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statement (M =35.35, §D=1.80) than were truth tellers
(M=4.56, SD=2.28) but with only marginal significance,
1(94)=1.89, p=.06.

Report strategies

Participants reported (with a dichotomous choice: yes or no)
the various strategies they used when reporting locations of
items during both interviews. Table | presents the different
strategies that truth tellers and liars chose to use. Notably,
when asked if they attempted to recall a mental image during
the second interview, 92% of truth tellers responded
yes, whereas only 25% of liars responded vyes, »°
(1, N=96)=43.89, p < .01, Cramer’s V=.676. When asked if
they attempted to reconstruct their pre-interview, experimental
task experience, 77% of truth tellers responded yes, whereas
only 8% of liars responded yes, »° (1, N=96) =46.36, p < .01,
Cramer’s V=.695. Finally, when asked if they attempted to
repeat what they had reported during the first interview, 42%
of truth tellers responded yes, whereas 88% of liars responded
ves. 77 (1, N=96)=22.04, p < .01, Cramer’s V=.479. Therc
was no effect of report mode (same versus different) on
identified report strategies.

Hypothesis testing

Consistency proportion scores were subjected to an analysis of
variance: 2 (veracity: truth teller versus liar) x 2 (Interview 1
report mode: verbal versus pictorial) x 2 (Interview 2 report
mode: verbal versus pictorial).

In support of our prediction that truth tellers overall would
be more consistent than liars, there was a main effect of
veracity such that truth tellers (M =0.952, SD=0.069) were
significantly more consistent across reports than were liars
(M=0.836, SD=0.200), F(1, 96)=18.50, MSe=0.324,
p < 001, partial eta® = 174.

There was also a main effect of Interview 2 report mode on
consistency such that reporting pictorially at Interview 2
yielded higher consistency proportions (M =0.921, 50 =0.122)
than did reporting verbally at Interview 2 (M=0.867.
SD=0.189), F(1, 96)=3.96, MSe=0.069, p=.05, partial
eta’=.156. There was no main effect of Interview 1 report
mode on consistency, F(1, 96)=.107, MSe=0.002, p=.744,

partial eta’=.001. However, there was an interaction
between Interview 1 report mode and Interview 2 report mode.
F (1. 96)=16.97, MSe=0297. p < 001, partial eta® =.162.
Participants who reported pictorially at Interview 1 were
affected more by a change in report mode at Interview 2 than
were participants who reported verbally at Interview 1. This
result, however, is not relevant to issues of veracity and will
not be discussed further.

Critical to the cognitive flexibility hypothesis, there was a
3-way interaction among veracity, Interview 1 report mode.
and Interview 2 report mode on consistency, F(1, 96)=8.82,
MSe=0.155, p=.004, partial eta’=.091. Truth tellers were
equally consistent for all combinations of Interviews 1 and 2
report modes. Liars, however, were more consistent when
Interviews 1 and 2 report modes were the same versus when
they were different. Figure | presents the data for the 3-way
interaction. Note that liars were no less consistent in the
pictorial-pictorial condition than they were in the verbal-
verbal condition, a result that refutes the modality hypothesis.
By contrast, liars were less consistent in the mixed-modality
conditions than they were in the same-modality conditions, a
result that supports the cognitive flexibility hypothesis.

Finally, further refuting the modality hypothesis, we found
no statistically significant interactions between veracity and
Interview | report mode, F(1, 96) < 0.001, MSe < 0.001,
p=.985, or between veracity and Interview 2 report mode,
F(1,96)=2.62, MSe=0.046, p=_11, partial eta® = 029.

Omissions and reminiscences

Omission and reminiscence scores were subjected to a 2
(veracity: truth teller versus liar) x 2 (Interview 1 report
mode: verbal versus pictorial) x 2 (Interview 2 report mode:
verbal versus pictorial) analysis of variance. There were
no interactions between veracity and either report mode
variables on either omissions (no F > 0.895) or reminiscences
(no F > 1.197). However, there was an interaction between
Interview 1 report mode and Interview 2 report mode on
omissions: Regardless of veracity, reporting verbally at
Interview | yielded no differences in omissions as a function
Interview 2 report mode, whereas reporting pictorially at
Interview 1 yielded more omissions when the Interview 2

Table 1. Report strategies and the percentage of truth tellers and liars who reported using them

Veracity
Strategy Truth teller Liar i P Cramer’s V
Interview |
Recalled a mental image 94% 2% 80.81 <.01 917
Created a mental image 0% 81% 65.68 <.01 827
Reported where objects would logically be found 2% 69% 46.63 <.01 697
Located objects regarding the task sequence 69% 56% 1.60 .206 129
Grouped objects for easy recall 48% 38% 1.06 302 105
Interview 2
Reconstructed critical event experience T7% 8% 46.36 <.01 .695
Tried to repeat report from Interview 1 42% R88% 22.04 <.01 479
Recalled a mental image 92% 25% 43.89 <.01 676
Created a mental image 2% 44% 23.59 <.01 496
Reported where objects would logically be found 6% 48% 21.10 <.01 469
Located objects regarding the task sequence 65% 42% 5.06 024 230
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(Fisher, Vrij, & Leins, in press). By contrast, the present de-
sign reduced the efficacy of the repeat strategy by forcing liars
to report in ways that they may not otherwise choose to report.
Rather than allowing respondents to control how they report
(thus, allowing liars to conceal their deceit). this experiment
presents a potential strategy that allows investigators to
control how respondents report (thus actively uncovering
liars’ deceit). Moreover, by actively controlling the format
in which respondents report, investigators can take advan-
tage of liars’ potentially rigid adherence to certain report
strategies (e.g. the repeat strategy). In fact, our liars indi-
cated that they used, to a large extent, the repeat strategy
for maintaining consistency across reports; and, they used
that strategy despite obvious deficiencies. Their adherence
to that strategy suggests that our liars did not adjust their
strategy as a result of any cognitive constraints. Real-world
liars may be just as rigid. Hence. investigators can take
advantage of liars’™ inflexibility (both in report strategy and
the ability to manipulate event details), and improve lie
detection performance, by incorporating multiple report
modes in interviewing protocols.

Limitations

The current design is limited by some factors that are difficult
to avoid in deception research. The first, and the most relevant
limit to studying deception. is ecological validity. When
studying deception in the laboratory, the low stakes of the
consequences for being judged a liar may not have an effect
on motivation. Undergraduate respondents in a laboratory
study probably know they will not suffer unreasonably (or at
all) if they fail to generate convincing lies, and they probably
do not feel a great deal of anxiety. Therefore, we can assume
that not all participants will put in the same amount of effort
in the laboratory as they might in a higher stakes scenario
(e.g. a police interrogation). Strategies used by liars in a higher
stakes scenario may allow them to be more consistent;
perhaps, liars who perceive more severe consequences for
being caught use stricter criteria for deciding the amount and
the specificity of details that they will report. Using stricter
report criteria may allow liars to report details that they are
more likely to remember at a later ime. However. the pattern
of results found in the present study should not necessarily
be affected by the perceived stakes involved. Unless cognitive
flexibility is constrained by arousal or other affectations
associated with high-stakes consequences, the present design
should generalize across stakes. To that end, it would be useful
for future studies to examine the effects of arousal (nervousness,
anxiety, etc.) on cognitive flexibility.

Second, the paradigm used here differed from traditional
deception paradigms in that it did not involve liars performing
a transgression and then lying about it. Rather, our liars merely
lied about (i) being in a location in which they had not been
and (ii) engaging in behavior in which they had not engaged.
Therefore, caution should be taken when attempting to
generalize these results to a situation in which a liar is covering
up a transgression. However, we expect that liars who deceive
to cover up a transgression should not be any more or less
cognitively flexible in general than liars who deceive for other
reasons (e.g. convincing others that T have knowledge of

Copyright @ 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Lid.

locations or events when in fact 1 do not). The critical
component here is what the liar reports, not what the liar
withholds. That claim notwithstanding, liars may be
cognitively flexible in some situations. Specifically, when liars
substitute the details of one previous (perhaps innocuous)
experience for the details of the criminal (or otherwise to-be-
concealed) experience, they may be cognitively flexible.

This experiment addressed only liars who never experienced
the event that they reported. Real-world liars who choose to
report events that they never experienced will have to fabricate
completely the details of their reports. For example, if they
choose to report that they were somewhere they have never
been (perhaps a restaurant or store near the location of the
crime or critical event), they will have to fabricate the details
of that location and risk reporting inconsistently across
different interviews. However, not all liars will fabricate their
reports completely. In fact, many liars may construct their lies
using events that they have experienced previously (Gnisci.
Caso, & Vrij, 2010; Leins, Fisher, Ross, & Cahill. 2010).
When liars report about actual experiences, they may tend to
report in much the same way as truth tellers; that is, they
may not suffer from constrained cognitive flexibility and hence
may not report inconsistently across different interviews.
Alternatively, the mere process of lying may impose enough
cognitive demand to constrain cognitive flexibility. In other
words, the mental effort required to construct any type of lie
may leave too few cognitive resources to successfully report
event details in different ways. However. to be clear, when
liars report in much the same way as truth tellers (i.e. by
reporting from past experience, with the benefit of perceptually
rich memories), they may report consistently across report
modes. Hence, it is critical to explore potential differences
in cognitive flexibility between liars who fabricate reports
and liars who report on actual experiences. Furthermore,
fabricating stories and reporting previous experiences are not
the only ways to lie. Liars may choose to report partial truths
by withholding critical details—in this case, consistency may
not be an ideal measure of veracity; rather. a single sketch
drawing may aid in detecting deception (Vrij et al., 2011).
Liars may also present false identities or fraudulent docu-
ments—in these cases, asking unanticipated questions may
be more useful than asking for sketch drawings (Vrij et al..
2009). Regardless of the type of deception, a cognitive-based
method for detecting it should be possible. Hence, we encour-
age researchers to apply what we have discussed here. as well
as various other cognitive-based methods, to a variety of
deception scenarios.
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