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Abstract o Experiment 1, we examined whether three interview styles used by the police,
accusatory, information-gathering and behaviour analysis, reveal verbal cues to deceit, measured
with the Criteria-Based Content Analysis (CBCA} and Reality Monitoring (RM} methods. A
total of 120 mock suspects (old the truth or lied about @ staged event and were inlerviewed by a
police ofiicer employing one of these three interview styles, The results showed that accusatory
interviews. which typically result in suspects making short denials, contained the fewest verbal
cues to deceit. Moreover, RM distinguished between truth tellers and liars better than CBCA.
Finally. manual RM coding resulied in mote verbal cues to deception than automatic coding of
the RM criteria utilising the Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC} softwiare programume.

In Experiment 2, we examined the cffects of the three police interview styles on the ability
1o deteet deception. Sixty-cight police ollicers watched some of the videotaped interviews of
Experiment 1 and made veracity and confidence judgements. Accuracy scores did not differ
between the three interview styles; however, watching accusatory interviews resulied im maore
false accusations {accusing truth tellers of Tying) than warching information-gathering interviews.
Furthermore. only in accusatory interviews, judgements of mendacity were assoclated with
higher confidence. We discuss the possible dunger of conducting, accusatory interviews.

Keywords [nterviewing to deteet deception - Criteria-based content analysis and reality
moniloring - Accusatory interviews, mformation-gathering interviews and the behaviour
analysis interview
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Cues to deception and ability to detect lies as a function of police interview styles
Informettion-gathering and accusatory erview sivies

Police interviewers frequently need to determine whether a suspect is lving {Horvath, Jayne, &
Buckley, 19943, In (he service ol detecting deception, researchers have moenitored a vaciely of
verbal and nonverbal behaviours which they believe maght diseriminate between Lurs and truth
tellers (DePaule et al., 2003), Only recently, however, have researchers taken a more proactive
role in developing interview protocols o magnify the differences hetween liars and truth tellers.
For example. Vrij (2006) examined whether the style of the interview influenced the likelihood
of suspects displaying nonverbal cues to deception. Very tew studies have examined the impact
of interview style on verbal and nonverbal lic detection (Colwell, Niscock, & Memon, 2002:
Harntwig, Granhag, Strémwall. & Vrij, 2005: Hernandez-Fernaud & Alonso-Quecuty, 1997
Horvath, Juyne, & Buckley, 1994; Levine & McComack, 20013, and in (hose that have, dillerent
interview styles often used by the police were not directly compured, We examine here whether
the mmterview style affects the likelihood that verbal cues to deception will occur in suspects’
statements (Experiment [}, and whether using different interview styles affects police officery’
ability to detect deceit (Experiment 2).

In their analysis of avdiotaped interviews with suspects in England and Wales, Moston
and Lngelberg (1993) observed that the police commonly use two types of interview formats:
Information-gathering and accusatory, In the information-gathering style. interviewers reguest
suspects o give detailed statements about their activities through open questions (e_g_, “What did
you do between 3pm and 4pm?7; “You just mentioned that you went to the gynt last night; Who
else was there? ™). By comparison, in the accusatory style, interviewers confront suspects with
accusations (e.g.. " Your reactions make me think that you are hiding something from me™). Not
surprisingly, interview style affects suspects” verbal responses, with accusatory interviews often
yield short denials (c.g.. 1 am not hiding anything™.) whercas information-gathering intervicws
promale longer. more elaborate responses,

The more words there are in the suspect’s response. the more verbal cues there should be
to discriminate between lars and truth tellers. simply because words are the carriers ol verbal
cues. Two such discriminating verbal cues are contextual embedding {reference to place and
time) and conversational reproductions (e.z.. reproducing speech in its original format}, both
of which appear more trequently in truth tellers’ statements than in liars” statements (Vrij,
20050, Obvicusly, these cucs will be more available it interviewees provide long, claborate
responses than if they provide only short denials, We expect, therefore, thatinformation-gathering
interviews, which generale longer answers, will conlain more verbal cues to deception thun will
accusalory nlerviews,

A thivd onterview stvle: Beliendour analvsis interview

Inbau, Reid, Buckley, and Jayne (20013 describe in their influential police manual a third in-
terview style: The behavioral analysis interview (BAD, Similar to an information-gathering
interview, a typical BAI interview starts with an open-coded guestion inviting suspects (o de-
seribe their activities during o specilic period of time. Afer this initial open-ended question,
information-gathering and BAT interviews take dilTerent paths, In information-gathering inter-
views, interviewers continue with follow-up guestions that are based on the suspect’s initial
statement. thereby allowing suspects to elaborate on their initial statement. BAIL interviewers,
however, continue by asking a predetermined standardised list of 15 questions, starting with the
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question: “What is your understanding of the purpose of this interview?”, followed by questions
such as: "Who would have had the best opportunity to commuit the erime if they had wanted to?”

Despite 11s name, hefwvions analysis interview, Inbau et al. (2001} predict that liars and truth
wellers will differ in both their nonverbal behaviour and in their verbal responses. We focus
here on the verbal responses. One key assumption behind the BAL interview is that, comparcd
to llars, wuth tellers expect to be exonerated and therefore should be inclined (o ofler helptul
information (Horvath, Tayne, & Buckley, 19942 Inbau et al 20011 Thus, truth tellers should be
more likely to name possible suspects, more likely w divulge who had an opportunicy to commit
the crime, etc. There is no empirical evidence. however, to support these claims. Vrij (2005a)
examined the cooperativeness of truth tellers and liars in a mock crime scenario, and found just
the opposite: Truthful suspects were fesy co-operative than deceptive suspects. Similarly, Vrij,
Mann, and Fisher (2006) cxamined the BAI technique and found that truthful mock suspects
were Jess helpful than deceptive mock suspects. In sunumary, the experimental rescarch relutes
Tnbau et al.’s (2001) predictions about verbal cues to deception. These lindings do not rule out
the possibility that BAT interviews muay reveal verbal cues to deceit grfier than those that Inbau
et al. focus on. We explored the availability of such verbal cues in the present experiment.

There is good reason to believe that the BAT technigue is used frequently. Reid and Associates
claim to have trained more than 300.000 law enforcement professionals worldwide. and the
BAI technique 1s part of their training package (sco hutpr/fwww.reid.com/ftraining _programs/
r_nierview.html). The BAL technique is also believed to be one of the two most commonly
taught questioning methody in the US (Frank Horvath, 2006, personal communication).

Verbal cues to deception: Criterig-Bused Content Angfyvsis and Reality Moniioring

Difterent tools exist to examine verbal indicators ot deceit. Probably the most widely known and
most widely researched toel is Criteria-Based Content Analysis (CBCA, Steller & Kohnken,
19897, which emerged from German psychologists™ practice in intervicwing children (Masip.
Sporer, Garrido, & lerrero, 2005). CBCA was originally developed to assess the veracity of
statements made by children in alleged sexual abuse cases, bul researchers have advocated and
demonsirated that it can also be used 1o assess the veracity of stalements made by adults who
talk ubout issues other than sexual abuse {Vri), 2005b).

CBCA experts assess transcribed oral statements and judge the presence of 19 criteria. These
criteria include fogical siructure of the statement. contexinaf embeddings (references 1o time and
spuce), deseriptiony of inferactions, reprodtction of speech (speech in its onginal torm), aecowils
of subjective memal siwre (feclings experienced), spontancons corvecrions (corrections made
without prompling from the interviewer) and admitting lack of memary (expressing concern
that some parls of the statement might be incorrect). See Kohnken and Sieller (1988). Ruby
und Brigham (19973, Sweller and Kidhnken (1989), Raskin and Bsplin (1991} and Vrij (2005b)
for detailed descriptions of these criteria. The underlying hypothesis is that these eriteria occur
more frequently in truthtul than in fabricated stories (Steller, 1989).

A second verbal ool to assess veracity s Reality Monitoring {RM). The core of RM is that
memories of experienced events differ in quality from memories of imagined (c.g.. fabricated)
events. Memorics of real experiences are obtained through perceptual processes and arc therefore
likely 1o contan, amongst other features, seasery infornigfion: details of smell, taste or (ouch,
visual detaily and aoditory details (details of sound) and contextual information: spatial detaily
{details about where the event ook place, and details about how objects and people were situated
in relation to each other, e.g., “He stood behind me™), and temporal details (details about the
time order of events, e.g., "First he switched on the video-recorder and then the TV™, und details

about the duration ot events). By contrast, accounts of imagined events are derived trom an
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internal source and are therefore likely to contain cogmitive operations, such as thoughts and
reasonings (T must have had my coat on, as it was very cold that night™) (Johnson, Hashtrouds,
& Lindsay. 1993; Johnson & Raye, 1981, 1998). One may argue that “experienced events”
reflect truth telling whereas “imagined cvents”™ reflect deception. Consequently, compared to
liars® statements, truth tellees” statements will include more sensory and contextual information
and fewer cognitive operations, See Musip et al, (2005), Sporer (20043 and Vrij (2000) (or
reviews of RM deception research,

RM has several advantages over CBCAL T has a stronger theoretical foundation (Masipetal.,
2005; Sporer, 1997, 2004); it is relatively easy 1o teach and to learn, and less time consuming to
apply (Sporer, 1997; Vrij et al., 2004b}; and often leads to higher inter-rater reliability {Sporer,
1997; Stromwall, Bengtsson, Leander, & Granhag, 2004; Vrij, Edward, Roberts, & Bull, 2000;
Vrij. Akehurst, Soukara, & Bull, 20044). Finally, studics where statements were analysed with
both (he CBCA and RM woels have revealed that either RM diseriminales between Lars and truth
tellers better than does CBCA (Ve ¢ al.. 200440, b: Granhag. Strémwall, & Landstrim, 2006z
Stroimwall et al., 2004} or thit both ols have similar ability (Sporer, 1997, Vrij et al . 20000, It
is therefore remarkable that. of the two tools, CBCA is currently used in eriminal investigations
{Kohnken, 2004), whereas, to our knowledge, RM is not.

The frirst experiment

In the iirst experiment, participants were requested to lie or el the trath about a staged event in
one of three inerview settings: Information-gathering, accusatory or BAIL The oral stiementy
were transcribed and assessed via the CBCA and RM methods. We predicted that the accusatory
interviews would elicit shorter responses than the information-gathering and behaviour analysis
interviews, and that they would reveal fewer CBCA- and RM- related verbal cues to deceit.

Bond and Lec (2005, p. 326) recently concluded that “the jury is still out” regarding whether
RM could be coded by using a computer software programme {Linguistic Inquiry and Word
Count. LIWCy rather than manually. which is the typical method of RM coding. Automatic coding
would have advintages. Texts could be scrutinised more quickly, and more objectively, becuuse
human coders, whose coding necessarily depends on thewr interpretations of the transcripts,
are not necessary. LIWC (Pennebaker. Francis. & Booth, 2001} contains word categories that
correspend with RM labels such as “senses,” “space.” “time” und “cognitive mechanisms.” Bond
and Lee (2(H)5}) obtained mixed success in ditferentiating between liars and truth tellers by using
these RM-type LIWC word catcgorics. In thelr experiment, truth tellers obrained a significantly
higher score for sensory details than lars, but a signilicantly lower score for spatial details than
liars, The Latter finding contradicts RM theory, The only other rescarch project (comprising live
experiments) that we are aware of where the RM-type LIWC categories were examined did not
vield significant effects for these LIWC categories (Newman. Pennebaker, Bery. & Richards,
2003).

Bond and Lee {2003) and Newman et al. (2003} did not carry out manual RM coding on
their data, so their studies do not indicate how effective automatic RM coding (with LIWC)
is compared to manual RM coding. We thercfore cxamined this in the present experiment. We
doubted whether automatic RV scoring would be as elfective as manual scoring Tor a variety of
reasons. First, the results of Newman et al. (20033 and Bond and Lee (2005, deseribed above,
de not give much reason for optimism. Second, although the LIWC categories may resemble
the RM categories, they are not developed on the basis of RM theory. This lack of theoretical
foundation may cause error. For example, the LIWC cognitive mechanism category includes
wards such as “think™. Thus, the sentence ~'1 think she had dark hair” would produce a hit in the
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LIWC cognitive mechanism category. By comparison, human RM coders do not count this as a
cogiitive operation. We therefore predict that LTWC coding will be less successful than manual
coding in discriminating between liars and truth tellers.

Experiment 1
Method
Purticipants

The participants were 120 undergraduate students, of whom 58% were male and 42% were
lemale, Their average age was M =22.07 {51 = 6.46) years.

FProcedure

The experiment took place at a Students’ Union in a British university. Undergraduates were
recruited under the guise of participating 1n an experiment about “telling a convincing story™
with the possibility of carning £15. The participants signed an informed consent form, and then
were randomly allocated to the truth telling condition or the deception condition.

The 60 truth tellers participated i a staged event in which they played a game of Connect
4 with a conlederaie (who posed as another participant). (Connect 4 is u popular two-player
game where players drop counters into a slotted grid o achieve, and simulaneously prevent
their opponent from achieving, four of their counters in a row}. During the game they were
interrupted twice, first by a second contederate who came in to wipe a blackboard and later by
a third confederate who entered looking tor his or her wallet. Upon finding the wallet. this latter
confederate then claimed that 4 £10 note had gone missing from it. The participant was then told
that s/he would be interviewed about the missing money. This event is a modification of Vrij,
Akchurst, Bull, and Soukara (2002).

The 60 hars did not participate in this staged event, Instead, they were asked to lake the £10
from the wallet. but deny having taken this money in a subsequent interview. They were told to
tell the interviewer that they played a game of Connect 4 like the truth tellers had. The liars were
then presented with a sheet contaning the tollowing information about the staged event that the
wuth tellers had participated in.

You enter the room o {ind another participant. *Sam’. The two of you are instructed by
the experimenter (0 play Connect 4 for o while, which vou do alone together. The other
participant siat where the experimenter was just sat and you sat wherg you are sitting
now. You had a general conversation with the other participant as you played (e.g. about
vour courses/life as a student in Portsmouth/TV/the weather). Then the other participant’s
maobile phone rang and, clearly an important personal call, they excuse themselves and
leave the room, leaving vou alone for a minute or so. Then they return and you both
continue playing the game. Then someone clse entercd the room, made a comment about
you plaving (he game, wiped the mathematical fonmulas that vou can see ofT the board and
then left. You continued playing the game Tor a few moments when someone else entered
the room looking lor his/her wallet. The person made several comments when they entered
and had clearly been looking for it for a while. The wallet which you can see in front of
vou, 15 found somewhere around the room {(up to vou to decide where — it was varied in
the scenario). You continue playing the game when the experimenter came back in, with
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the wullet-owner, and informs you and the other participant that some money had gone
missing from the wallet and you are both to be interviewed. You now have a few minutes
to tamiliarise yourself with this alibi before going into the next room to give your story o
the intervicwer. Remember to give as much detail as you can about what happened in order
to make your story convinging,

Just before the interview started, both lars and truth ellers were told that il they convinced
the interviewer that they did not take the money, they would receive £15 for participating in this
study. If they did not convince the interviewer, they would have to write a statement about what
actually occurred.

In summuary, the liars did not cngage in any of the activitics the truth tellers were engaged in
{playing Conneet 4, cte. ). Instead, the liars ook the money out of the wallet, hid it somewhere
on their person. and pretended that they had been engaged in the truth tellers™ activities. They
therefore lied about the entire scenario, including taking £10 from the wallet. The procedure
reflects a situation where a Har is familiar with the event s/he deseribed but lacks the experience
of true participation in that event.

All 120 participants were interviewed by the same uniformed, male, British police otficer.
The interviewer was blind to the participants” condition (truth telling or lving). The interviewer
started the intorview by saying “£10 has gone missing from a wallet in the room next door and [
have to lind out wheiher or not 10 was you whoe ook 107 Aller several introductory quesiions, the
actual interview comnienced. Participants were allocated randomly (o the information-galhering,
uccusatory and behaviour analysis interview conditions.

Participants in the information-yathering condition (20 hars and 20 truth tellers) were asked to
tell in as much detail as possible what happened when they played Connect 4. Several guestions
tollowed. such as: " You just mentioned that sameene came into the room whe rubbed infermation
ott the board. Can vou describe that person in detail 7™, Participants in the aocisation condition
{20 liars and 20 truth tellers)y were asked eleven questions adapted trom Vrij and Winkel (19913,
including: “Are vou sure you're telling me the truth?,” “You forgot to mention the £10 note
that you took from the wallet, didn’t you?.” *Your reactions make me think that you are hiding
something from me.” ete. Participanis in the hefigvionr analvsis interview condition (20 lurs
and 20 truth tellers) were asked first to report in as much detail as possible what happened when
they played Connect 4. Atter this recall, they were asked the 15 behaviour analysis interview
questions. They were directed towards the critical event, the theft of money from a wallet.
Examples of the questions include: "1s there anyone other than yourself who you foel cortain did
not take the money?™, "o you think that someone did actually purposefully take the money?”,
and “Who would have had the best opportunity 1 have tiken the money i they had wanted 107"
See Vrij, Mann and Fisher (20063 for u description of the 15 questions askerl,

After the interview the police officer gave each participant a questionnaure, which he or she
completed in another room. Participants were asked (i) to whart extent they were motivated to
appear convincing during the interview, {ii} what they thought the likelihood wus of getting
the £15, and (i1} what they thought the likelihood was of being made to write a statcment.
Answers were given on Likert scales ranging from (1) very unlikely to {70 very likely. After cach
participant completed the questionnaire, the experimenter told him or her that the police oflicer
had been convineed by his or her story. Thus, both the truth tellers and the Hars were paad £15,

Mengad CBCA gnd RM coding

The interviews were simultanecusly videotaped and audiotaped, and then transcribed. These
transcripts were the basis for CBCA and RM coding. The transcripts were scored by a CBCA
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expert and a second rater. The second rater received training in CBCA scoring by the expert. First,
the rater read several descriptions of the CBCA criteria provided by Raskin and Esplin (19913,
Steller (19897 and Vrij (200X, Then. the expert explained und gave examples of each criterion.
After that, both traince and expert worked together to evaluate scveral example scripts together
{from Vrij ct al., 2002, study}. Finally, the cxpert and traince rated a few seripts individually.
The trainee and expert compared their results, and Teedback was given by the expert rater,
Then, the trainee received more transeripls which she rated herself. Tnu Tollow-up meeting,
the results were evaluated and agaim the expert provided lfeedback. After this meeting. both the
rater and the expert felt that the trainee had heen adequately truined and that the coding could
commence. Both expert and second rater coded the scripts individually. Both raters were blind
to the hypotheses under investigation, to the staged event, and to the experimental condition
{although they were aware that some scripts would be truthful and some would not)y. One of
the CBCA criteria (number 1) “aecurately reported details misunderstood™ was not scored as
it is specifically relates (o young children. Critenion 19 “Details characteristic of the offence™
was not used either becuuse 1t specilically relates w sexual crimes. The CRCA expert scored
the frequency of occurrence of each criterion in each statement. Following common procedure,
repeated information was not counted twice. After completing this frequency scoring, the expert
then scored the presence of each criterion on 3-point Likert scales, (1) = absent, and (5) =
strongly present, by using the frequency scorcs. This was carried out in @ mechanical manner.
For example, regarding information-gathering and BAl-interviews, when more than 36 details
(eriterion 3) oceurred i a statement, @ score of 5" was given. when 41 1o 55 details were
mentiomed a score of *4” was given, ete. The cut-off points were derived lollowmg inspection
of the frequency distribution and assurance that we achigved u reasonable spread on the S-point
Likert scales. A total CBCA score was calculuted by adding the Likert scale scores of these
17 CBCA criteria, and this i1s the score we used throughout the analyses. We used total CBCA
scores because total CBCA scores are typically used in real-life cases {Gumpert & Lindblad,
1999; Kthnken, 20043,

In order to check for inter-rater relibility, the second coder also conducted the frequency
seoring ratings, and conducted the Likert scale transformaions on her frequency scores on
50% ol the ranseripts. We then calculated the total CBCA scores Tor this second coder. These
CBCA scores correlated highly with the CBCA scores of the CBCA expert (760} = .89). The
correlations were also satistactory if broken down per interview style (all /2005 = 67,1

Two other raters received training in Reality Monitoring {RM) scoring. An RM expert (who
was also the CBCA expert) provided the raters with a detailed description of how the criteria
should be scored, meluding some case examples. Then, both the trainees und the expert evaluated
some example (ranseripts individually (Trom Vrij et al.. 2002, study). The three raters compared
their results and feedback was given by the expert. At this stage the expert and the (wo raters
Tell that the raters were capable of scoring the ranseripis without any further instruetions, This

'The Pearson correlutions between the tw coders Tor the fregquency seores were ws fullows: logical structure.
= A3 unstructured prodduction, r— Sk quantiy of detals, 5 — 98 contextual embedding, r— 962 descniption
ol interaetions, » = 51 reproduction of corversation, r= 97 unexpecied complications, = 61 unusual deils,
= 71 superiluous details. r — 60 related external associations. » — 37; subjoctive mental state, » — 790 antribu-
tion of other’s mental state, r= K3 spontancols correctivns., »= .67, admitting lock of memory. = 82; ruising
doults about one’s own nwmory, F = A sclf-deprecation, r = 620 pardoung the perpetrator. = 53, The corre-
lations indicate fair 1o very good imer-rater reliability (Fleiss, 1981 Giderl. Gamer, Rill & Vossel, 2003 The
relatively Tow agreement scores for “logical structure™ and “related external asssociations™ are probahly due 10 the
low frequency of ocowrrence of these oriterin. In low frequeney distribuions the correlanions wnd 1o underestimate
the true mter-rater agreement (Gédert et al,, 2005 Spearman correlations bevween the two coders teveuled a
sitilar pattern w the Pearson correlations,
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agrees with Sporer (1997) who also found it relatively easy to teach (and to learn} RM scoring.
RM scoring is probably less standardised than CBCA scoring and different researchers use
somewhart different RM scales {see Masip et al., 2005; Sporer. 20043, We used the scales used
by Vrij et al. (2000, 20044, b).

Two trained raters individually coded the statements from the present study, The raters
were blind 1o the hypotheses under investigation. 1o the staged event, and o the experimenial
condition {although they were aware thut some seripts would be truthful and some would not).
The two raters coded per interview the Mrequency of ocewrrence of visual details (e.g., “He
walked over to the whiteboard” contains three visual detils). auditory details {e.g., “She said
to sit down” contains one auditory detail}. temporal details {e.g.. “"We started plaving™ is one
temporal detail). spatial details {e.g.. “And then the pieces fell on to the floor™ contains one
spatial detail’ and cognitive operations (obscrvations that indicate cognitive suppositions of
sensory information, ¢.g., “She seemed guite elever’™ contains one cognilive operation). Again.
repeated information was counted enly once. One rater transformed her {requency scores into 3-
point Likert scale scores (01) = absent and (5) = swrangly present) in a mechanical manner (see
above). The average Reality Monitoring score was based on these Likert scores and calculited as
follows: visual score + auditory score + spatial score + temporal score — cognitive operations
score. The second rater also conducted the frequency scoring and conducted the Likert-scale
transformations on 305 of the transeripts. We then caleulated a total RM score on the basis of the
second coder’s ratings and this total RM score correlated highly with the total RM score of the
first raner H{60) = 92, Correlations were also high il broken down per interview style, all 72007y
= K2 RM total score and CRBCA wotal scores were also signilicantly correlated (+(120) = .67,
poe DnE?

LIWC coding

The transcripts were prepared for LIWC analyses according to the LIWC manual (Pennebaker
etal., 2001). Thus, all interviewers” texts were deleted, the interviewees’ texts were searched for
spelling errors and were corrected, fillers such as “you know™ were changed into “you know,”
cte.

Results
Manipulation checks

A2 (Veracity) x 3 (Type of Interview) MANOVA with (he three manipulation checks as the
dependent variables, did not result in any main or interaction effects (all F's < 1.04), The vast
majority of participants (85% ) reported that they were motivated o appear convineing during the
interview (it score of 5 or higher on the 7-point scale). 28% thought that it was unlikely that they

Intercoder reliability scores {Pearson’s cortelations) on the frequency scores were good for all the Individual
criteria (visual detalls: - = 98 auditory details: - = 98 spatal detaals: - = 89 wemporal details: - = 9% cognitive
operations: # =943 Spearnan correlations between the twa coders revealed o similar patiern to the Pearson
correlations.

*The CBCA und RM inter-rater reliability scores were also caleulated per interview condition. The correlations
for the mlormation-gathering and behaviewr analysis interview comditions were very similar o the correlitions
reporied in the wexn Several reliability scores could not be caleulied for the avcusiory condition because several
criteria were never present In that condiion. These that could be caleulated were very aood for CBCA scores (all
= B0F and good Tor RM scores (ull 7'y = J63),

s

@ Springer

TSA 15-00014 - 001588



L Hlum Behay (20073 31:499-318 5067

would be getting the £15 (a score of 3 or lower on the 7-point Likert scale): and 29% thought
that it was likely that they would have to write a statement about the event (a score of 5 or higher
an the 7-point Likert scale). [n summary, the participants were motivated to be convincing and
the incentive and threat appeared realistic.

Leneth of interview

In order 1o examine dilferences in length of imerview, a 2 (Veracity) »x 3 (Type of Interview)
ANOVA was carried out with number of words spoken by the interviewee as the dependent vari-
able. The lengzth of truthful (M =379.72, $0 = 303.8} and deceptive (M =341.13, 5D =227.5)
statements did not ditter significantly trom each other, F(1, 114)y=1.38, ns, cta® = .02. How-
ever, as expected. there was a significant main effeet tor Type of Interview, Fi2, 114)=73.58,
po= 01, ere® = .56, Tukey posthoc tests revealed that the accusatory interviews (M = 79.20,
S8y =547y were signidicantly shorter than the information-gathering (M= 514.23. 50 =2537)
and behaviour analysis interviews (M =487.85, 500 = 169.3). The latier two lypes ol interview
did not difTer significantly from each other, The veracity x Type ol Interview interaction eftect
was not significant, F(2, L4y = 82, ns, cta” = 02,

Munoal CBCA and RM coding

Two 2 {Veracityd x 3 (Type of Interview} ANOVAS were carried out with the CBCA and RM
scores as dependent variables, The CBCA analysis resulied in a significant Type of Interview
main elfeel, F(2, 114 =43.66. p < 01, eto” = .43, Tukey post ho tests revealed thal. as pre-
dicted, CBCA scores in the accusatory interview (M =23.03. 5 = 2.1) were sigmiticantly lower
than those in the information-gathering (M = 31,10, $0 = 0.2) and BAT inerviews (M = 30,82,
SD = 4.1}, with the latter two conditions not significantly differ from each other. The main Ve-
racity eftect, F{1, 113} =382, ny, et = 03, and The Veracity = Type of Interview iteraction,
F(2, 114y = 1.28, iy, ere = .02, were not significant.

In order to test our hypothesis, planned comparisons were comducted. CBCA scorcs differcd
s1gnificantly between liars and (ruth tellers in the informaton-gathering condition, as predicted,
with the CBCA scores being higher in the truth (elling condition.” By comparison, CBCA scores
did not differ signilicantly between liars and trath tellers in the accusatory and BAT conditions
{see Table 1

The ANGVA of RM scores revealed main effects for Veracity, FU1. 114y=12.67, p =< .01,
et = .10 and Type of Interview, £F(2. L14)=16.78, p « .0l ot = 23, Contorming to RM
theory, RM scores were signiticantly higher tor truth tellers (M = 8.77, 50 = 3.9} than tor liars
(M =667, 5D =735, Post hoe Tukey (ests showed that RM scores were significantly lower
in (he accusatory interview (M =530, 8D = 2.5) than in the information- gathering (M = 8.93,
SO =3 60rand BAI{M =8.93.50D = 4 1y interviews, whereas the scores in the Tatter two conditons

TUmivariae tests o the individual CRBCA eriteris (Mrequency scorest revenlod tun lisrs snd mub tellers signifeantly
dittered on contextual embeddings, Fo 1L 38— 311, p < 08, era® — 10z deseription of imeractions, /11, 35 — 4,33,
poe 05 el =10 reproduction of conversationns, {1 38 =308, pr < 03, one-tailed, el = JOR: unusual details,
FLLAR =3 100 = 05, unctaled, et = 0% amd adimtting luck of nwmory FOL 38 =811 p = 01, et = 14,
For all these criteria, truth wllers obtained higher scores than lars (contextual embeddings: M — 20085 (52— 9.5)
vy M= 1540 (50 =7.4% repriviuction of conversations: M =265 (SO =437 vs M =90 (50 = 1.13; unusaal
deilss M 3200 (5D — 327 vo M 1ES (SO — L3y and admiving lack of memorv: M — 4,30 (80 — 3.3) vy
M= 190, 5= 1.7)). The exeepuon was deseription of mteractions where, o contrast W CBCA predictions. Leuth
tellers obtiuimed a lower score tha lars: W =10 (5 = 3y vs M= 45 (80D = 7).
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Table 1, CBCA and RM Scores as a function of veracity and type of imerview

Truth [Lie
M 5D M 8D Fil,38) ot
CBCA-scores
Info-gathenng 32,75 9! 2945 24 2907 A7
Accusittory 2315 1.6 3290 25 14
Bui 3140 50 3025 2.9 Rad]
RM-seores
Info-gathering 1015 K 770 a7 S0 % A2
Aucusatory 340 1.7 520 32 6
Rai 10.75 N 6.67 35 10.267" 2]

“One-tailed s
¥ 05,
"p = ).

did not differ significantly trom cach other. The Veracity < Tyvpe of Interview interaction cffect
just failed to reach a significant effeet, #(2. 114) = 2.94, p = 057, eta® = .05,

Planned comparisons (Table 11 revealed that RM scores differed significantly between hars
and trwh ellers in the informaton-gathering and BAL conditions, and, as predicied. the RM
scores were higher in the truth telling condition.” Accusatory interviews did not reveal signiticant
differences between liars and truth tellers.

In order to examine which part of the BAI interview (the information-gathering part, the
15 questions part, or both}, causcd the difference in RM scores between truth tellers and liars,
RM total scores were caleulated for the two parts {intormation-gathering and 15 questions)
separately, Two ANOVAS with Veracity as Lactor and (he RM scores (or the separate phases
us dependent variables revealed that the RM scores between Hars (M =770, S =3.0) und
truth tellers (W = 10080, 5O = 3.5) sigmiicantly differed in the inlormation-gathering pat of the
interview, F(1, 38y =R8.92, p « .01, eto® =19, but not in the |5 questions part of the interview,
F(1, 380 =276, ns, ere® = 07.

Manual vs arroniatic RM coding

A2 {Veracityd x 3¢ Tvpe of Interview) MANOVA was carried out with the four LIWC sategories
as the depencent variables; senses, time, spuce and cognitive mechanisms, Atamultivariate level
the analvsis revealed a significant main effect for Tvpe of Interview, F{8. 222} =46.67. p < .01,
et = .63, and a significant Veracity x Type of Interview interaction, F(8, 222)=2.11, p =

*Unfvariate tests on the individual RM criteria (requency scotes) in the inforsiasion-guthering condition re-
vaitled that Tiars wied euth tellers significandy dittered on anditory detals, FuL 3R =745 p < 01 ctat =16,
spatiul details, FL 38y = 1662, p = 058, efa® =30 and wmporal dewils. F{1 38) =773 p = 0L et = 16,
For all these varables, truth tellers obtaned lugher scores than hares tauditory detads: M — TRAD (80— 1277
v M= 1035 (82 =37y spatial dewils: M =635 (30D =37y vs M=275 (50 = 1.5n and temporal denils:
M 1TSS — 6.8 ws M — 7000582 — 443, Univariate wesis on the individual RM criteria ¢irequency scores)
in the behavionr analysis interyiew condition revealed tat liaes wund trnh wellers sigmificantly dittered on auditory
detls, £ 3BY=13.6%.p = 01 et = .27, spatial detadls, F11,38) = L 1R < Aot = 2 1otempural details,
Fil,38p—4.35, p = 05, era® — 1L and cognitive operations, F(1, 38 —4.05, p < 05, one-tailed, era® — 19,
In agreement with RM theory, (ruth wellers obtained higher seores than lies for auditory details (M =878
(S0 3% ws MBS (SD — 2,00, spanial detils ¢ — 543 180 — 2.8y v M — 290080 — 2,33, and wemporal de-
tads (M = 102550 =49 vs M = 75080 =330, Also magrecment with RM theory, s (M =283 (52 =2.1)
obtained higher seores Tor cognitive uperations than troth wllers (4 = 163 (5D = 1.7,
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Table 2 LIWC Calegories as a function of interview 1vpe

[nlo-guthering Accusatory B

M Siy M 5D M SO
Senses 675" 23 1 .80y 1.7 5117 1.5
Space 7.64% EN| 165 1.8 7148 2.6
Time fr6d” EN | 1.15¢ 1.7 68" 22
Cognilive mechanisins— 9.86" 29 RN 4.3 14 .6t EN

Nete, Only mean scores with o ditferent superscrpt ditter signficandy (2 = 03] from each other,

08, ete’® = 07, The Veracity main effect was not signilicant. #(4, 111) = .17 ns, eta” = 01. Uni-
variate tests showed that Type of Interview ellect was significant for all four dependent variables
(senses: F(2, 11A=79.78, p = 01, era® = .58, time: F(2, 1) =T3.11, pp = .01, cta® = 56
space: A2, 114)=a7.29, p « 0OI. etem = 54 cognitive mechanisms, F{2, 114)=062.40,
p o= 0L, et = .32}, Table 2 reveals that the lowest scores were always obtained in the ac-
cusatory condition.

At a univariate level, a Veracity x Type of Interview interaction emerged for senses, £1(2,
114y=6.92,p = .01, et = .11, Table 3 shows that no dillerences between lars and truth tellers
emerged in the accusatory condition, Significant differences emerged in the two ether conditiony
but the lindings were contradictory. Truth tellers included more sensory details in their statements
than lars in the BAT interview but fewer sensory details in the information-gathering interview.

Discussion
Manual CBCA and RM coding

Information-gathering imterviews elicited more verbal cues w0 deception than did accusalory
interviews, as predicted. In fuet, accusatory interviews did notresulcin any verbal cues o deceit,
whereas information-gathering interviews led to significant differences in both CBCA and RM
scores.

The behaviour analysis interview also resulted in verbal cues to deception. with truth tellers
obtaining significantly higher RM scores than lars. Hover, these verbal cues to deecption
emerged only in the information-gathering part of the BAI method. In other words, the 15
questions part did not add new inlormation about verbal cues o deception. There is alse no
evidence that the 15 BAT questions are uselul for nonverbal lie detection purposes. Inbau et al.
{2001 ) assume that liars feel less comlonable than truch tellers while answering (some oy the 15
yuestions and, as a result. guilty suspects are more likely to cross their legs, shift in their chair,
and pertorm grooming behaviours. There 1s no empirical evidence to support these claims. None
of these behaviours have been identified as diagnostic cues to deception In deception research

Table 3 LIWC Calegory senses as a function ol veracity and interview type

Truth Liv

M § M $ FOL 38y et
[nfurmation-gathering 5.95 24 7.55 1.9 555" A3
ACCUSANY 219 2.0 1.42 1.3 2.1
Bohaviour aoalysis lnlervicw 508 1.3 4.55 1.5 643" A3
tpoa 05

@Springcr

TSA 15-00014 - 001591



510 Lo FHum Behav (2007 31:499-518

{DePaulo et al.. 2003}, In fact, lie detectors who pay attention to such cues perform significantly
worse than lie detectors who do not (Kassin & Fong, 1999 Mann, Vrij, & Bull, 2004}, In
summary, the merit of using the 15 BAI questions as a verbal and nonverbal lie detection tcol
has not yet been demonstrated.

Many deception studics revealed that liars include fower details in their statements than
truth tellers (Vrij. 2005k, Interestingly. in this experiment neither the broad CBCA-criterion
“quantity of details” (Criterion 3) nor the similar RM category “visual details”™ yielded significant
differences between hars and truth tellers {see endnotes 6 and 7). Specilic details, however, did
differ signiticantly between liars and truth tellers, such as “reproductions of conversations”™,
“unusual details” (CBCA, endnote 4) and “auditory.” “spatial™ and “temporal™ details (RM,
endnote 5). In the present experiment, liars were informed about the details of the staged event
wuth tellers were involved in. Perhaps such “coaching™ provides liars with the opportunity to
include much detil in their stories. Nevertheless, the quality of these details gave their lics away.

Our resulls suggest that RM was a more successful tool o detect deceit than CBCA: RM
signiticantly differentated between truths and ligs in both the information-guthering and BAT
conditions, whereas CBCA significantly differentiated only in the information-gathering condi-
tion. These favourable findings for RM are in agreement with recent findings {Granhag et al.,
2006; Strémwall et al.. 2004: Vrij et al., 2004a.b). This is encouraging, particularly because the
RM instrument is casy to teach and straightforward to apply. We believe that there 1s sufficient
evidence for the discriminative power of RM to encourage those with a protessional intercest in
lie detection w make themselves familiar with this verbal veracity detection tool and 10 use it
in their daily work. Obviously, applying RM coding could become even more straightlforward
it such coding could be carrizd out auomatically via computer soltwire programy without any
human interference. Gur automatic RM coding analyses revealed that this is not feasible and
that human interpretation of transcripts 15 necessary.

Experiment 2
Accuraey in lie detection and fulse positives

The findings of the first experiment suggest that information-gathering interviews have more
potential to discriminate between liars and truth tellers than the accusatory style. because
information-gathering interviews result in more verbal cues to deceit than accusatory inter-
views. This finding converges with Vrij's (2000) experiment showing that information-gathering
interviews also revealed more nonverbal cues (o deception than accusatory inlerviews.

The lact that information-gathering interviews reveal more cues Lo deception than sccusaiory
interviews does not automatically imply that observers will be able o discriminate beuer between
truths and lies in information-gathering interviews. Observers tend to look at nonverbal cues that
do not actually discriminate between truth tellers and liars, such as gaze aversion and fidgeting
{Vry, 2000, 2004). They are also largely unawuare which verbal cues are related 1o deception
(Stromwall, Granhag, & Hartwig, 2004 Vrij, Akchurst, & Knight, 2006). Lack of knowledge
about cues to deception may be onc reason why in experimental lic detection studies accuracy
rates (ie.. corret classifications of lars and ruih tellers) are wypically just above (he level of
chance (Vrij, 2000). even when the observers are professional lie catchers such as police officers
{Vri) & Mann, 20035).

In addition to accuracy. false positive accusations (accusing truth tellers of lying) are im-
portant, becuuse of the negative consequences they may have for truth tellers. For example,
Kassin, Goldstein and Savitsky (2003} found that innocent suspects who are presumed to be
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euilty elicit highly confrontational interrogations, and certain commonly used techniques in
such interrogations lead innocent suspects to confess to crimes they did not commit (see also
Kassin, 2005). We predict that, for a variety of reasons, more false positives will be miade in
accusatory inerviews. [irst, truth tellers may be more taken aback (than liars) when they are
talsely accused {(c.g., accusatory interviews) than when they are invited to tell what happencd
(i.c.. information-gathering), and this emotional reaction shines through in their responses. See-
ond, an accusatoty inlerview creates a negative almosphere (e, accusing others) that could
easlly lead to negative judgements (e, Judging someone to be lying), Third, when accusatory
questions are usked. observers have more opportunities to listen to responses related to guilt than
to listen to responses related to innocence. Fourth, the interviewer in the accusatory interviews
may be perceived as having an orientation toward guilt. In fact, Inbau et al. (2001) recommend
using an accusatory interview style if the interviewer believes that the suspect is guilty, The lie
detectors in our study may be sensitive to the beliefs of the interviewer.,

One could argue that the BAL echnigue falls in between the information-gathering and
accusatory techniques in terms of interview style. The BAT interview style differs from the
information-gathering interview style in asking a predeterimined standardised list of 15 questions.
Although these 15 guestions clearly put the suspect on the spot, they differ from the kinds of
questions asked In accusatory interviews in that the suspect is at no point actually accused of
wrongdoing or lying. The resultant number of false positives may reticet this mixture of the
two other interview styles and may fall in between the information-gathering and accusatory
technigues.

Confidence — veracity judgements correlations

DePaulc. Charlton, Cooper, Lindsay and Muhlenbruck's {1997) meta-analysis regarding confi-
dence measures revealed a relationship between confidence scores and type of veracity judge-
ments. Judges are typically more confident in their decision making when they judge someone
as telling the truth than when (hey judge someone as a liar, We believe that this may be (rue
lfor information-gathering interviews. [n such interviews. suspects are cocouraged (o alk and
to discuss what happened. They are neither challenged nor accused of lying. When basing a
decision on this, observers may have lower confidence when they decide that someone is lving.
However, the opposite could he true for accusatory interviews. In those interviews, the inter-
viewer Is searching for signs of guilt, and. when they believe they have found them, may be
more confident about the decision they make. Because BAI Interviews include elements of both
approaches, it is more ditticult o predict the relationship botween confidence and judgements in
these interviews.

Method
Purticipeonts

The participants were 68 British police officers, of whom 62% were male and 38% were
temale, The largest group (49%) were gencral unitormed otficers: an additional 408 were
specialised in CID. and 11% were police trainers (police officers who have specialised in
providing traiming courses such as probationer. or imerview (raining, for other police oflicers).
None of the purticipants had received training in lie detection {such training does not exist in
England and Wales). Their average age was MW =32.87 vears (§D =7.3). Most of the police
officers (85%) were Constables and the remaining 15% were Sergeants. Their averuge length of
service in the police was M = 0.92 vears {50 =8.5). When asked to indicate on a 5-point Likert
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scale how experienced they considered themselves in interviewing (M = 2.53, 5§D = 1.3}, 34%
rated themselves us ‘inexperienced” (i score of | or 2 on the 5-point Likert scale) whereas 253%:
declared themselves as “experienced’ {a score of 4 ar 3 on the 5-point Likert scale). When asked
oy indicate on a 3-point Likert scale how motivated they were o perform well on the task, 815
reported themselves as fairly or highly motivated {a score of 4 or 5 on the 3-point Likert scale,

M=4.00.5D= 8}

Procedure

The study took place at training collcges with police constabularics in the South of Lngland.
Between seven and (ilteen participants were (ested simultancously, This variation in group size
reflected only the number of eflicers that trainers were willing to release from class ot that time. It
did notin any way allect the running of the experiment. The videotaped imterviews (e.g , "clips™)
were shown on a large screen (approximately 2m x 1), in a large classroom that would have
enabled twenty participants to have seen the screen clearly, sitting fiar enough apart so as not
to see sach other’s answers. Participants were given questionnaires and asked to complete the
first scetion relating to the details discussed in the participants scetion above. They were then
informed that they were about to sce a sclection of clips of students who were cither lving or
telling ihe truth. aboul o seenario that involved the thell of money [rom a wallet. The seenano
involved thelr playing a game of Connect 4 with another participam (actually a stooge) whilst
various people entered or exited the room. Truth ellers 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, 50 as to avoid participants calculating how
many truths and lics they were probably actually being shown, and hence deliberately trying to
achieve a certain number of truth/lic responses for just that reason. Instcad they were wld that
although they would not be 1old how many clips they would see, there would not be as many
clips as were in their questionnaire (there was space i the questionnaire for 16 clips). They
were told that after each clip the Lipe would be stopped. and when everybody bad completed
all gquestions on the questionnaire relating to that clip, the next clip would be shown. They were
then shewn cne of the three tapes (26 officers saw Tape 1. 18 saw Tape 2, and 24 saw Tape 3},
and each tape consisted of 12 videoclips, two lies and two truths of each of the three interview
types. After watching cach clip the obscrvers were asked to answer the following two questions:
{1) Do you ihink that the suspect s telling ... (dichotomous answer, the truthfa lie), and (i)
How confident are you of your decision? (7 point Likert seale. ranging from (1) notat all to {7
extremely). The study ook about one hour o conduct.

Accuracy was measured by calculating the percentage of correct veracity judgements given by
each participant in judging the truthful clips (truth acecurncy) and deceptive clips (lie accuracy).
We further calculuted sy {percentuge of correct classifications ot lias) and fulse positives
{pereentage of truth tellers talsely accusced of lymg). The confidence in making the veracity
judgement was measured by caleulating the average confidence scores allocared to liars and to
truth tellers.

Results
Overall accuracy scores, and percentages of hits and false positives did not differ per tape, all
Fs < 2,50, all p's = .09, and so we combined the results of (he three different apes,
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Table 4 Judgements scores ax o funetion of interview siyle

[nlo-guthering B Accusalary

M Siy M 5D M S6H
Overall aceuracy 57 (.36 Al 2% 4R {25
Hits 36 {38) 39 (.3(h 40 {.33)
False positives .32 .39 3 {34y A3 .39
Confidence o decision 4.36 (1.1} 4.6 (1.5} 4.60) {1.

Overafl aeciraey

The overall accuracy scores ranged from a low of 25% to 4 high of 83% with an average of
M= 50% {5/ =.13%). This percentage did not differ significantly from the level of chance
{5304 H67) =31, ns.

A3 (Interview Styley x 2 (Veracity ) ANOVA revealedihat the Imerview Style main effect was
notsignilicant. F(2, 66) = 41, ay, eta® = .01, Indeed, overall accuracy scores for the three types of
interviews were similar (see Table 4) and none of these accuracy scores differed significantly from
chance (all /(675 <70, all p's = .49). The Veracity main ettect was significant, Fil, 67) =45.84,
p < A1, et = 41, with truths being more accurately judged (M = .63, SO =.21) than lies
(M = 38,50 =.19). The latervicw Style = Veracity interaction cffect was not significant, £(2,
66)=1.49, s, cta” = .04,

A superior iruth accuracy often indicates a truth bias, i.c., a tendeney o judge clips as truthful.
Indeed, the observers thought that the persons in the clips were tzlling the truth 62% of the time
{SD =153, which is signiticantly more than the level of chance (30%:), (67)=6.77, p < 0L

Hits and false positives
; I

An ANOVA with Interview Style as the only factor and hits as dependent variable did not show
a signiticant result, F(2, 663 =18, ny, eree” = .01, and the percentages of hits were very similar
across the three interview conditions (sec Table 4). As predicted. the pereontage of false positives
in the accusatory intcrviews was signiticantly higher than the pereentage of false positives in the
information-gathering interviews, F(1.67) =331, p = .05, vra” = 03, The percentage of lalse
positives in the BAT interviews fell between those two scores and did not diller signilicantly
from either of them,

Confrdence measires

An ANOVA was conducted utilising a 3 (Interview Styled x 2 (Veracity) factorial design with
the confidence in decision muking as the dependent variable. The analysis resulted in a main
etfect for Interview Style, F(2, 66)=3.57, p < .03, ¢ta® = .10. The Veracity main ettect, Fil,
67) =01, ns, eta” = .00, and the Intervicw Style X Veracity interaction etfect, £7(2, 66) = 2.62,
ns. ere® = 07, were not significant. Confidence scores for the infermation-gathering intervicws
were significantly lower (han confidence scores [or the BAD (see "Table 43, F(1. 6TY=06.153. p
< 05, eta® = 08, and the sccusatory interviews, F(1, 671=398. p < 03, eta® = .06, whereas
the confidence scores lor the accusatory and BAT interviews did not difTer from each other, F( 1,
67)= .46, ns, eru” = 0L

We then conducted three Pearson correlations {one for each interview style) to examine the
relationship between conhidence scores and veracity judgements. For the accusatory interviews,
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as we predicted. the more lie judgements the participants made. the more confident they were
in their decisions, (68Y=.25, p «< .05. The correlations for information-gathering interviews,
ri8r= — .05, and BAl interviews, 1681 = .03, were not significant.

Discussion

The present experiment revealed that style of interviewing did not alfect on overall accuracy
{ubllity (o distinguish between truths or lies) or on lie detection accuracy (ability 10 correctly
identify liars). In fact. the overall accuracy rates were low and did not differ from the level of
chance. This study, like so many previous studies (Vrij, 2000}, thus shows the difficulty police
otficers face when discerning truths from lies by observing the suspect’s verbal and nonverbal
behaviours.

Our study was the [irst experiment lesting the efficiency ol BAI interviewing in discriminating
between Liars and truth tellers, Inbau ¢t al. (2001) suggested that BAL inlerviews could be used
elfectively for verbal and nonverbal lie detection purposes. The results of our experiment did
not support this claim. Perhaps Inbaw et al. {2001) based their claim on the results of the only
other, observational, study where the BAI technigue has been tested (Horvath, Jayne, & Buckley,
1994}, That study. where tragments ot real-life suspect interviews were used. revealed that the
BAI technique was successtul in detecting liars and truth tellers. However, Horvath et al. study
had a tundamental methodological weakness: The ground truth (true, actual, status of guilt
or innocence of the suspect) was nol known for certain, Norvath, Jayne. and Buckley (1994)
themselves acknowledge that the interpretation ol their own lindings “would be less problematic™
{p. 805) il the ground ruth could have heen established. In other words, the ability of the BAI
technigue to correctly classify Liars and truth tellers has not vet been demonstrated.

The nability of police to discriminate between liars and truth tellers, although in itselt unde-
sirable, might have enly limited consequences if police were aware of their poor performance,
i.c.. they had good metacognition. Metacognition is important because it often controls behaviour
{Konat & Goldsmiih. 1996; Nelson & Narens, 1990). For example, il police officers believe
that (hey are not conlident enough to make a veracity judgement then they may relvain [rom
making such judgements and instead decide 1o Turther investigate the case (see also Levine &
McCornack, 1992). Perhaps evidence about the involvement of the suspect in the case will arise
from such investigations. In the present study, police observers were the least confident in their
decision muking after watching the information-gathering interviews. Given the poor accuracy
in discerning truths trom lies obtained in this experiment, we believe that this 15 a positive result
tor information-gathering intervicwing.

In contrast o the null-lindings regarding accuracy. interview style did aifect Talse positives
{Lalse accusation of truth tellers). As predicted, accusatory nterviews resulted in more [alse pos-
itives than information-gathering interviews, This is worrying, purticularly because accusatory
interviews are typically conducted when police interviewers commence the interview with the
opinton that the suspect 1s guilty (Inbau et al., 2001; Kassin, 2005; Kassin & Gudjonsson, 2004
Moston et al., 1993} In case the suspect 15 actually innccent. our findings thus suggest that
interviewers are more likely to maintain their incorrcct assumption of guilt when they conduct
accusatory interviews than when they conduct information-gathering interviews. Cur additional
finding, that in accusalory imterviews. judgements of mendacity were assoctated with higher con-
fidence, Turther indicates that it is unlikely that interviewers will change their mind in accusatory
interviews once they have decided that someaone is guilty. These lindings have important impli-
cations. If police officers think they “know™ that a suspect is lying in an accusatory interview
and do not change their opinion about this perception of auilt in such an interview, they may
well be inclined to put pressure on suspects in order to elicit a confession. This may result in
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coerced confessions of innocent suspects {Kassin, 2003% A crucial aspect of police interviewing
is to provide safeguards for innocent suspects. In this regard. our data show that accusatory
interviews are more dangercus than information-gathering interviews. The false positives rate of
BAI interviewing fell in between those of information-gathering and accusatory intervicwing.
This iinding fits well in our obscrvation that BAT interviewing could be scen as a mixture of the
other two types of interviewing.

The observers in this study were prone w a (ruth bias and were inclined 1o believe that
the suspeets were welling the truth. The occurrence of a truth bias is o well-established finding
in deception research (Vrij, 20000, however, this is tvpically the case when the observers are
laypersons. Professional lie catchers, like the police officers in our study, are usually less inclined
to a truth bias (Vrij & Mann, 2005). Sometimes they are prone to a lie bias (Meissner & Kassin,
2002). There may be two reasons why we did not obtain such a lie bias. First, Meissner and
Kassin (2002} suggested that (1) general law enforcement experience. and (ii) being trained in
lic detection increases (he likelihood of judging someone as a Liar (.., lie bias), Meissner and
Kassin (2002} found o positive cormelution between general law enforcement experience and
increased bias m judging someone as a liar. When we carried out a correlation between length of
service and the tendency to judge someone as a liar on our data, it was not significant, #(68) = .03,
5. The correlation between experience in interviewing and the tendency to judge someone as a
liar was not significant cither in our experiment, r{68) = .11, ns. We thus found no support tor
the suggested link between experience and being prone to a lic bias, Training programmes in
lie detection do not exist in the United Kingdom so we could not test (he suggested relationship
between being trained in lie detection and being prone 1o a he hias,

A second explanation why we did not lind a lie bias is that this may be a culiural phenomenon.
Perhaps American police officers {Meissner and Kuassin's participants) are more inclined to a
lie bias than British police officers {our participants). At least i publications about police
interviewing, there seems to be a culral difference. British publications emphasise an “ethical
approach’ to police intervicwing that has “open mindedness of the interviewer” as a core aspect
{e.o, Williamson, 1993}, American manuals, on the other hand, mainly emphasise acies that
could be used 1o break a suspect’s resistunce in order (o obtain conlessions (e.g.. Inbau et al.,
2001). Those tactics assume guilt of the suspect.

The henefits of an infonnation-gathering interview sivie

There 15 an increasing body of literature pointing out the benetits ot using an information-
gathering style of police interviewing, From previous rescarch we alrcady know the tollowing
benefils: First, it encourages suspects to talk, and therelore it may provide the police with more
information about the alleged event (Fisher, Brennan, & MeCauley, 2002), Second. because
it does not involve accusing suspects of any wrongdoing. it may be a safeguard against Talse
confessions (Gudjonsson, 2003% Third. this approach may be seen as more ethical (Williamson,
19933, Fourth, compared to accusatory interviewing, it results in more nonverbal cues to deceit
{VrL, 2006). The present experiments revealed three more advantages: Compared to accusatory
interviewing, information-gathering intervicws result in (i) more verbal cues to deccit, (iid less
conhdence in detecting deceit, and, hence, more awarcness of the ditficulties in detecting deceit,
and (i) it provides saleguards against false accusations of lying.

A final conment
It 15 perhaps untair to suggest that police otficers use either an entirely accusatory style or an

entirely intormation-gathering style or an entirely behaviour analysis interview style. In practice
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elements of all three stvles may well be incorporated in one interview. We distinguished between
the three styles in our experiments hecause we can only draw conclusions about the effects of
such styles enly by examining them in their purest form. On the basis of this distinction we can
now predict that the more information-gathering these intervicws are, the more verbal cues to
deception are likely to oceur and the less likely it is that innocent suspects are accusced of Iyving.
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