may actually underestimate tho ability to train lie detectors due to
the stimulus materials emploved in most expoerimeonts.

KEY WORDS:  lic deteclion, lying, deception, training. veracity.

O ne of the most critical, life or death judgments l[aw enforcement prefession-

als can makoe is wherher someone is lving or telling the truth. A murderer
is free to kill again if an investigating police officer believes his or her lies. The
same applies to a jury or judge who believes a lying wittiess, Terrorists can
smuggle in weapons of death and destruction if a customs or immigration official
believes his or her lies. A particularly potent recent example is the case of Cary
Stayvner, who was able to lie convincingly to police investigators in their initial
swarch for the mmurderer of three women in Yosemite National Park. Upon release,
Stayner kilied another woman before he was caught. Conversely, disbelioving a
truthful person can have equally horrifving consequences. nnocent men and
women have been iried and convicted of crimes, and forced to spend years in
prison or even be cxecuted, whereas the real perpetrator goes free (Dwyer,
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Neulfold, & Scheck, 2000). A recent case in New Jersey found a man released from
prison when a court-ordered IDNA test ruled him out as the rapist of a college
student; unforiunately, this man had spent 9 vears in prison bhased partly on the
investigators’” helief that he was lyving abeout his whereabouts during the rape,
These are bu! a fraction of the life or death high stake judgments faced by
prafessional lie catchers.

Although an integral part of their job, the evidence from laboratory siudies
suggestis that most professional lie catchers are not much better than laypeople at
distinguishing truths from lies (e.g., DePauio & Pliefer, 1986; Ekman & ()'Sullivan,
1941; Tkman., O’Sullivan, & Frank, 1999; Garrido & Mausip, 1999; Kraut & Poe,
1980). However, there is some evidence thal some professional lie catchers do
cutper{ionn lavpeople, Ekman and (YSullivan {1991) found that the U.S. Secret
Sorvice scored sipnificantly above chapoe in distinguishing nursing students who
saw reiaxing movies from ihosce who saw disturbing movies, Ekman, O’Sullivan,
and Frank {1999} found that particularly motivated police and judges were able to
cutporform their less motivated counterparts when distinguishing truths and lies
about opinions. Observers in the Fikman ot al. study judged the veracity of
studonts who had much 1o gain from 2 successtul e (and & successfol tyuth) and
mach to iose if judged as deceptive, regardless of actual veracity (see Frank &
Fkman, 19897}, It appears that the reason these twao studies found evidonce for high
rates of lie detection acouracy for professiopals, when others had not, was that
these studies featured lars who were experiencing strang emaotions due to the
siakes associsied with the suecess or fallure of their lies. Morcover, both those
studies showed thal there were clues that distinguished the liars and the truth
tollers at rates of at least 80% accuracy. Thus, the high rates of accuracy for these
professionals suggest that they are picking up on clues in the behavior of the
Hars/truthlollers 1hat are guiding their judgments. Perhaps if there are such
diaguostic cluss to tying. then These clues can be taught 1o cthers. thus improving
ine acouracy of e detection.

Giveon the Tmporiance of distinguishing betweaen truths and lies, it is surprising
that police officers tend to receive little training in deception deteclion {Buall,
19488). The first author has trained over 1.000 law cnfurcement personnel, and
astirnntes thal fewer than 10% of these prople have recetved any specific training
on detecting lies. Morcover, many of the 10% that have received (raining wore
given an aversimplified set of cues that have not been substantiated by empirical
research {e.g., il a suspect louches hor nose or crosses ber arms she is lyving). This
information is often delivered in pamphlets or magaxine articles. and not sub-
stantiated wilh cmpirical research articlos.

W suppest & number of reasons why law enforcement personnel have received
little teaining in lle detection. First, the deception literature suggests that there are
na parfect clues to lying thal would allow for foolproof training (e.g., DePauio,
Stone, & Lassiter, 1985; ¥kman, 1992; Knapp & Comadena, 1979; Zuckerman,
DePau:o. & Rosenthal, 1981). Thus it is understandabie why police wouid be
reiuctant to train without these definitive clues. Sccond, in conjunction with the
first point, those clues that reseurch has shown to be associated with lying are only
prebabilistically rolated (DePaulo, 1994). A clue that indicates lyving 70% of the
time within a particular context means that an investigater who relies upon this
ciue within that context will be wrong 30% of the time. He or she will also miss
thosa Hes thal oceur when that clue is not present. This too does not seem specific
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enough for many professionals. Third, there is an aversion in law enforcement to
Lhe academics presenting these probabilistic findings. Fourth, many police offic-
ers argue that the base rate for lying in encounters with suspecied individuals is
as high as 75%. If we asswmne for s moment that this is true—without any
scientitically defensible evidence that it is so—then an officer who adopis
decision rule thai all people are lying will be correct 75% of the time. An officer
who is avcurate 75% of the time {or who belicves that they are correct at a higher
rate than that} would not feel the need to seek training on lie delection. Evidence
shaws that police become more confident that they are correct with on the job
expoerience, without any corresponding increase in accuracy (DePaulo & Phlieler,
1986).

These arguments suggesl why law enforcement and other professional lie catoh-
ars would not want to subject themselves to extensive e detection training. What
we are interested in is whether these arguments are justiied in light of the
scientific evidence for or against our ability Lo improve a professional’s ability 1o
distingnish lics from truths and whether communication researchers can offer
insight into this process.,

Because of the weak relalionship between various behavioral clues and lying
described above, it is a bit surprising that reviews of the lie detection training
literalure have been cauticusly optimistic about our abilities to train lie detectors
(Bult, 1989; DePaulo, 1994; Garrido & Masip, 1994). Garrido and Masip (1999)
argucd that given the lack of behavioral clues 1o lying, and police reliance upon
stereotypes for their judgments, it would be very difficult to train police to be
better lie caichers [although they supagest woe shouald try). DePanlo (1994) was maore:
optimistic, arguing that although the evidence is not solidly in favor of being able
to train laypeople 1o detect lies, people know more about lic clues than they can
typically express and thus we should be able to train oot just laypeople but
prafessionals.

Theoretical Rationale for Training

Fkman (1992) defined a lie as u deliberate attempt to misicad, without the prior
consent of the target. Virtually all deception scholars agree on the deliberate
attempt to mislead criterion of a lie {e.g., Knapp & Clumadcena, 1979: Levine, 1994;
Miller & Stiff, 1993); however, there is nol as much agreemeat vpon the prior
conscent of the larget criterion (e.g.. Bok, 1978; Nyberg, 1993). Ekman {1992}
sugpests thatl certain social interactions imply that one will not be truthful, and
thal a person conscnts to that possible misinformation by engaging io thatl social
interaclion. For example, by entering a negotiation, one consents to the other not
truthfully opening his or her bidding with his or her final asking price. Moreover,
one consents to suspending reaslity and the true identities of the actors whoen
attending a play or movie. The same applies to polite behavior, as when woe show
appreciation for a gift that we may not like. These latter lies are referred to as
“white lies” to connote the social sanction of telling such lies. A person who
speaks truthtully about every negative feeling or impression he has about gifits or
people would become socially ostracized. We are raised not to attend to the real
meaning behind these lies; in fact, it would be impolite to do so. Thus, we suggest
that detecting these tvpes of lies is not important to the average persen, let alone
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the professional lic catcher. 1n ather words, il daoesn’t seem critical 1o society o
truin people to belter catch these tvpes of polite lies.

Yet there is a strong theoretical rationale for why thesc tvpes of lies would be
different from the lies faced by law enforcement, and this main ditference is the
presence of strong emolions in the high stake lies. Although a number of decep-
tien resnarchers have reasoned that Hes are betrayed by both cognitive and
emotional signals {e.g., deTurck & Miller, 1985; Ekman, 1992; Fkman & Frunk,
1993; Feeley & deTurck, 1998; Greene. O'Hair, Cody, & Yen, 1985; Hocking &
Leathers, 1980; Vrij, 2000; Zuckerman, dePaalo, & Rosenthal, 1981), il has been
the emotion researchers who have mos! clearly elaborated the roie of emotion in
the detoctability of lies. For example, Ekman’s neurocultaral theory of emotions
arguas that some basic emotions, such as anger, contempt, disgusl, fear, happi-
ness, sadness, or surprise are physiological reactions, derived by Darwinian
svolutionary principles, that assist the organism to surviva or thrive in recurrent
iife situalions such as fleeing predators/encimies or fighting {(Ekinan, 1992). Part of
the physiological reaction of a basic etnotion is a facial expression thal serves to
signal an imminentl behavior (such as fleeing in [ear cr aittacking in anger). The
naturc of these basic emolions is that they arc unbidden, and thus the impulse for
the facial expression that accompanies that emotion is also unbidden (e.g., Rinn,
1484}, Howeaver, Elanan argues that one’s culture teaches one how to manage or
conirol facial expressions: in other words, culture teachos its members Zacial
“digplay rules”™ (BEkman, 1972}, Yet when these basic emotions are elicited, and
they are of sufficient intensity, the expressions will leak despile the efforts of the
person e hide or mask them [Fkman, 1972; Ekman, (’'Sullivan, Friesen, &
Scherer, 1991). These facial expressions arc recognized at rates greater than
chance by al! cultures [c.g., Ekman, 1994; lzard, 1994; see also Russell, 1994).

It is the prescnce of high stakes that is central to a liar ‘eeling emolions when
tving {Ekman, 1992}, For example, the person inferrogated by police wousld in all
likgliiinod Tecl fear ol getting caught, as getting caughl meuns going lo jail, which
iz 3 strong punishment. Thus the facisl expression of fear can betray deception
{Frank % Ekiman, 1997). Note that high stakes can generate other reliable emo-
tional clues to deceit beside fear. If the lie is pcmondll} relevant (c.g., abouat an
action committed by the liar) then the liar is more likely to fecl E,Lult or shame

shout the lie {e.g., TLazarus, 1891). QOr, it there is excitemont over getting away with
the lie, duping delight, or happiness, can be elicited (Ekman, 1992).

in contrast, based on the neurccultaral theory of emolions, one can predict that
whiie lies are less likely to elicil emotion and there will not be as streng a fear of
getiing cought, It can also be predicted that there will he fewer feelings of guilt or
digtress over telling the white lie. A person lying about whether he or she enjoys
a gift will nol face jail time, and instead will be commendad for being polite and
showing tact. A person lying 1o a judge or police officer can be arrested or jailed.
Thus, winite lies and high stake lies should differ mnarkediy in the type of iofor-
mation and signals generated by the liar. Those signals can be useful 1o a2 lie
catcher and ultimately usefol for training lie catchers.

Resides emotions, other features of deception situations mayv serve to generalce
roaliable clues to lying. For example, a skeptical target asking multiplz guestions
will more strongly tax the cogaitive system of the liar, producing “thinking” clucs
to deccit such as speech errors, reduced illustrators, and so forth (e.g., deTurck &
Miller. 1985; Kkman., 1992; iFeeley & deTurck. 1998: Greene, et al., 1985; Hocking
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& Leathers, 1980; Vrij, 2000). We would expect to see some of these clues in both
high and low stake lies, as botlh types can require cognitive effort to conceal one’s
true attitudes.

Not only do these stukes for accurate or inaccurate lie and truth judgments
apply to Individuals, but also to society. As described earlier, the harm-doers may
be freed to continue terrorizing socieiy, and the harmless may go to jail where they
no longer contribute lo society. Therefore, in contrast to the polile lies, it is
important to be abloe to cateh these high stake lies. Thus we believe that we should
examing how well we can train people to better distinguish lies from truth. Based
on the arguments above, however, the greatest impact for training should be found
with attempting to 1ruin professional lie catchers to detect high stake lies.

Challenges to Lie Detectieon Training

There are many acceptable wayvs to train professional lie catchers, any one of
which can be uselul to inform us whether we can improve lie detection skills.
However, based on the theoretical model described above, we leel that we can
derive certain principles that can be developed from which to challenge previous
training studies. Researchers can then cxamine not only whether these studies
have provided a fair test as to whether people can be taughl to improve their lie
catching ability, but whether they over ar under estimate the amount of the
impravement. This article itemizes these into six challenges, and we will examine
the extent to which publisbed research on lie delection mects these challenges, in
order to determine whether lie detection training can be worth its cost to scciety.

These six challenges must be met in order to allow us to judge whether training
will benefit society. The first challenge is to create a decoption situatioa that is
relevant to professional lie catchers. Challenge 2 is to verify that there are behav-
ioral clues lo deceit in these training/testing materials. Challenge 3 is to create
adequate training techniques executed over an appropriate period of time, Chal-
lenge 4 is to creale adequate and appropriate pre and posttests of deceptlion
detection ability to provide a fair test and to momnitor progress in training. Chal-
lecnpe 5 is to show that this training will generalize to new deception materials.
Challenge 6 is to show that possible gains in training persist over time,

Challenge 1: Relevance

‘The first challenge for roscarch in lie detection training is to create a deception
situation that is relevant 1o whal professionals fuce duaring interrogation. This is
vritical for a number of reasons. First, more relevant deception paradigms will
maintain the interest of professionals because it will be clear to them why this is
important to their careers—and maotivation seems 1o be one factor associated with
increased detection accuracy of professional lie catchers (Ekman & (O'Sullivan,
1991; Ekman et. al., 1998). Second, the presence of stukes for the lar and truth
teller incroases the probability of detectable behavioral clues (Ekman & ¥Frank,
1993), and we would predict that these clues would be more similar to the clues
professionals see in their real world work.

‘The way o make the deception paradigm more relevant is to map out the value
of the structural features of a deceptive situation faced by professionals and then
fry to recreate them in the faboratory [Frank, 1992; Podlesny & Raskin, 1977), The
structural leatures of a deceptive situation refer to those invarianis of all deceptive
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situations and can be separated into the sltructural features of a lie and the lie
situation. For example, each le can include a number of features: (a) the type of
lie (lic about an action, or opinion}, (b} the form of the lie (concealmoent versus
falsification), and () the motive behind the lie {to avoid punishimenl, or to protect
ancther’s feelings).

lach lie situation can also include: (a} characteristics of the liar, (b) character-
istics of the target, (¢) the retationship between the sender and the target, {d) a
mode ef inguiry, (e) the stakes associated with successful or unsuccesstul decep-
tion, {f]) the period of litne between the decision 1o lie and the commission of the
lie, and (g) the presence or absence of others. By no means would these be the only
factors to consider, but they represent the more critical factors needed 1o approach
soological validity (Frank, 1992).

If we take ¢ look at a hypothetical scenario coramonly faced by professional lie
catchers, such as a deceptive suspect in a palice interview, the situaiion tynically
invoives 4 fabrication lie aboui one’s actions, and the suspect is typically moti-
vated to avoid penishment. The interrogation also features a younger suspect and
an older aulhority figurs target who are not known to each other, and the suspect
has typically 30 minutes or more to consider his or her lie. There is somelimes
anothur fnvesktigator present, or a lawver, but often not. The target is also able to
asic multiple guestions, and the successful lving suspeci knows that he or she will
get away with money. assault, or murder (depending upon the crime) and the
unsuccessiul lying suspect knows thal he or she will be arresied and subject to
rriai {(fhe stakes).

We wili argue that a deception paradigm employed in any training sludy should
share many of the strurtural features stated above in order to be relevan! o a
professional lie catcher, and to give any training effect the maximun: opportunity
to manifesl itself. We of course acknowledge that there are ethical constraints in
Isboralory research that would make it impassible to recreste exact ly some of the
condilions found in the real world.

Challenge 2: Stakes

Once ihe structural features of a e situation used to create the sticulus
materials for training are similar to a real world situation faced by a professional
Iig cateher, then we must make sure this lie situation oroduces observabie clues
sy lying. It daes not seem prudent to train professionals on situations in waich
there arc nno clues that distinguish truths from lies, or in which we did not bother
to measure whether there sre clues that distinguish truths from lics. Because if
thers are no ciues thal distinguish lies from truths, then on what do we teain
vrofossionals?

Astiough the previous literatore can guide ws in our search lor trainable clues
to deception/truthlulness, we believe that we cannot rely exclusively on thoe
deception literature for ithese clues. This is because very few studies have em-
ploved kigh stake emotion-eliciting paradigms, and thus vnderrepresent poten-
tial emotional clues to deoceit, For examplc, two studies using high stakes have
been able (o distinguish lics and truths at rates greater than 80%, based mainly on
Tacial oxpressions of cmotion {Dkaman et al., 1991; Frank & Ekman, 1697). There-
fore, training on a high stake paradigm is not only relevant, but alsa crucial to any
successla! fraining. Moreover. facial expressions and other evidence of emotion
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have universal, cross-cultural interprstation {c.g., Ekman, 1994: [zard, 1994} and
have similar meanings across different lie situations—thus rendering them even
more usefuiil for training (Frank & Ekman, 1997). Therefore, we argue strongly that
any deception paradigm used to train professional lie catchers must have high
stakes, not only to be relevant, but to generate more behavioral clues— clues that
should generalize across high stake situations and time.

Challenge 3: Training

Once we have relevant and reliable deception material. we must create training
technigues that will transmit this knowledge effectively. All reputable deception
researchers agree that detecting deception from demeanor is complex (Anderson,
DcPaulo, Ansfield, Tickle & Green, 1998; Buller & Burgoon, 1996; DePaulo et al.,
1885; Ekman & Frank, 1993; Feeley & Young, 1998; Kraut & Poeg, 1980; Levine,
Park. & McCornack, 1999; Zuckerman ef al.. 1981). The big question is how doees
vne transmit this complex knowledge to lime-limited professional lie catchers? H
seems that one might underestimate any training effect by simply giving feedback
as to the correct ot incorrect responses, without actually pointing out the variables
that are responsible for that judgment. Morcover, given the complexity of the
relationships among thesc variables, it seems that formal training, in conjunction
with feedback, should be for at least the equivalent of one classroom period {50
minutfes to an hour). and ideally repeated over a number of davs for maximum
retention. We do not expect cur students ic become fluent in the material we
present in our lectures immediately after we present it; wo expect them to go
home, read supplemental materials. and give them weeks to memorize and
comprehend before testing them. Training a skill such as deception detection
lakes practice.

We believe professional lie detectors should receive wcll-presented informa-
tion, amplic opportunity to practice, and be given feedback as to their perfor-
mance. Anvthing less, such as only giving feedback {e.g., Zuckerman, Koestner, &
Colella, 1985}, or anly training for a few minutes (e.g., Vrij & Graham, 1997), may
seriously underestimate whether one can train professionals 1o be better detectors
of deceit.

Challenge 4: Testing

The next challenge is to insure that there are adeguate pre and posttest mea-
sures of training. What this means is that protessionals should be assessed on their
skill prior to engaging in the training, and then receive training {treatment) and
others not {control) in a basic pretest-posttest design (Carlsmith, Ellgworth, &
Aronson, 1976). Although this seems like a simple recommendation, and there are
other technigues equally valid, such as random assignment to conditions in
posttest only designs, there are a number of potential pitfalis that compiicale this
step. First, not only should the stimuli persons differ within the pre and posttest,
but also they should differ belween the pre and posttest, Otherwise, this test might
introduce deception detection strategies based on heuristics having to do with the
design of the stimulus test, rather than the behavior shown in the stimulus test.
For example, it a lie calcher sees a stimulus person in the posttest whom they
romember from the pretest, they may judge this purson the same in the posttost as
the pretesl duas to the residual ltuprossion of that person created by the pretest. Or,
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they msy gainsay their pretest judgment by tryving to outguess the experimenter—-
reckoning that if the pretest exposure was a lie. then the posttest must be a truth
(or vice versa). Either way, this suggests that the form of the festing and assess-
ment introduces artificial decision rules specific to that testing and assessment
rather than deacision rules 1hat will generalize to the real world. There are data
corsisieat with this reasoning; for example, with repeated viewings, lie catchers
view the first instance of a stimulus person as a baseline, and the second as a
deviation {romm that baseline and hence subjeats are more likely to judge the
second insiance as deception, independent of actual truth or decepliveness
{(¥Sullivan, Ikman, & Friesen, 1688). This is notl to argne that mulliple viewings
of the same stimulus person are not ecologically valid; they are. A police inter-
view will involve many topics, and may feature multipie lies and truths uitered
by the sarne suspect over the course of the interview (e.g.. Vrij. 2000). Howoever,
wi stugeoest researchers attend closely 1o the compaosition of the pre and postrests
ta raduice the likelibood of any of this artificial heuristic decision-meaking.
Second, prafessionals should be given a vague expoectation about the numbaer of
liars or truthtellers in the tests. Our experience in lie detection: research has been
that on more than one occasion we had a law eanforcement officer judge all
stimulus persons as liars, becaunse of the presumption (hat evoeryone lies all the
time—a siinple heuristic that they would not employ outside the job, Maoreaver,
we hove had students judge all stimulus persons as truthful, and probably for o
variety of reasons. Researchers have also documented a truth bias in peoplce’s
judgments in lie situations {Feeley. deTurk, & Young, 1995; Levine & MoeCornack,
1942; Levine, Park, & McCornack, 1999; McCornack & Parks, 1986). To avoid these
potentiaily confounding rationales, we find it helpful Lo tell caur lie catchers thai
at least one-fuirith of the stimoelos persons arc lruthful, and one-tourtk deceplive,
This information is specific enough to let them know that the pre or posilest is no*
a frick, and yet vague enough that they do not engage in another heuristic He
detfoction strategy based on our revealing the exact proportion of liars and truth-
teliers in cither the pre or postlest. For example, if lie catchers are told exactly half
the stimulus persons on the video are lving, and lie catchers are then presented
with a ien item test. anecdotal svidence froin our labs suggests thatl once they
make five judgments of trath (or lie), they judge the remaining items as lies (or
truths) so that they arrive at exactly five truth and five lie judggnents. Thus, they
are making judgments based en another artificial heuristic driven by the compo-
sifion of the 1est, ralher than the hehavior scen in the video, We acknowledge thin
giving suajects a hint may also constrain e catchers’ judgments, but certainly nol
to the degree that giving them the exact proportion does. We also recommend
waving an oqual number of liars and truthteilers to enable one to assess easily
whother scores are above or below chance. Levine, Park, and McCornack [(195¢3)
recently documented a veracity effect in lie detection whereby students tend 1a
achieve significanily greater acouracy when judging truth 1cllers versus judging
liars (see also Ekman et al., 1999; Feelev et al., 1995). Howoever, levine et al. f10949)
reportad stadent lie detection accuracy rates consgistently near or below chanos
tevel. Lovine et al’s (1999} findings indicate that deception delection accuracy is
hoth a function of the truth or He bias of the targets and the ratio of truths and lies
beaing judged. Thus, iu the case of the jie-biased police officer, accuracy rates will
certainly differ as a function of the number of truthful and daceptive senders
presented in the stimuius materials. Although techniques exisi for controiling for
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guessing in tests with unequal numbers of liars and truth tellers {see Wagner,
14993], we still feel the tesis should be halanced ta more easily control for guessing.

Third, the pre and postiest should feature adequate sample sizes. One cannot
have a good training program based on uncovering the lies of a single stimulus
person, given that people vary wildly in their abilities to lie successiully {Bond.
Kahler, & TPaolicelli, 1985; Zuckerman, Del'rank, tTall, Larrance, & Rosenihal,
1979). If this stimulus person were too easy or feaky, we would get an inflated
view aof training effects. By contrast, if this stimulus person were particularly
adroit at masking his or her lies, we would underestimate training eiffects. For
cxample, Vrij and Mann (2001) provided uselul insight into delecting real world
lies of a murderer; however, their results were Himited by 1he fact thatl they looked
at enly one murderer, who may or mav not be a convincing liar. We suggest ten
as a minimum sample size, given that len is the number minimally expected in
any ANOVA cell (8nedecor & Cochrane, 1980). Maore stimulus persons will of
caurse bhe belter and more reliable—but within a limit. Qur experience also tells
us that if the judgment task takes more than 30 minutes, lic catchers, particularly
coliege sophomores, become lired, distracted, and stop concentraling on their
judgments. Therefore, the fourth challenge is to design pre and postlests ihal
allow adequate internal and external validity, without causing lie catchers to
revert to artificial heuristics for their judgments.

Challenge 5: Situational Generality

1t is one thing to train lie catchers on a circumscribed batch of stimulus material
that one can thoroughly and exhaustively study and mine for verifiable behavioral
clues, but it is quite another te see if the training based upen these clues gener-
alizes ta differeni high siake deception situations. This is a big reason why wo
issued challenges aboul using a high stake paradigm, with at least 10 stimulus
persons per pre or posttest when training lic catchers. In fact, Frank and Ekman
{(1997) found that undergraduates’ lic catching abilities did generalize across
different high stake lies. This bodes well for training across situations.

However, the main issne here is to show that this training is not speciific to the
narrower training materials, lhus insuring external validity of the training. Afier
all, the intended social impact of 1his research is to help professionals process
accurately the lies and truths of (he real world, and our training, if effective,
should be able to moeet this chatlenge. Of course, Lhis implies that there are highly
reliable lving clues and research has not found this to be the case (DePaulo et al.,
1985; Ekman, 1992: Zuckerman, et al., 1981). However, clues that are probabilis-
tically related at 80% accuracy or higher would be immenscly useful toward
raising accuracy rates beyond the 55% of the average lie catcher (DsPaulo et al.,
1985; Feeloy & Young, 1998; Kalbfleisch, 1992; Kraui, 1980). Accuracy rates as
high as 80% would mdkp lie catchers almost as accurate as a polygraph or le
detaector machine (Saxe, Dougherty, & Cross, 1983). Therefore, the fifth challenge
to training effects is to show that they will generalize te differont high stake lic
sitnations, and altimetely o the real world.

Challenge 6: Time Generality

The last challenge is to insure that 1his training has an impact that exceeds the
posttest. Ideally, a true training effect should show thal professional lie catchers
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shoeuld outperform not only a comparable control group, but they should outper-
form their own baseline levels ol accuracy one week, one month, or even one yvear
later. There are many factors that work against the persistence of training effects
over tirme. Yor example, stercotypes about deceptive behavior may be so strong
ithat they reaemerge with little provocation (e.g., Anderson et al., 1998; DePaulo,
19684: Fealay & Young, 2000; Zuckerman, Keestner, & Colella, 1984) and may need
tc be fought constantly with repeataed training over the life of the professional lic
catoher.

These are the challenges facing the question of whether training effects exist for
professional le catchers. The suggested procedures allow training effects the
greatesi chance of emerging, while limiting the possibility of a Fype 1 error. We
note that studies that fail to employ these steps are not necessarily flawed,
howewver, bui may be increasing the possibility of a4 Tyoe I error, or al leasl

A Quuantitative Review of Current Research in Lie Detection Training

There is a growing body of research that has sought to test the nolion of lie
detectios training. A meta-analysis was pertormed to examine the aggregate effect
size for training compared to the contral group (i.e., no training). We used soveral
spgrah provedures in an effort to inclode all training ctudies relevant to lis
detection training. First, an ancestry search was donoe by closely examining the
referance sections of all training studies known to the two authors and recent
books o the subject (e.g., Vri], 2000). Next we contacted several experts in lie
detection training by telephone and internet for any passible unpublished or
difficuit to locate studies. We then did several electronic searches of academic
dafabases includiog FIRST SEARCH, ERIC, PsycINFO and Expanded Academic
ASAP using several combinations of scarch terms including “training,” “lying,”
*lie deteciion,” "deception,” “deception deteclion,” and “learning.”

We considered the study a training study if lie detectors in the treatment
condliinon woere given addifional information related to “how to catch a liar” {e.g.,
deTurck o1 al., 1997; Vrij & Graham, 1997} or if lie detectors were given foedback
regarding their success (or lack of success) on earlier trials during or before the lie
detection task {e.g., deTurck & Milter, 1990; Fiedler & Walka, 1993; Zuckerman et
al., 1984). Additionally, all training conditions had to be compared to a control
conditicn that did nol provide sdditional information and/or feedback.

Cur search yiclded 20 relevant comparisons across 11 published studies on lie
doieclion training. Table 1 outlines the size of the sample examined, the effect size
for ecach comparison, and the mean accuracy rates for training and the control
condition. Vary few studies reported measures of variation {e.g., standard devia-
tions} and many studies negiected to report overall means (or means for each
ireatmment condilion}. Formulas vutlined by Rasenthal {(1994) were used to convert
roportod statisties to a comumon effeot size metric {the rstatistic). Most effoct sizes
inn publishaed studies were reported in t-tests, F-tests ar Pearson correlations,
whiclh are easily converted to ~-valucs [e.g., Coaper, 1984; Rosenthal, 1394). Tablea
1 reporis the offeat sive for each training condition when compared to the control
conditicn.

A Dixed effects meta-analysis {sec Tledges., 1994) was conducted using a
weighted offect size for cach study. The number of participants across the 2
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TABLE 1
Summary of Means, Power, and Effoct Sizes for Training and Control CGroups

(lverall Truth. Lie:
Study i1 " T o T L8 i C
delurck (1991)* 163 —.33 Fits .54 — -
deturck el al. (1997}
Visual 52 +.18 B2 a7 0l RS i A1)
Yaocal 52 .00 Nils) LT 45 15 .65 .ha
tioth Hi —. 18 _EB53 hF 56 Nl 73 .59
dol'urck et al. {(1990)* 188 - .26 6o .54 - — — —
deTurck & WMiller {1991)* 290 = 0H .61 .03 - — — —
Ficdler & Walka {1993)
Taform 45 -+ 5B .GhH 56 G2 S5 68 ol
Inform/WFaadback a8 1 .50 G35 56 .62 :1H it a0
Kassin & Fong [19949) 40 Rele A6 .57 — -— -— -
Kohnken (1987)
Nanwvarbal 4an —~ .14y Az AT 53 .63 .32 32
(onlenld 40 —.03 .48 47 K312 BT ] .32
Spceuh 40 --.13 40} a7 A i3 .33 34
vreij [1994)
informmation 240 C 13 .51 .49 — - .-
nformalion/Feaedback 2410} : .13 .53 49 — — — —
VTl & Graham [1997)° [318] .23 a1 AR - - — — —
Suckerman ot al. [1954)
Four Alier L5 FE 114 A1l B2 - — —_— —-
E‘ighl After tid +.35 .70 NS - — - - -
¥aur Bafore 1053 .34 _Eil3 32 - —
Stixedd 3% =17 A0 B2 — —
Auckerman o all (1985} 117 -.AR Rz 58 - — -
ah” An-

Monines L2 1 e i 58" .

Note, Asterisks represent studices without maoin elfects means reported Jor training. Means were taken

[ram tables ar dedoced from interaclion means teportoed, thes some meaos may be irexact, T =
Training Condition; G = Cootrol Condition: Contral means wen: used noaly once in unweighied moeans.,
Superscript o indicates 4 weighled offool size, olten this is denoted by Ta (Cooper & Hedges, 1994). Thoe
weightold effect size coinbhines the raw effect with power ol study. Supersaript » indicates a weightad
combined effect size. Supersovipt ¢ indicates 1hat all moeans reported are unweighted (Le., these means
do nat take into congideration the size of the samplo).

comparisons was 2,233 with 1,072 persons in the training conditions and 1,161 in
the cantrol conditions. Across all 20 cases the lixed-ettects weighted mean r was
.20 and the 95% confidence interval for this mean was .16 to .24, indicating a
dependably positive overall etfect for training. The test of homogeneity yielded an
significant value, Q[19} — 79.11, p << .001. Thus, the variance is prch larger than
what would be expecied by chance alone. We caution readers against reading too
much into the mean r value-of 0.20 considering that 16 of the 20 effect sizes
reported 1o Table 1 are outside of the 95% contidence interval and the rvalues
range from .33 to +.59.

Our interpretation of these mela-analytic results suggests two conclusions.
First, there is a small but dependable gain in dotection accuracy lor training across
20 paired comparisons in 11 published studies in lie detection training. Table 1
ouilines the detection accuracy means for these 11 studies and Ands a 4% gain in
accuracy for trained observers. It shonld be noted that this is an unweighied mean
difference. Second, we suggest that the gains documented in lie detection training
research in actuality may underestimatoe the possible gains of delection training if
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current rosearch methodology met or even came close to the challenges sel forth:
in this paper for research irn training. Moreover, whiic the rescarch synthesis
found a statistically significant and dependable effect whean comparing fraining
accurascy means to control means, we still question the practical significance of a
B8 measn sccuracy rale for training. As mentioned, many of the studics included
in the meta-analysis do not meset the challenges raised earlier in this paper. With
this said. we fecl it premature to answer the quoestian, “Can we train observers to
cateh liars?”

Does Current Research Measure Up?

The moia-analylic indings also suggest that there may be components of the
research designs and stimmulus materials that account for an appreciabhle amount of
the variance in training. Perhaps if future research met more or all of the ahove-
mentioned challenges we could gain a more reliable cstimmate of the pure effocts of
trainitg.

The Challenge of Relevance

The first challenge to training research is to emulate a deception dolection
siluation that would ypify what a professional would confront. The suspect
shtould face (and be aware of) palpable consequences far being labeled a liar or a
truth teller. Oiher structural aspects of the lie must also be relevant to a forensic
setting, FYor example, the liar would most likely be fabricating or omilling infor-
mation aboeut his or her actions (or witnessing another’s actions) and the inferro-
gatir should be somewhat skeptical of the source’s veracity.

Current research does fairly well in meeting some of the aspects of the relevance
chailenge, Consider the dot-estimation paradigm used by deTurck and colleagues
{deTuarck et al., 1997; 1990). Students in these studies (see also Dulaney, 1982
Fxline, 19771; Feeley & deT'urck, 1995; Still & Miller, 1986) were negatively probed
about the strategics they and a partner {confederate) reporied using to count a
scomingly infinitesimmal number of dois on a set of cards. Some ol the students,
however, were coaxed into cheating on the task by a partner-confederste who
opuened thie experimenter’s foider that had the answers to the number of dots on
& sheet of paper. Thus any reported strategies other than cheating would be
deceptive on the part of the student. This dot-estimation paradigm is somewhat
similar to the lic detection task of the professional. The hehavior under guestion
is relgvant (e, ebout your own actions or ideas) and there is a skeptical tarpe: (an
exporimenter} interrogsting the sabject. However, there are not clear incentives or
punishmenis for successful or unsuccessful deception. There iz a reward offered
for the ciosest dot-estimations that may be a carrot for the successful lie. One
might alsoe argue that getting caught while cheating on a lab task by an authority
Fgure (i.e.. a professor) mnay be a worrisome to a naive rescacch paclicipant. A
rzeent study by Feeley and deTurck (19498) found only one significant difference
in behavior (speech length) between those who cheated on the dot-cstimation task
and those who did not cheal on the task which would suggest that the incentives
may nol be as molvating as onee thought (e.g., deTurck & Miller, 1985).

Three studies (Kassin & Fong, 199%; Vrij, 1994; Vrij & Grahamn, 1997} atteropted
to raise the stakes for liars by involving students in a mock crime operation in the
iaboraiory. Vrij {(1994; see also Vrij & Graham, 1997] had students participate in
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fwo interrogations by uniformed police officers. Students were instructed to denv
the accusations of the officers that they possessed a pair of headphones—in one of
the two interviews cach student did have the headphones in his or her possession
and was thus lying in one interview and telling the truth in the other interview.
Kassin and Fong (1999) had studenis caught in the act of committing a mock
crime. Students vandalized a campus wall, stole jewelry (or a stuffed animal),
trespassed, or broke into a computer laboratory. Studenis in the Kassin study were
then immediately inierrogated by an incensad, 48-year-old police detective who
read students their Miranda rights belore questioning commenced.

Taken together, most of the 11 experiments pass muster for the initial criterion
of challenge 1—the persenal relevance of the lie 1o the participani and the real
world. Moreover, in many of the studies (e.g., deTurck et al., 1997; Kassin & Fong,
1999), participants were often questioned by a skeptical target. Four experiments
failed to employ relevant lies in their experimental design. Zuckerman et al.
{1984) had students trathfully or untruthfully describe personal acquaintances
and participants in 1wo of the deTurck {deTurck, 1991: deTurck & Miller, 1990)
experiments were instructed 1o describe pleasant/unpleasant slides trathfully or
uniruthfully. Finally Druckmean, Rozelle, and Baxter (1982) used an actor who
played ithe role of a Soviet ammbassador. The actor recited lines from a script and
required several takes to send his message.

Meeting the Challenge of High Stakes

A plauvsible explanation for the noforiously low deception detection accuracy
rates reported in laboratory studics is that liars and truth tellers simply do not
hehave differently. Most studies in lie detection have examined lies of little, if any
conseguence and few studies bother to voerify if there are any behavioral differ-
enccs between liars and truth tellers (for exceptions see Vrij, 1994; Tiedler &
Walka, 1993). Thus, the sccond challenge requires that future research in training
usce lies and truths with higher stakes. Also, there shonld be significant differences
in body, face, voice, or specch 1o verify that the stakes for success are acceptable.

There are two studies that ecxamine {and find) behavioral differences hetween
liars and trath teliers. Vrij (1994) found liars 1o make fewer hand and finger
movements during deception. Fiedler and Walka (1993} found veracity 1o be a
function of seven nonverbal cues (smiling, hand movements, adaptors, pitch,
speech hesitations, pauses, channa! discrepancies) that were identified as reliable
clues to Iving by Zuckerman and Driver (1985). The other nine studies failed to
examine for behavioral differences between Iiars and truthiellers. We suspect if
they did, there would not be significant findings for two reasons. VFirst, the jies
told were white lies [e.g., Zuckerman et al., 1984) or lies told to appease the
instructions ol the experimenter (e.g., Kohnken, 1987). Second, there are so few
senders in many of the studies that there would be not be enough in a cell to
performn parameltric statistics.

The oxisting research on lie deteciion, on the wholc, fails to meet the challenge
of high stakes. To adeqguately assess our ability to train lie detectors it is imper-
alive that lie detectors have something to go oo when viewing liars and truthiell-
ors. Lios that are worth calching are typically lies that stir up greater emotion that,
in turn, disrupl cognition. Emotion and cognitive disruption iyvpically leave
identifiable clues for the receiver to pick up on.
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Meeting the Challenge of Training

Chalicnge 3 recommends that training of lie detectors include two minimal
criteriar length and feedback. That is, training sessions should be oo less than BO
minutes to one hour and lie detectors should be given the opportunity to praciice
and/or given feedback regarding their performance. it should be noted that we set
60 minutes of training as an absolute minimal criterion. To properly train there
should be multiple 1rainiug sessions and students of lie detection should also be
siven supplemental reading materials. (nly two studies (Kassin & Fong, 1099;
Koiinken, 1987) trained for 1 hour or more and no study examined training with
mulliple instructional sessions. With respect to feedback, both Vrij {1994, infor-
mation plus feedback conditien) and deTurck and colleagues (deTurck, 7991;
deTurck et al.,, 1997; 1990; deTurck & Miller, 1990) provided fcedback prior to
jrdging stimulus persons. it is worth noting that deTurck’s experiments have
vielded refatively high training accuracy rates generally in the range of BO-70%
accuracy. vrij found higher judgmental accuracy with those training combined
with fecdback when compared to training alone or the control group. Zuckerman
at «l. {1884} and TFiedler and Walka (1993) provided feedback during the lie
defecticn task. Results from these studies indicate mixed resull's. Fiedler and
Walika fowund fecdback io increase truth accuracy but not lie acouracy and Zuck-
erman ef al. found feedback to help within senders but not between senders,
Stated differently, lie detection improved as function of lsarning for some senders
but this learning did not help receivers judge other senders, This would suppest
that lic detectors were picking up on perscn-specific clues that did not generalize
ig other sonders.

Meeting the Challenge of Testing

The fourth challenge has 1o do with the experimenlal methods used to compare
trained nhservers to untrained observers. On this challenge there are two main
criterig. First, research has used very few stimulus persons—ithat is, lie detectors
are anly detecting deception of 4 or 8 senders on the videcotape. We reccomimend
a minirmun: of 10 senders as a minimum. Thus, onty Fiedler and Walka (1993},
Vrii {1994). and Vrij and Craham (1997} include an adequate number of stimulus
persens i their training experiment.

Experiments in {raining should also employ true experimaental pretest/posttost
designs {Snedecor & Cochrane. 1980). Participants should he randomly assigned
10 one of two conditions: control group [i.e., lie detection without training) and a
treatment group (fraining manipulation}, Participants in each group should judge
different stimulus perscens between the pretest and posttest. To date, there are 110
studies thai have used this design, Most studies employ » one-shot design com-
pariiig trained observers’ accuracy fo untrained observers’ accuracy which is
acceptable f randomization is insured (fow studices discuss how participants were
assignod to conditions) but provides less control than the pre and postinst design.,

Meeting the Challenge of Generalizability

None of the studics examined the generalizability of the clues used for training
or the offects of training over timo. For training to be successful one must be able
to detveot different types of lies and aiso be able to detect deception in different
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stimulus persons over an exiended period of time, not just immediately after
training. Some studies used cues reporied to be associated with deception in
previous research (e.g., deTurck & Miller, 1990; Fiedler & Walka, 1993) and
applied these cues 1o different stimulus persons {and different lies). Zuckerman et
al. {1984} indirectly tested the generalizability of person-specific feedback and
found that learning effects did not generalize across different persons.

No study has examined the longitudinal effects of training. We would recom-
mend testing judgmental accuracy over time. If judgmental accuracy does increase
as hanction of beohavioral cue iraining, do these effects persist over time? Is
training adeguate und sufficient 1o invoke longitudinal effeats?

Summary and Future Directions

Taken together, the current research does not meet many of the challenges we
have set down. First, some of the deception situations would be irrelevani Lo the
professional lic catcher and fewer still conblirmed the presence of behavioral clues
that would distinguish 1ruths from lies. Most did not use adequate fraining
techniques {time length, stakes of lie, clues) and none have measured directly the
generalizability of training effects over situalion and iime. Yet, many of the
studies still show a slight training effect. We will argue that these studies are not
flawed; in [act, it appears as if they were designed to see whether it is cven
passible to train. In this, they accomplished their task, but in the process probahly
underestimate a training effect.

There are a great number of other issues to explore with training. For example,
what does training improve? Does it improve lie catching, bul nol truth recogni-
tion? Docs fraining improve for stimulus subjects showing facial clues, vocal
clues, or hody clues, ar some combination of these clues? Morcover, we can ask
to what extent does this training improve the ability of a lie catcher in a fsce to
face situation, comparced to the effects of training on a live ohserver or while
vicwing video. These issues are bevond the scope of this paper.

We feel that we have not yvet fairly examined the extent to which one can train
professionals to improve their abilities to distinguish truths from lies. We have
emploved techniques thai overeslimate our abilities to detect deception (e.g.,
using limited stirmulus subjects) and technigues that underestimate our abilitics
{e.g., limited training time). Until wo take the steps necessary, we believe that we
should not sell shorl our ability to train effectively professional lie catchers al rales
that will meaningfully affect the safety and well being of individuals in our society.
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