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Abstract In two experiments, we tested the hypotheses that
(a) the difference between liars and truth tellers will be greater
when interviewees report their stories in reverse order than in
chronological order, and (b) instructing interviewees to recall
their stories in reverse order will facilitate detecting decep-
tion. In Experiment 1, 80 mock suspects told the truth or lied
about a staged event and did or did not report their stories in
reverse order. The reverse order interviews contained many
more cues to deceit than the control interviews. In Experiment

much from truth tellers’ behaviour—at least not as we
currently measure them—and so the task of discriminating
between them is quite difficult. One reason for observers’
poor discriminatory performance, we believe, is that they
take a passive approach to the task of detecting deception.
That is, observers simply monitor liars’ and truth-tellers’
naturally occurring behaviours during an interview and
look for various non-verbal and verbal cues to distinguish
between them. Clearly, these discriminatory signs are not
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lied about the entire scenario, including taking £10 from
the wallet. The procedure reflects a situation where a liar is
familiar with the event s/he described but lacks the expe-
rience of true participation in that event.

Both liars and truth tellers were told that if they con-
vinced the interviewer that they did not take the money,
they would receive £10 for participating in this study. If
they did not convince the interviewer, they would instead
have to write a statement about what actually occurred. The
participants were then brought to the interview room where
they were interviewed by a uniformed, male, British police
officer. The interviewer was blind to the participants’
condition (truth telling or lying). The interviewer started
the interview by saying “£10 has gone missing from a
wallet in the room next door and I have to find out whether
or not it was you who took it”. After several introductory
questions, the actual interview commenced. Participants
were asked to explain in as much detail as possible what
happened when they played Connect 4. The following
instructions were given by the interviewer to participants in
the non-instructed condition, and participants in the reverse
order condition. The parts denoted in italics were identical
for both and hence have not been repeated here. The
interviewer asked the 20 liars and 20 truth tellers in the
non-instructed condition:

“Please tell me, in as much detail as possible, what
hannened when vou were in the room with Sam just

thought the likelihood was of getting the £10, and (iii) what
they thought the likelihood was of being made to write a
statement. Answers were given on Likert scales ranging
from (1) very unlikely to (7) very likely. To ensure that all
participants were paid the same amount (£10), the experi-
menter told them that the police officer had been convinced
by their story.

Verbal and Non-verbal Coding

The interviews were videotaped and transcribed, and these
transcripts were the basis for all verbal coding. We had
previously trained two people to code visual cues, auditory
cues, contextual embeddings, cognitive operations, and
chronological productions. The two raters individually
coded the statements from the present study. They were
both blind to the hypotheses under investigation, to the
staged event, and to the experimental condition. One rater
coded all the statements and a second rater coded a random
sample of 40 statements (50% of the total). The two raters
coded per interview the frequency of occurrence of visual
details (e.g. “He walked over to the whiteboard” contains
three visual details); auditory details (e.g. “She said to sit
down” contains one auditory detail); contextual embed-
dings (e.g. “We started playing” is one temporal detail and
“And then the pieces fell on to the floor” contains one
spatial detail); cognitive operations (e.g. “She seemed
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a second or more in the interviewee’s monologue, r = 91);
speech hesitations (frequency of saying ‘ah’ or ‘mm’ be-
tween words, r = 1.00); speech errors (frequency of word
or sentence repetition, sentence change, sentence incom-
pletion, and slips of the tongue, r = .87); illustrators (fre-
quency of arm and hand movements which were designed
to modify and supplement what was being said, r = .97);
hand and finger movements (frequency of movements of
the hands or fingers without moving the arms, r = .94); eye
blinks (where the eye shuts briefly but completely for a
blink, r=.97); leg and foot movements (frequency of
movements of feet or legs. Simultaneous movements of
feet and legs were scored as one movement, r = .98); chair-
swivels: (participants sat on a swivel chair; we counted
each time the chair was propelled one way or another by
the participant, r = .87); gaze aversion (number of seconds
for which the participant looked away from the interviewer,
r=.98); self-adaptors (frequency of scratching the head,
wrists, etc. Rubbing one’s hands together were not coded
as self-adaptors but as hand and finger movements,
r =.76). Speech rate was defined as the number of words
(calculated with the word count in Word divided by length
of answer in seconds). All visual and vocal cues except
speech hesitations and speech errors were adjusted for the
duration of the interview and were calculated per minute of
interview. Speech hesitations and speech errors were cal-
culated per 100 words.'

revealed one significant effect, a main effect for Order, F(1,
76) = 349.66, p < .01, :f = .82. Participants in the Reverse
Order condition recalled their stories less chronologically
(M =6.08, SD =2.04) than participants in the control
condition (M = .13, §D = .33). In fact, all participants re-
called their stories in reverse order after being instructed to
do so. By comparison, participants in the control condition
hardly ever recalled non-chronologically.?

The experimental manipulations did not affect the par-
ticipants” motivation (all Fs < .61, all ps > 43). The vast
majority of participants (80%) reported that they were
motivated to appear convincing during the interview (a
score of 5 or higher on the 7-point scale).

The ANOVA regarding the likelihood of receiving an
incentive of £10 resulted in main effects for Veracity, F(1,
76) = 14.05, p < .01, #* = .16, and Order, F(1, 76) = 7.06,
p < .01, q2 = .09. Truth tellers were more convinced that
they would receive the incentive (M = 4.78, D = 1.8) than
liars (M = 3.40, SD = 1.7) and participants in the control
condition were more convinced that they would receive the
incentive (M = 4.58, §D = 1.7) than the participants in the
Reverse Order condition (M = 3.60, SD = 1.8). Those re-
sults suggest that truth tellers thought that they performed
better than liars and that participants in the control condi-
tion thought that they performed better than participants in
the Reverse Order condition.

The ANOVA regarding receiving a penalty (writing a
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screen (approximately 2m x Im), in a large classroom
that would have enabled twenty participants to have
seen the screen clearly, sitting far enough apart so as
not to see each other’s answers. Participants were given
questionnaires and asked to complete the first section
relating to the details discussed in the Participants sec-
tion above. They were then informed that they were
about to see a selection of clips of students who were
either lying or telling the truth about a scenario that
involved the theft of money from a wallet. The scenario
involved their playing a game of Connect 4 with another
participant (actually a stooge) whilst various people
entered or exited the room. Truth tellers had actually
participated in this event, and truthfully had not taken
any money; liars were merely informed about the event,
and had actually taken the money from the wallet. The
experimenter did not tell the participants how many
clips they would see, or what percentage were truths or
lies, so as to avoid participants calculating how many
truths and lies they were actually being shown, and
hence deliberately trying to achieve a certain number of
truth/lie responses. Instead they were informed that
although they would not be told how many clips they
would see, there would not be as many clips as were in
their questionnaire. They were told that after each clip
the tape would be stopped, and when everybody had
completed all questions on the questionnaire relating to

Results
Overall Accuracy, Lie Accuracy and Truth Accuracy

The overall accuracy scores ranged from a low of 17% (one
participant in the control condition) to a perfect 100% (one
participant in the Reverse Order condition) with an average
of M = .53 (§D =.17). This average percentage did not
differ significantly from the level of chance (.50),
t(54) = 1.22, p = 23. The truth accuracy (M = .54, §D =

.21) and lie accuracy (M = .52, SD = .21) were almost the
same and did not differ significantly from each other, F(1,
54) = .21, p = .64. Neither truth accuracy nor lie accuracy
differed significantly from chance, both rs < 1.28, both
ps > .20.

Hypothesis-Testing

A 2 (Veracity) x 2(Order) mixed ANOVA was conducted
with Veracity as the within-subjects factor, Order as the
between-subjects factor, and accuracy as the dependent
variable. The analysis revealed a significant Order effect,
F(1, 53) = 6.98, p < .05, 112 = .12. None of the other main
effects or interaction effects were significant, all Fs < 2.81,
all ps > .10. Accuracy in the Reverse Order condition
(M = .58, SD = .16) was superior to accuracy in the control
condition (M = .46, SD = .17). Accuracy in the Reverse
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