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Partners in Crime: 
How Liars in Collusion Betray Themselves1 
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The p<>raU!pi'Jloc ta'k Fur p<>rti~·ipcmt~ '" <w..lic~ on ckccption i~ lu a.~"'-''" vcra~.:ily on the 
ha.--,i~ oi a 'mgk ~tate men! H"'~Cvl:c, m applied uo:!IC"l"'- L,' <:a!Lhcn an; ofk<: faLct.f "'ilh 
.,·.u!tiplc >lHL:al.Ult' trcper'.L'lf by one o:r 'n-c,-,_,; ~u,pcx:LJ. T<-' <>pprc~·ie<K thi, mi>nutdl. we 
condu<.:ted a sru,iy wllere ¢i>eh member of I 0 truth-td!ing:p"'"~ ami I 0 !ymg p«ir~ {r¢pm1-
in_g tahri<;"'ted 01hhi>) '"a~ inrermg:ale<ltwice 01hout ;1n_aEtoL A,; predided.lymg p«ir •nem­
her« were more ,_-o.,,i~tem herween them~el\·e..; •han were rrurh-telling;-,,ir memhers_ and 

'"'!-:k har' anJ lmth tdkf'>- were cguaL)' """~'~len~ '"cr tunc. FL<r~hcnm>rc. ~"''h tdln-, 
.,·.aUt nmr:: ccU!IIl!>~ion~ than c~uJ liar,. Altlwu~h in !me \Yith ,mr repeu "·'- ro<xlrl,lruct 
hypothc.,;,,, lhe"-C finJing~ unltnt.,t ,]urpl) with he:td" heiU by pmfc~_,;.,,ktl h~' "";'-her~ 

and re<.:ommenb:ion~ foun<i in l11el ~t•n~ "" tl"'-'ernon_tlek.:tl<m _The re~dt-. ar~ tr._m,J~red 
ir_to all applied P"Y"holegd .:;onle>:c 

To reflect on ql.Je:;tions ot truth and deceit io, an everyd~IY activity (DeP-aulo, 
Ka;.;hy, Kirkendoll!, \\'ye:·, & Epstein, 1990}. For ;.;ome pn•tessional gr0U}-h(e.g .. 
police offtcer,, judges), these retlections are oft<O!n fonnal17ed into explic-it a<.:seo,,­
ments of veracity Research mapping decepti.-.n-detection performance o;hr>ws 

that both pre-;umed experts and luypeople are poor at d1stmgcnshmg truth teller:-. 
from liars (Vrlj. 2000). Fu:thennore, research has shown that helieved indicators 
of deception are not in accordance with actual indicators (StrOnnvall & Gnmhag, 
2003; Zuckerman. DePaulo, & Rosenthal. 1981 _). Hence, p<:ychologlcal reseaTh 
face<. an important challenge 1:1 de~unking false hellefs about ho'W to Cetect 
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deceit, and in p:oviding gllidclinc:-; 1h.at will improve th'-' quality nf prolC,;:-;ionul 
lie catchcrc.' vcnu.:ity u.sscssmc:nh. 

Tho:_' body of psy..:holugical r..::scarch conduclcd on inlerpersonul dcccptivn is 
vul uminous {Vrij, 2000). Howcvc1. the f uct that he catchers l!cting: in reul-lif(, set­
lings often must detect deceit on the basic. of stalements derived from "'-'Vera! sus­
pcct.s-each h~lving b<.:c:n inlc:nogakd repeatedly-has bc<.:n overlooked by 
schoLar;, within the field. Hence, rcsean.ch on deception hac. ve:y litlic lo offlT 
,,..·hen it comes lo how, for cxmnplc, stories fabncated by pans in cvllu!-.ion differ 
from :-turies told by truth-telling pai1s. Since ;t i:, fur from ron: that two (m more) 
persons. arc .suspl'Cted of h.o;ving committed a crime logethcr and prt)viding fah.:o 
alibi.s, c.uch quec.tion.s ar<.: of conc.iderubk psycholcg:al importance. 

Research s.hvws that pcr..:cptions tJf consistency metliate judgments. of crr..,di­
bility (Greuel. 1992; Lc:ippc, Manion,&: Rmmmczyk, 1992). Furthermore, recent 
research sho\\"S thut when lie catchcro. arc asked U> usc.eso. Ycr.acity Pn the b.asi:-. tJ:" 
~.:om,ccutive .~tatcn1en:s gi \'CI1 by one a;Jd the same .~uspcct, the most ~.:ommonly 
reported ~ue by fur ic. consistency (Granhag & StJ·dmwnll, 2000a. 2000b). 

The main focus of th>C current .study is to anulyLc !he extent to which st<ll>C­
mcnts tuJJ by p.airs reponing truthful ;:;ccounts of an en.,nt differ frmc:~ slatemcnh 
told by pairs reporting: fubricated alibi c.. A;, Viii! be further ju!-.lificd in the nc,-;t 
section, we examine w~cthcr trulhful anti d~.:ccptivc statements JitTer in terms tJ!" 
conc.islency. Our ;n\.Tsligation cover;, both con;,Jstency within .single ;,uspccb U;Jd 
conc.istency within pa;rs. of suspects. 

Consistency Bel ween Stateme::ll!-. 

At lcac.t two lin~.:s ol re;,eurch musl be tuk.en into uccount as tmc d~.:als. wilh lh.:o 
quec.liun of whelhci liuthfulund tlcccptive accounls (~iffo.:r in terms of nmc.is­
lcncy. First, one rr:ust consider how repeated rc-u:dJ affects. memory' performance. 
The isc.uc of repeatedly recalled storic;, 1cccived early attention in psychvlogy 
lhrough the work of BaT!lcH ( 1932), and scvcml scholurs. have noted ib rei~.: vance 
to forcnsil· contc.-;ts (Penrod, Lo!"lu.s, & Winkler. l9R2). Summing up a large cor­
pus nf rescurch, one nf the mtJst c..alient characl~.:ric.tics of 1nemory. bearing on 
repeated recall, i~ i~c. rccon.sliuctive nature (Tuiving, 2000). Hence, for ourcon­
lcxl. truth tdkrs, who repeatedly try to retrieve a previou;,ly expe1ienccd event, 
cun bt: expected to gain. h,c.c, a::~d change intUrmution over time (Batlddey_ 1990~ 
Loftus, 1979). Sp~.:cifica!ly. one effect of particular rekvance ic. reminiscence, 
lhul is, when succcs;,ive recall attempb produce previously unreculietl infonna­
tion (Payne, 1987). Turtle and Yuilk {1994) have argued and ;,hownthal tbi;, 
efJCct is common in forensic context;,. 

Second. in an uttcmpl lo cc.tablic.h u theoretical framework for deceptive 
behavior, Lhrec tliffercnt app1uache>. have been defined: th<.' emotional (Ekman, 
J9S5), the cogn:livc (KUhnkcn, 1989), .and tbc attempted nn:trol approach 
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(DePaulo, 1992). These three appnmchcs rc!Cr mainly lu nonv~.;rbul deceptive 
behavior (V1ij, 1998). Howevl:"r, we have n:uo.on to believe lhat one of lbcsc 
approach.;,; (the aHemptcd u.mtrol appr-oach) bears -on the type of verbal behavior 
relevant for the ~..:uncnt study. The aucmptcd conlrol appro~Kh propo;.,cs lhal a Ear 
will plun and control hio. or her behavior in order to uppear as normul and '-'rediblc 
ao. poo.siblc. The main prediction following thi:, approach i:, that the liar will 
appear tube rehcar:,ed {Vrij. 1998). Rcasnnably.this will hold for the nonverbal 
as well .as for the \'erba1 behavior expressed. This prediction fits nicely "Nith the 
fact that a o.ucceso.ful liar muM have a good mcmmy tu 1emember what he or .~he 
has o.tatcd in previous interrogations (Granhag & Strdmwall, 2000a) and that liars 
in colluo.ion know that pl<!nnii~g is uucial (Wagenaar & Dalderop. 1994). 

Ir:tcrtwining these two lines of research into one theoret:ca11y dcriv.;._,J 
nutitJn, the rr·pem versus reconstruct hypothc;..is hac. been o.uggested {Gnmhag & 
Str6mwalL 1999, 2000a). This hypothesis reo.t;, nn the assumption that Ems will 
try to repeat what they hav<: .~aJG in pr<:viou;, interrogations (or have agreed 
upon), wh1lc truth tellers will try to reconstruct what th'-'Y at some point in time 
actually experienced. Reasonably, truth tellers, compared lo liars. arc less con­
cerned with v.·hat they have s<tid in previous interrogations. It .:can be argued that 
the repeal strategy used by liurs w:Il promote .-.:uno.istency and that the mme rec­
olkcti n: nulure or truth tdlcJ·s' mc::nory work will, at kasltu some cxtenL undcr­
Ininc .consiswncy. 

C!edibil!ty Ao.sessment and Verbal Behavior 

The most wilidy used nedibility a.so.;.;s:-.ment le.-.:hnique. focusing on verbal 
correlates of deccpti,m. is the criteria-based content a:-mlysis (CBC A). The 
CBCA, originally developed for analysi;.. of children's reports, ns!.;.. on a hypoth­
esis stating that statements derived from memory of genuine experiences differ in 
content and quality from slatcmenb based on fantao.y or :nvention (Undcuts.-.:h, 
1989).ln short, the CBCA is based on a numberofdiJTercnl truth critc1ia (e.g., 
logical structure and quantity or details), and the a;,;..umplion is that the more cri­
teria arc present, the higher the likelihood that the Stutemcnt :s truthfuL After a 
full CBCA huo. been conduucd. it is suggeo.tcd that a validity checklist should be 
used (Vrij, 2000). For the current context_ lli1C particular component of this 
checklist :so!" immediate :ntcr~st: consistency with other statement;-,. This com­
ponent deals witb inconsistencies between consecutive statements given by tJne 
witness, a;, well as inconsistencies between stutcmcnb given by different wit­
ncsseo.. After reading the CBCA literature (e.g., Steller. 1989; L'ndeut;,ch. 19R9), 
''"'"''-' found the deo.criptiun of this component tu be v.ag:ue {e.g __ '"CaulitJn is 
required in n1dcr to demand nut too much ofper;,istcnce in a o.equencc of o.l<~te­
ments;· Undcutsch. 1989. p. 115). Our contention is that CBCA udv,Kalo..':-i fail to 
1nake tes'..ablc predictions in tl·rms of cono.istency bdwccn statements. 
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GreueL Brietzke. and Stadler ( 1999) strc:-.;,eli that the CBC A literature uftcn 
neglcc!s qucMions dealing with ;.;unsi~tency. Nevcrthdesc.. CBCA scholars like 
Llndcutsch and Greuel suggest that 'Ne shL•t!lcl expect truthful ;,tat ... ,mcnts to be 
o.:unsistcnl in terms of the salient asplTb o!· the evcnt (e.g .• ccnLml person:, and 
adions). This as:-.umption is supporlcd by Wagenaar, van Koppen. a:::~cl Crombag 

( 1 993 ), who suggested that onc c:-iterion characterizing truthful com.ccutive 
statements is consistcn;:y in thl' relevant parts. In .ctddi:iun, a recent suryey by 

Str6mwall and Gr.1.nhag (2003) shows that puJi.cc officers. judges. and prosecu­
tors subscribe to the belief that truthful state rEcut:-. arc more con;.,is:cnt over time 
than arc deceptive statement:-.. A critical que:-.tion is to what cx:ent these a;,:-.ump­
tions arc c.upportcd by empirical data. Much to our surprise, an invL:ntory or psy­
chological rcsean.'h on deception '>ho·,.q; that the question of whether truthful and 
decepllve slalcmenL~ aClualJy clifre1 in teuns or consistency has been given very 
little <ttle:llion. In all. we founJ only two studies addressing the io,;;uc. 

Fir'>t. Wagcmwr and Dalderup ( 1994 ). invcstigating con:-.iste;Jcy Vilthin pairs 
of su,;pL,cts, sent six pairs tc a zoo. S:x. other pairs were instructed tu in\"ent a 
.story about a jo;nt visit to the zoo. Later. all participanb im.liv;Uually gave a frec 
reca!J and .ansv,cred a number of specifi;.; questions. Con:-.i~:ency within pain; wu,; 

scored both in term:-. of explintly stated hKts (e.g .• both members in the pair said 
•·Jt ra:neC m the morning") and facts that were mentioncd i:1 a more implicit mun­
ncr (e.g .• nne p~:~ir member said "It 1ained i;J the morning and in the afternoon," 
while the nthcr mer::~bcr '>aid '·In the afler:won it started to rain again"). Irrespec­
ti\T nr type or scoring procedurc used, the results showed that the lymg pairs 

'""-ere significantly more consistent than werc the tmth-tell:ing pairs. 
Second. Granhug and St:-i.imwaJI (200 J ). ;nvestigating con:-.islency within a 

sing;e suspcc(s cons.::cutive state1nenb, .showed a staged robbery to 24 witnesses. 

Half nf the witnesses were in'.truclcd to tdl the truth. while the oth..::r half were 
to h.! tc di'.tort the event in such a wuy that the actu.al viet in::: wus made tu be the 
pcrpetHtlnr. Each witness was then i;Jlcrrogatcd on thn..o.c clifif:rent occasions (3 hr. 
4 Jays, and ll clays .after the event). AnalyLing different obj~clivc indicators -u:' 
consish.:ncy (n:pr.::ated cletmh. umission;,, ~nd commi.~'>ions). il wm; com·luded that 
truthful and deceptive stalemenb w-ere equ.alJy con>.i'<:ent ov..::r time (Granhag & 
StrUmwaiL 2002). Note that the '>uggestcd repeat vcrsu:-. r~.X:onst!ud hypothc'>i:-. 
can accuunl ftn lhc rc:-:ulb obtained by Wagenaar and Daldcrop (1994) and by 
Gmnhag nnd StrOmwall (2002). That j-,_ the repcul versus reconstruct hypothesis 

pertains to both single '>Uspech intcnogato.:d !cpe~lLcdly and to pairs of suspects. 

The Prcserll Study 

Twenty pain. uf friends volunteered to purticipulc in an experiment 01: decision 
making. Unaware that they would later face in-depth questioning about the event, 

JO pct!rs '.Lartcd off the experiment by having luncb al a restaurant. Alk1 rctun1ing 
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to the laburato:-y, each pair first cumplcted a filJer task togdher. Next, e.ach pair 
wa:; split ami ca:.:h pair r:1cmber was instiuckd that he or she would nuw be inter­

rngall.:C about the lunch. The other 10 p<tirs Jid nul get a free lunch.lnslcad. they 
were told tu invo.:nt that they had bm..! lunch together ou a certain day. That :s. they 
were instructed to fabricate an alib: that would withstand Ja:er interr-ogation ln 
sum. we h:1d both lying and truth-telling pain., and each pair member (hr.::Icafter 

refen-cd to as snspecf) was interregatcd separately on two different occasiuns, 
with an interval of 7 Guys. By using this desigr.. ',.<.T made it possible to investigate 
consistency within single su.spect.s, a:> well as consistency within pairs of suspccts. 

\Ve useJ two difh.:rent uppro<tchc;, in order to try tu capture differences in 

ll.:rms of consistency. First. we conducted a te.i'\.tmd analysis map;Jing the follow­
ing three types of inconsistences: contrmlictions (e.g .• a em was fil'->t reported us 
red m~d then as bluet omic.sions (e.g., a knife was mentioned Curing the firc.t inter­
rogation, but not during the senmd). and commission;, (a knife wa.s mentioned 
dming the second interrogation, but was left out during tbe first). Second, we col­
lecte-d nllings of consistency from purticipanl~ who hud watched the interroga­
tions on video. We bdievc that sHch subjective rating.s arc of importance since a 
lie cttcher's perception of the overall degree o!' con;,istency can instigate a mis­
carriage ufjustice. Fo1 cxmnplc, a set o!· statements pen:cived as inconsistent can, 
in an unwarrant.;d manner, ev-oke suspicion and lead to suspc:.:t-driven ;nvcstigu­
tions (van Koppen, 1994). SimJiarly, a set o{ consec:.llivc sta:ements perceived as 
high in consisle:~cy can, in an equally unwurrantc:J In<mnel-, st<bdue suspicinn. 

Hypotlu:.~i:; J. Ir: view of our theoretically based repeat ver<.:us 
recon,truct hypothe,is. and previous finding" (\Vagenaar & 
Dalderop, 1994), we expect that hoth obJective and whjective 
mea,tlfe~ of con;:istency w:ll show that lying pair~ are at lea>:t as 
con,i<;tenta" are truth-tellmg p::urs. 

Hypotlu:.~i:; 2_ In view of the same hypothesis. and previous find­
ings. hy Gran hag and StrOm wall <2002), we expect that single liars 
will he at leas.t as. consi<.:tentove1: t1me ac, are truth teller:-.. 

Method 

Vtdentaped statements from 40 p<.:ychology undergraduate<.: {2.0 women, 14 
men) were u<.:ed. The s.tudents. participated on a voluntary has is. and were paid 
150 SEK {approximately lJS$17) for their contrihution They were i nstruc~ed to 
arrive at the laho!·atory in pairs for an exreriment on deci<.:i<:>n making_ Each pai:· 
came at <e ditleren: t-ime and wa<.:. randomiy a<.::-.igned to he. either a truthful pair or 
a lying pair of s.u<>pech. 
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Pro( cdure 

Trurh-teliing StL>J!e' /.~. Llpnn thcir arriv.al, each truth-tc~1ing pair W<h given 
bogue. information that the e;;.pL:rimr.:nt wa:;. running !.ate. Therefore, they were 
offered a liTe lund: at any or tlnee nc:rrby restaurar:.ts and were asked tc come 
b.ack within I h1. On rcturnin.s:. each pair wac. givL:n a filler tu:-;k. htsting approxi­
mately 15 I:Jin. Then. each pair wac. splil up, and each pa;r member wa:;. informed 

or th'-' real pm-po"c of the experiment: that they were going to be intcnogated 
about the lunch. They V/CTe in:-.trucicd to answer the intenogator's questions .a:;. 

trulhru:Iy as poc.siblc. 
l~yinx .\uspecf"\" The .~o-calkd lying :;.us peels also arrived at the Iabmatury in 

pain.. Each pair was sr.:atr.:d ir. a room and received inc.t:-uctions staling that a 
c1imc had been eommilled and that they were suspencd of committing ;t. They 
.,.vere told to slate that they bad been having lunch together at thr.: time that the 
c1 ime had been eommilled. In short, they were inc.tructcd to fabricate an alibi that 
would w;thc.tand la:er interr-ogation. Each p.air was givt:n 30 min to invent their 
story. They v.--crc then separated. perfenned the same filler task us the truth-telling 
c.uspect;;. and were inten-ogateJ. Follnwing the inlerrogatiPns, bvth lyins a:-~d 
trulh-tciEng ;.uspecb were tuld tbat they Wl.luld bt.: imerrugakJ again 1 week l.atcr. 

lnt-erroxalions.lntcrrogatnn::s were conducted by 2 persons, hired by the 
experimenters and blind to the vewcity of the suspects. The first interrogation 
session consisted of a free-recall phast: foliowt.:d by· II specific questions 
(Appendix). The quec.tionc. were the ;,ame for both lying and tiuth-tdling :;.us­
peels, Each interrogation was highly structured and lasted appnJximatcly 5 min. 
All pair:;. returned f{a the second interrogation ses.~ion J week la:e1. The same 
interrogator as b~.:fure then qttestio:-~cd each Sltspcct. Each interr{)gation ~<Jnsistcd 
of a fxe-recall phase followed by c.ix specific questions (Appcndi}•;:) and lasted 
approximately 4 min. All interrogations were vidt.:otupcd. After each interroga­
tion, the suspects were ac.kcd to rule on a J O..point scale nw.ging ifum J (very !uwl 
to 10 (~.·cry.hiy,h) the degree nf truth in th.: st;:ttcment they had just given. After the 
second intcrrogutio!"l, the part:cipants were debricfcJ and paid. 

In th:s fac.b:-on, vide<Jtaped intr.:rrngation'> were conducted with J 0 lying pairs 
ef c.uspccts and 10 truth-telling pairs of suspects. all interrogated twice. The vid­

eos wc:c cdiicC i:J order lo Lt with the pn::~cntation order i11 each of the viewing 
condition:;. (sec tl::.c Ratings{)[ Consislency sc::tion). All videotaped material was 
lranscribed verbatim J{n- funhcr analyse:;.. 

To be abh: to examine possible dilTercnces between truthful and deceptive 
statements, we broke do•Nn the free-recall p.arh oft be texts inlo infOrmation units 
and !h{.~!nes. 



TSA 15-00014 - 000358

854 GRANi--!AG ET _A.L. 

lr~formafion unir . .,-_ The f1rst step was to reinove half-:-.poken words and ··nhs" 
aut! '·mmmc." from the stah.:mcn~c.. Next, we divided each specific statement into 
informution units witl:out nlt<.::ring the ordlT nf the n<IH<ttive. We dell ned an infor­
maTion uniJ m. the smallcc.t poc.~ibh.: ~cgmcot of tc}<.:t giv:ng a me.aoingfu~ contri­
bution to the narmtive. An exumplc or tlivit!ing the text in tv i.nfo:nmt1on un:ts is: 
!We entered the restaurunt/wulked t.;p to the counter!looketl at the menu/. Ac. tbe 
!in;t exan1pk c.hows, the segments --we en:ered'" and '"the re:<tauJ":tnC' were not 

<.:onsidcred to be giving a meaningful contributil•n on their own. but cum~ined 
they were identified as making Hp one i:1formatiuo unit. One perc.on coded all 
statements and another person coded 20'7c nr the ,t<tkments. The proporlitm of 
i.otcrmtcr ugrccment fo:-- this particular step was .97. 

Themes. The SlTond step was to identify theml'S. A theme. in thi'> context. is 
defined .ac. a delimited topic mude up of a cur;Jbcr of information unite. (e.g., 
event;; bking place during the lunch or de~cripti(>ns of person:-. and places). The 
ll>llnwing exumplc shLows theme building as . .;even infurmuti.on units were z:om­
bined into the theme uf "tbe waiter'": /\Ve had thi.z. rcully nice waiter/]u{)ked n bit 
Italiunlquik o.:ute/with brown curly hair/and brown eyes/and very chee1ful/we 
really noticed him!. 

Fm each '>u:,pcct, the theo:cs in Statement J WlTe named and counto.:d. Then. 
State:Jlent 2 was checke-d fur repeated themes, omis~iunc. (themes mentioned in 
Statement l but not in Statement 2), and commisc.im~c. (themes not J":lentioncd in 
Statement l but added ;n Statement 2). 

\Vith very J(;w excepLons. a theme was made up ufmore than one intlnma­
tion unit. For i.nfonnation unit'> to be included in a theme. they had to concern 
one and tbe same event or dec.criptiun. On;; information unit could never be 
indud.:oJ in two ditT.::renttbemes. A few information units bad to be ..::xdttded 
since they were of a transitional nature (e.g., ''and then ... "). 

One pc0on coded all of the ~tatements, aed antJther pcGon n1dcd 20~<0 of the 
sl<llemo.:nts.lnterrater .agreement between two ;;_:oders wac. 78l,£:c. That i.e.. 78%, of all 
information units were da:.;c.ificd into the same themc.s by both o.:oders. Another 
way ofinl~asuring the i.ntcrratci agreement is to cundute the number of themes 
that both nxins JOund in tbe statemcnL.;; this a:wlysi..; .,howed a correlation tJf .89 . 

. )'coring nf Contnulit ·1 ion.\ 

The f:.lil statcmenb (free recall aml c.pccific q;.tez.tions) were analyzed for con­
tradiction;;. We trJ.ced contradictitmc. between (a) the tV¥o pair members' first 
stalcmcnt1'-, (b) the t;,.vo pu:r r:Jeo:bers' second c.tatemcnt~, and (c) each p~lir mem­
ber's two statements. To be bbcled a con;nuliclirm, tbe infonnati.on had to be 
explicitly contradictory~ for cxumplc, one per:-.on said, '·J [PersonAl ate fish and 
mashed pot<ttoes." v"'hile the other person in the pair claimed '"f\.1y friend [PerMJn 
A l had ch:cken lor lund~.-- Hence. neither otni~c.ion;; nor commisc.ion:-. were 
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included m this analysis. One pc:->.on coded all of the- o.tatemenb. and another per­
son ended 20% of the "tatemen:.s. For these o.tatements, buth codero. found the 
same two contr.J.t!ictiuno.. Overall, very !Cw e<'ntradicliuns were found. 

Ratinfi 1 of Consiste11c \' 

\Ve collecu:J nltings of con"1stency from 120 pen,ons (48 men. 72 women)_ 
All were und..:rgradudtc studcnh at GOtcborg Univcro.ity and were paid SEK 50 
(US$6) for th..::ir participation. 

The raters watched the videotapcs in small gumps. They were ino.tructed to 
fi:Kuo. on the con:<istency of the statemc-nh. The ratings were m.:tde {)l1 a J 0-point 
scale ranging fro:n I (1·oy !on' <kgree) to 10 (n·ry high degree). The 120 raterc. 
were nm~lomly assigned to vnc of three viewing condition<>, 40 in each. 1n the 
within single Mlspet:ts conditio~ the nttcr.s were .shown the two interrogation" 
..,.vith one pair member. am.: then ratet.i th..:: consislency of that .suspect's "tatcm~.:nL 
In the within pair" of suspccb-Statcment I umditiun, rater" were o.hown the first 
interrogations with both pai1· member-.. and ntted the consi,;tcncy. Finally, t.he rat­
cis in the within pa;rs of o.uspccts--Statcm.cnt 2 conditiun were shown the second 
intcrrogationo. v.·itb both pair member:>. and rat~.:d the con.~istency ef tb-o;;c stutc­
ment"- Each ob:-.erver wucched either one pair of suspects or both interrog;Hion" 
with one '>Uspect. 

Resulh 

Munipulariou Check 

To ch.cck. whethc:r the suspcn" um:plied wilh tbc instn.:ction" to tcllthe truth 
or to lie, u 2 x: 2 (Statement Veracity: Truthful v:>. Deceptive x Time: Statement l 
vs. State men I 2) AN OVA with repeated measurcmcnts on the last foetor wtts con­
ducted. A significant main clTccl for statement veracity was obtained, F( l, 38) = 
I 01. 78,p < .00 l, 112 = . 73. In both inlerrogatio:J o.cs:-.ions. truth teilt:r.s mted the 
degree of tru:b in their sta:ements signlllcan:Iy higher than did the liar". For State­
men: I. the mean rated degree: of li uth W<h 9.80 (truth tcllers) ami 4.60 (liar>.); and 
for Statement 2. the curre>.ponding meano. wcre 9.10 and 5.1 0, respectiv-.,Iy. No 
.signi fie ant effect;., were oblained for eith~..:r the time factor or the interaction term..' 

Consistency 

First, we present four analyses of the free-recall parts of the tmnscribed s.tate­
ments., all pertain~ng to s.ingle suspects: l::t) numher of information units.; 
(h) r;umher of themes; (c) number of 1nfonr.ation umts. per thetr.e; and (d) an 
analysi" mapping repeated themes, omis.sions. commiss.ions, and net and grnss 

1 f~eg;mling the nmnbet of wonh iu the ><t;atement". no •lgnific;ant differenc:e" between the truthful 
mHO cLxcpti>·L statement>. wen:: hJuml S.or nt.h~r SLkmc:rJt I or Statement 1, h"th ps > .. >0. 
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Table I 

,'1-fe<m 1Vrtmhern(Themes, lnfi,rmafion l_fnit.>, and !n_lormation U11its Per TlU'IIIC 
hy Trurflji1/ !Hld Dr:ceptiiNc: Statr:mcnts 

Truthful Deceptive 

Lcvd or ;:maly:-;is M SD M SD 

Numher of infonnation units 

Statement I 38.60 33.45 44.50 39 45 

Statement 2 33.R5 17.75 29.80 29.76 

Number {'f theiTI'-'S 

Statement I 9.; 0 4.M;; 8.55 5.86 

Statement 2 10.15 4.46 7 .4l) 5.6g 

Numher of infOrmat-ion umts/th~me 

Statement I 3.73 L41 4_8t) L85 

Statemenl 2 3.39 l.lO 3.73 0.96 

./1/;-J/1'. The table conta1ns an;;.ly s<Os olthe lree-recall pha~e o:d y. 

recall Next, we pre~ent an analy!'.is foeusmg on pau-s of i'.U<ipeets; namely, the 
numher of therr:es rr:entioned hy hoth pair member-;_ Then, we pre<>ent an analy~i~ 
rega:·ding con trw::!i ;::tlor. "- H'. the "-t: <:.pects' statemenh_ Finally, we report the results 
frorr: the rate~' perceived eonsi~tency. The main question throughout all analy­
ses was a~ follow~; Is there a difference, in term~ of consistency, between truthful 
and dece?ti ve statements'-' 

h~,'orm(<fiml unif.v_ A 2 X 2 (Statement Veracity: Truthful vs. Deceptive X 
Time: Stah.~J:Jent J vs. Statcment_2) m:xcd ANOVA wa:-. conductc(: to l'Xaminc 
the nttmber nf iniom1ation units in the stutem~.;nt:-.. A significant main ~.;fleet for 
the Time fa.-.:torcmerged. F( i. JR) = 6.84,p < .05. tl1 = .15. showing that ~ignifi­
cantly fc•Ner infonna:ion units were feund in Statement 2 than in Stat~.;ment l. 
The Statement Veracity fa.-.:101 and the Statement Veracity x Time intc1actlon 
were nul sl_gni!lcanl. Table I presents the dcscript:ve slatistic:-,. 

Theme.•.-. In order to find out if then.; were any diJTcrenn's in the number er 
themes reporleU. a 2 X 2 (Statement Veracity:_ Truthful vs. Deceptive X Time: 
Statement l vs. Statement 2) :nixeU ANOVA was conductt--.J. No main ctTecls 
were_ ~igniflcant, bm the Statement Veracity x Time interacl ion was_ significant, 

F( 1. 38) = .+.00, p = .05.112 = .tO. This intcracllon inUJCates that truthful state­
ments contained more theme:-. iE Statemerll 2 compared to Statement I. ami that 
cieceptive stulemcnh containeU JCwer themes in Statement 2 than in Statement l. 
Table I ~hows mean~_ and ~landanJ Ucviation:.. 
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Table 2 

,'1-fe<ms ond ."J'wndard fhTi<tJions_/or Fe(aures o{rhe Theme Ana!ysi-~ hy Tnahj;d/ 
Dcceprive Suaemenrs 

Truthful Decep:ive 

Analy~i:-; feature M SD M SD 

Total numher of themes 

Statement I 9. l!J 4.08 8.55 5.86 0.33 

Statement 2 HU5 4.46 7.4() 5.68 1.70 

Repeated themes 6.35 3.48 535 .:1-_69 0.76 

Omissionl> 2-75 2.40 3.20 2.38 0.60 

Commission" 3)W 2.55 2.05 L07 2.57"" 

Net recall I 05 4.20 -L I 5 2.56 2_0()'" 

Grm;s recall 12.90 4.93 lil60 6.82 1.22 

"';:< .05. 

information units per theme. Tl1e numherof information units making up each 
theme was averaged for each suspect. A 2 x 2 (Statement Veracl!y: Truthful '-'S­

Deceptive x Time: Statement I vs. Statemen: 2) mixed ANOVA was conducted, 
and it showed a significant main effect of time. F(l, 31>) = II _.t..6,p < 0 l, 1{'- =- .23_ 
The Jhemes ict Statement I contai:oed more intOnnation units than did the themes in 
Slatement 2 {'.;ee Table I for de<-:criptives). The Statement Verac-ity factor was quite 
close to significance, F( l, 38) = 3.41 .p = .otL 11~ = .08, with I iars reporting a larger 
r:umber of intOnnation umts per theme. Finally, the interaction term was also quite 
near a signiticantefr'ec1, F( l, 38) = 3.01J,p = .09, lf! = .t)8. Tite difference hetween 
truth tellerl> and liars at Statement I was sv hslant-ially reduced 1r. Stateme:tt 2. 

For each s.uspect. the- themes in S;:atement 1 were named and co~1m:ed. In 
order to test our su;gested repeat ven.us reconstruct h:y·pothesis., Statement 2 was 
checked for repeated themes, omis.sions. and commissions_ Fm1:hennore. we cal­
culated the net and gross recall in termc, of nu:nher of then:e.'<. Mean values., stan­
dard deviation'>, and; values are_ pre<-:ented in Tahle 2. 

Repealed themes. omissions. a11d commissions. For the repeated theme;,, the t 
tesl did not show a significant difference between truth tellers· (M =- 6.35) 
and liars· (1';-l = 5.35) statements. Likewise for the omiss.ions, no difference was 
fOund between truth tellerc,· UH = 2.75) and liac;;'_ Uvl = 3.20) stmementf:>. For the 
commissions., the me-ans were significantly separated: Truth-telling s.u<-:pech 
(M = 3.BO) included more comm1ss.ionc, than did ly1r.g suspects_ {IV!=- 2..05), 
tt_315) = 2.57,p < .05, 
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Table 3 

PcrcnH<Iges of(h'<-'rlappin;< Theme_, for· .'J'h<!emolfs J and 2 and hy Truthlidl 
Dcn-priv<:' Ptiin 

Truthful pairs Deceptive pairs. 

M SD M .)'D 

Statement I 3K 17 15_57 60.58 I?U)6 2_97"'-* 

Statement 2 41.65 I tl..O 1 55.34 12.35 1.98 

N<!!e_ TI1e t<~bk eJJhies reler \.o '.he percenWge of ovalapping theme~ that b<.•th pait 
mcmhcr~ mc:ntioncd in their ~tatcmcnt~-
>;*p<.OL 

Net and gross recall. \Ve aho compared truthful and deceptive statement~ in 
terms of net recall (for cur context, the namher of commissions. minu-;.the num­
he:· of ormss10ns.), and gross recall (for our context, the numher of tt-:emes men­
tioned :n Statement I plu.s. the number of commissions). Truthful (M = 1_05) and 
decept:ve (AJ = -1.15) statements differed s.igr:if1cantly in terms of ne~ recall, 
I\38) = ]:_{)-{), p = .05_ 1\:ctahly, the net recall wa» pm;itive for truthful statements., 
and 1t was. negative for decepttve statemenb-. Furthennore, the gross recall was 
nonsignlficantly higher for truthful statements (M = 12_ 90) than for deceptl ve 
s.t::1temenh (AJ = 10.60)_ 

Number tdthemes 01 erlappin? hetH-een pair members_ Note that the analy,"es 
presented so far concern s1ngle su<-:pect<-:, not pairs. \Ve compared t;-uth-telling and 
lying pairs with respe:::t to the ex:ent to which the tw-;'1 pai:· rr:ember<-:' statemer:ts 
overlapped_ The numher ot OYerlapping themes was put in relation to aH themes 
men:ioned hy the two pair member<-: (i_e,. the percentage of overlapping themes). 
A 2 x 2 (Statement Veracity: Truthful vs, ~cep!lve Pall"!'. x Overlappmg Themes; 
Statement 1 vs_ Statement 21 mixed ANOVA was conducted. The Statement 
Veracity factor wa<-: significant, F( I, 18} = 12.7}, p < .01,112 = _41, ,>how;ng that 
the number of overlapping the!nes was significantly higher for lying pairs than 
for truth-telling pai:·s. The O•:erla;Jpmg Themes factnr and the interaction term 

\Vere not s1gnitican: VJS > .40)_ Mean.s. and standard deVlations are presented in 
Table}_ Tes.ts for e<-tch sta:ement showed that the overall significant result cot<ld 
be attrihuted primarily to Statement I, wnh decept:ve statements showing s.:g_nit­
icantly more overlapping themes than truthfu; statements, paired samples!( l :5) = 
2_ ')-7, p < .0 I_ For S~atement 2, the difference was in the same direction, and the! 
test just bordered en significance, paired samples t( I ~:l) = I _-l)8, p = Jl6. 

Controdiction.\", \Ve traced contradictions hoth within sir:gle suspect<-: a:ld 
he:ween pair :ner::obers_ \Vithin single suspects, only} c0ntradiccion.s. were fom:d: 
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Table 4 

,'1-fe<m ~'<:titre.>· o{Consi.VI£1!< yjor Et1ch Vicwin;; Cm-uli!hm ond !Jy Tn!lh{uf/ 
Dcceprive Suaemenrs 

Truthful Decepoive 

Vit:wiug: condition M SD M SD 
----,-,----::-::,----Ll n i v ar-iatc 

r v.aluc:. 

\.Yithin single suspects 7.75 1.92 1:';.65 ()_99 un 
\Vithi :1 pal rs of su<.;.pects 

Stalci:lcnt I 7.50 1.47 8.70 0.73 3 27*"' 

Statement 2 7.55 1.50 8.05 1.19 l.l7 

N<!l<'. The raling'> of ...:on'>i1>:ency were madt: or: a 10-poinl sn!le ranging !roo l (Jmq w 
IO(I!igh). 

""P< .OJ. 

and between pair members, 14 contradictions were 1dentif:ed. Out of these 17 
contradiction:., I iars committed 9 and truth tellers committed H. As the total num­
h¢r of contmdictlon'i. was very low. we did not analyze the:.e fwther. 

Perceived consisuncy. To further examine the con:.istency of ;;uspect'>· state­
ments, we collected data from partinpants who rated the content of the video 
recordings. Their perceived consistency was analyzed with a 2 x 3 (Statement 
Veracity: Truthfl..;l vs. Deceptive x V1ewlng Condition: Within Single Su'i.pect'i. 
Y'>. \Vithi n Pair<> of Su"!)e-cts-Stateme-nt 1 vs_ \Vithi n P<ci:., of Suspects-Statement 
2) between-:.uhject'-' A NOVA_ The Viewing ConditiOn tactor and the Statement 
Veracity x Viewing Condition interactinn were not significant. The Statement 
Vcn..-.:ity factor !-.how..;d a signifinmt cllCcL F( 1, 114) = 12_?:.7, p < .001, 112 = .l 0. 
The means (Table 4) indicate that the deccpti vc !-.l.alc-menh were pen;ci vcd as 
mor-e consistent than wc::e the truthful stakn:cnts. Furlhcr tests (univariate 
Bon:·crnmi .-.:orrc.-.:ted t test:.; sec_ the las: column vf Table 4) revc::tlthat this JitTer­
ence was ITI(ht prevalcnt for thnse who watched the first two interrogations with 
both pai1 members (i .c., the vie wing conJ it ion_ within pair!'. nf !'.uspects---State­

men?. 1), !(38).= 3.27.p < .Ol. 

In .applied ;,eUings. lie catcher;, often asse:-.;, veracity on the basis of multiple 
:-.tatcincnb, both in the form of consecutive statements {run-, single suspe..:ts .and 
statt~ments prodw . .:eJ by ;,cveral pe1son;, suspc.-.:ted of .-.:ommitti;-Jg_ .a crime 
(Gudjonsson, 1992; Shuy. 1998). The full irr:portam'e >Jf this fact has nul been 
appreciated within the Jcception--dctc:cli·cn paradigm. 



TSA 15-00014 - 000364

860 GRANi--!AG ET _A.L. 

Tht: current ~tudy aimed to map the extent to which ~tatements giv~.:n by 
pairs reporting u false alibi JitTered fron: statements produced by pairs giving a 
truthful account of ;:m event that they had r.:xperieno.::J together. Critically. all 
truth tclkLs and liurs wen: interrogated imlivi<:!ually on two ~epantte oc.casion;,. 
Specifically, we investigated whether truthful anC deceptive ~tatcments diJTereJ 
in ter~ns of .consistency within single suspects and consistency within pairs o~­
susptTls. 

The lying pairs were asked to fabricate an alibi ;nvolving them having lunc:-t 
together. Ob;.,iously, a lund: scenario is a sliongly scripkd event (Schank & 
Abe bon, 1977). Henc<:, the !Jars' task -of !abricating a credible <:tlibi probably was 
facilitated by the ucilinttion of such a readymadt: snipt. However. and impor­
tantly. we bcli~.:vc that the use of strongly structured events in inventing Etbl: ali­
bis is common i~: real-life situations. In shur:. placing oneself i;J a familiar 
etwirunment. perfurming a highly scripted activity io. pmbably a \Try wis..:: r-oute 
to chl.loo.c when fubJic~lting an ulibi. 

Cunsistenl.)' Bcrween Suaemen/s 

Investigating consisll'Jtcy be:ween st~Jtcments i" .a rather difficult l<lo.k (for a 
similar view, sec Wagenaar & Dalderop. 1994). In short, th.;_,re is no principled 
index Elirrori;J_g tl:e degree of cunl>il>lcncy be:>A:cen two (01 :norc) sLalcmcnts. In 
the cunent stuciy, we us~.:d l'AO dilTerent approaches to examine differences in 
term;, of consisccncy between tr-uthful and deccpt;ve o.tatcn1cnts. Fast, amlin 
o1·der tu obtuin an ubjcctive measure, we perfonned a textual unaly~is of themel> 
(Jnapp;ng r:mnber of repeated thc1ncs. omiss;ous, eon1Jnissinns, and .contratlic­
tions). In a study by Gbetti, Eisen, Goodma:~, Qin, and Davil> ( 1998) that invcsti­
gateti .conl>istency in .-.:hildren'o. allegations of sexual and physical abu:-.e. the 
au:hors searched for conl>istcncies or mconsi;,tencies fix a fixed ntunber of pre­
specified content eacegories (e.g., actions uuributed to the perpetralm ). In con­
trast, our textual analyo.is include<.: every single thc;Jle that v.·as identified in the 
stacemenl1'-. In short, compared to Ghctti d ul.. we perfmmcd u mme data-drive!""! 
type of consi7>tency analysis. Second, to obtain a cumplcmentury mdex of C('nsis­
tcncy, we us ked participanb first to watch the intenogtilinns m: video m:d then to 
mil.: the degTc-c of con!.istency. In the intrmilKtion. we argu(:d why !.uch .a subjec­
tive mea;;un; is important in applied psychnlcgal contexts. 

Fmthermore, it o.hould be noted that inconsistencies can be studied in many 
diffcre;Jt contexts. The curn.:;JL !.lttdy dealt with the cxlcnt tu which lying a;Jd 
truth-telling pair membcc:-s .arc .c;onsio.tcnl between themselves. and to which 
liars' and tru ch-tellers' t·on'-.ccutivc statements .arc consistent ov<:r time. Hence, 
the present study did nul focus on, for cxumplc, inconsistencies found within {me 
suspect's singh: statement or dlo.crcpan-cie, between a ,uspt,ct 's verbal .and non­
\'C~bal behavior: 
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Consisten<y wirhin sin;;:le s:rsp<:rts_ The ~u b j ecti ve rut ing::; that were cul­
kcteJ indicate that trmhful and deceptive- sta:ements were pcn:civcd a~ ;._~qu<~ily 
con~istent vver tim~.;. Corrobora:ing: thi,; finding:. our textual analysis sht)WS that 
there were nn significant diffe:--cnces between truth tellers and liars iu terms o:· 
number vf repeated themes, omissions. and \.:ontra:Jictions. It wus found that 
trwh tellers added signifio::antly mere new themes to their initi<~l statements than 
did liars. That is, we !ound a stronger remini~cence effect for trutb!"ul statt;m~.;nb 

than for decep!ive sta!ements. Furlhermore. the avcntge net recall web signlfi­
<:<~nt ly higher_ for truthful staterncnts than for Jeo::ept;ve statements. These t·0.:o 
finding, support the idea that asking a per,.on to dabora!e un som..; p1-cviously 
reported information i~ less_ likely to result in tl:e addition o:· information :f the­
story is fabricated than if the story is truthful {Jackson & Gnmbag, 2001; Soppe. 
1995. m. cited in Vri_j. 2000). Recently, Shuy (1998). without any furtbC1.qualifi­
cations. claimed that .a memory improving over time belongs to a liar. EJT,pirical 
data ~uggest tl:at S~uy's st.a!cm.:nt is wrong and that the opposite i~ J:Jorc cor­
rect. 

In sum. the prcdiclion that single liars would produce stutcmenb !hat we-re at 
lc.ast a~ con~istent ,a, truth tellers was confirmed by buth the subjective ratings 
and the textual analysis. In adt!ition. our textual a:-mlysis shov..-s that truthful and 
deceptive sta!c-menb did nut diller in terms of number of themes, infonnation 
units, and information units per_ theme. Howeve-r, trutl~ tellers showed_ an 
inCJ·eu~e in the nur::~beJ" of thcrncs reported over time, 'Nberea~ liars showed a 
dez:rease in the Jwmbcr of !heme~ reportcd~a~ indiz:atcd by a ~ignificant inter­
ac!ion. Both liars and truth teller~ ~howcd a decrease in repur:cd information 
units over time. 

Consis!en<~\' >1·irhin Jh.irs o{suspecr.~. Vic prcdick'd that lying p<tir members 
would be_ at kast a" nm~istcn! between thc:nsclves us truth-telling puir member;;. 
IndecJ. the textual analysis shows that the relative number of overlapping thr.;mcs 
was higher for ly;ng pair:-: than for !rulh-telling pair~ (thi~ difLrence wus si_g­
nific;_;_._'lt fnl" st<tlcments produced during the first interrogatmn and was very du~e 
to significant for statcm.:nb produced during the ~enmU intcrrogation)._Fully m 
line ·,...·ith th:s pattern, the 1y;ng pairs were nttcd a~ more consisten! than truth­
telling pai1s (significantly for statements produced during the first interrngation, 
but not ~ignificuntly for :.latemcnls produced during the second interrogation). 
Hence. both the objective and sub;cctivc mca,;u:-cs of nmsiste:1cy ~u;:>por!cd our 
prediction. 

Furthermore, the .analysis shuw,; that both lying .and truth-telling puir mem­
ber~ contradio.:ted themselvc~ to a low extent. In nakr lo investigate '.vhy, we 
scored th;._· nu1nber of time~ the suspects an~wcred. '·I don't know" or '"l can't 
remcn~bcr_" We found_tbat both truth teller~ (27) and liars (24) seldom used 
theose luophulc~. (In toul, 680 specific question,.; were .asked U> the single sus­
pects.) Speculatively, this finding:~ a result of the lying: pairs' ca1eful_ phmning. 
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and lheir strategy to place them'-clves in a familiar environment, doing an every­
day activity. Hence. the liars enabled themsclve" to an"wer the specific que;,tion" 
without re"orting to mere "I dun-~_ kno\N ·• answcr" or nmtradictionstban the truth 
tc:llcrs.. 

The repeal n'r.'Hts recunvrruc: 11_lpo!lwsis. The repeat versus reconstntcl 
hypothe;,i;, outlined in lhe introduction "uggesb that liar:-; willtiy tu repcat what 
they stated during pre• .. ious i:~tcrrngation;.. -,.vhcreas truth h:llers will try tc rccun­
struct what tb~.;y actually cxpencnced. With rcfcrem:c 1o this hypothesis. decep­
tive statcments. compared to truthful ones, can be expectcd to be equally 
consistent (Granhag & Str(}mwall. 1999). On a gcnerallcvel.tbe t-c;,ults (;fthe 
current '-tudy lc1~d ;,trong support to the n:pcat vcn-,us rccoustJuct hypothesis. 
Spccifical1y, the results suggest that (a) the repeut component of the hypolhesis 
might be mere uscful in distinguish;nglying pai:-s from truth-telling pairs Lhan in 
distinguishing single liar:-; from s;nglc truth tellers; and (b) the J"econ;.tructive 
~.:om;:mnent of the hypothec-is manifcsL~ itself mainly in term.s nf ~.:mnmission;,. 

Tu further evaluale lhe repeat ver;,us reconstruct h~pothc"is. the cffecls of 
both time and information density must be examined. With reference tu basic 
mem-ory prin~.:ipk;. suc:'l a;. the forgctting curve (Baddeley. 1990). it can be spec­
ulated that the hypotl~esi:-. is even :-norc valid if there is a long retention interval 
between the tu-be-remembered event and the first interrogation, or if there arc 
long time lapc.e;, between a suspect's report nf a very detailed initial statement 
and the fnE-ow-up interrogation. Furth~:rmorc, in future 1·escareh. it might be -u:' 
inten:st to examine possible differences between ;,ituations where the ;,uspects 
ar~: forcwan1cd that they ai·e be inknogated repeat;;dly. us in the plTc.cnt study. 
and sit~alion;., where they arc not wan1ed. 

In the current study, and fully in line \Vith previous rese.an:h (Gr.anhag & 
StrUmwalL 2002; Wagenaar & Dalderop, 1994), Wl~ found !urger differences in 
terms -of consistency when -comparing truth-telli:1g and lying pair" nf '-Uspects 
than when comparing truth-telling and lying c.inglc suspe-ct~. One possibl;; expla­
n.a:ion for this result is that the lying pai1·s were gi vcn time to fabr;ntle their alibi 
bcfore being intcnogated for the fi1st time. The truth-telling pairs, wbn actm~;Jy 
had bad lum;b together. were not given any opportunity tu discuss and recapitu­
late what really h:1ppencJ. durins the lunch, In faimess, i1 might very well be that 
the patlcm of rc.-:ull:. would have been diffcn:nt if we had used a Ccsign -,....-ben: tbc 
truth tellers had bccn given the chance tu collude or the liars were not gi\'en the 
dunce to collude. However. a;1d importantly, we would like to raise t\o.:o argu­
menb in defense ut' the design e!T.phJyed in the cuncnt "tudy. First. partner;., in 
~.:r:mc know that it i;, cs;,entialto agree on what to svy in tbc interrogalions to 
follow. Hence, they will make sure to have an o;:>poi1unity to collude. Second, 
truth-telling suspects normally do nut fed the same need to reach an agreement 
betw(-x;n them before bcing intcrrogatcJ. Thercforc, w.._, argue that the d..;;.ign of 
the cuncnt ~tudy is ecologically valid. 
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P_\ycholegal !mplin:llimts 

Res.:oarch shows that both prolession.allie catchc,-,., su.:h .a;. police officers 
(Greuel, 1992) and pmsccutors and _iwi_g::;;.. (St1i:-mwall & Gr:mhag, 2003). agree 
on the hcuri;..tic :;tati::~g that inconsistency implies deception and consistency 
implies truth. In sharp contra:>! to this belief. the rc~ults of the .:uncm study inJi­

catc that (a) statement:> prociuccd b:y liars in collusion arc more ..:onsistent than 
arc ~tatcment;.. produced by truth tellers who hnvc experienced an event together. 
and (b) con;..ecutivc statement;.. given by ;..inglc har~ and single tnllh tellers m--e 
equal1y con;..ist<.::nt over time. These finding;. support our repeat vcro.tts recon­
stJUct hypothesis. as wdl as previously n:portcd n~sults (Gwnhag & Striimwall, 
2000a; \Vagenaar & Daldcrop. 1994). 

Findings reponed by Striimwall, Granhag. and Jonsc.on (in prcsc.) show that 
lie cak:hers assessing the veracity ofpa;rs of suspects-where both pair members 
had been interrogate<..! repeatedly-primarily atte:1d to whether the t>vo c.uspect;. 
arc consistent between the1nselvc;.., nnnparcd to whether each of the two suspccb 
ic. eonsi~lcnt within himself or ber;,df. Critically.the absolulc majority of the;,c 
lie catchers seem to hoiJ tbe belief that truth-telling pair member:-. m-e mnrc con­
sistent between themselves than arc ly:ng pair members. Our fint!ing that lruth­

t~lling pair members were less con-.istent between themselves c.trongly questions 
the valit!ity of this belief. 

An important psycholcgalquestinn is whether or nut it is possible tc idcn:ify 
systcmaLc diflerenct~s between truthful and deceptive statements in terms of 

inconsistcr.cies. The results of the current study c.uggest that the reply to this 
question might be positive. That i;,. we found that trwh tellers addr.:J significantly 
more new information to their initial statement'> than did liarc.; that ;s. w..:: llmnd <t 
sllonger reminiscence effect for truthful c.tatements. [mportantly. this rcc.ult cor­
wboratc-,: previous findings (Jackson & Gmnbug, 200 l; Soppc, 1995, as cited in 
Vrij. 2000). Obviously, more research is necdcJ in order to resolve this question. 

A nm1mon guitidine fur a;..sessing veracity on the basi;. of consecutiv.; state­
ments, also c.upportcd by the CBCA framework, is thvt most truthful n:ports arc 
con;..istcnt when it co1nes to the salient aspects of the statement, such a;. central 
pcrsonc. and actions (Greuel ct ul. 1999; Shuy. 1998; Undeuhch. l9R9; Wagenaar 

ct aL 1993). Since our tc:;.tual muly:.;i:s show:.; thai the :same characteristic also 
seem;. to hold for de-ceptive statement:-.. it might be that tl1is recomme-ndation docs 

nut carry much weight. A rn:cntly explored vlteuwtivc to the CBCA tech~:iquc is 
the reality monitoring (RM) aoproacb. nriginalty Ucvclnpcd by Johnson and col­
kagucs (c,g., John:>on & Ray c. 19R 1 ). In b1ieL the assumption that memmic~ fnr 
real events (in contra'>l to memories f(>r imagined events) arc rich in cues that arc 
linked to their perceptual origin (e.g., colors, sensmy proper! icc.) vnd contextual 
information (e.g .• spati<d. t.._,mporal) hus rcccivr.:d strong empirical ,uopurt 
(Juhnson. Foley. S:.~cngas, & Rayc, l9BR; John:>on & Raye. 19B 1 ). Lately, several 
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rc.q:;archc-r:; have .~ugges!cd that the- Rl\1 framework could be u,;cd as a tuol IUr lie 
de:eclion (e.g .• Hemaml;;z-Fcrnuud & AlonLo-Qu;;cuty. J 997; Sporer. 1997). and 
experimental and field studie>. show a promi>.ing paHen1 or rcsulL:-. (lor a rece-nt 
sum:nary, :;ee Vrij. 2000). In addition, the RNI criteria arc fewer and easier to 

t;;acb anC lcan1 than are the CBCA criteria (V1ij, 2000). However. as was pointed 
out by Davies (20tH). considerable work is required bcf~xe the validity of RM as 
a lie-detecti-on technique can be detenn;ned. 

Translallng our results into .an applied psycbolcg:al-context, three ba>.ic rec­
oinmendutions can be offered. First, whc:n a >oct of consecutive statement;, j;, 

f{mnJ to be con:-.istcn!, it should not be ci·cdited .:mtomaticaHy. Instead. it should 
be h~pt in mind that liar:-; often try very hard to rcmcmbc1 what they buve said in 
prcviow; intcrrogatiuns. Sc..:ond, multiple O.ltspects (or witnc.so.cs) o.-ometimes 
report o.tatcmcm;, that. between them. reach an extraordinarily high level of con­
.si>.!ency. This could ir.dicale th.:tttl'.e suspects .arc in ..:ullu>.ion am.: have ugrecd un 
what lo report_ Obviou:-.ly, in ;t:-.df, tb;s i>. not a watc1proof slgn or deception. but 
o.hould kud to further investigation. Third, innmsistencic-:-. between two (or more) 

~l<demcnh o.hould not be interpreted immcdlatdy .a>. incriminating. Rca>.onably. 
lruthi"u: statei:Jcnu. ure charucteriLed by a natltml incon>.istcncy; >.uccessivc rccall 
attcmp:s oltcn result ir: new infUrmution being added to previously given inf;:n­
mation (reminiscence). If two suspects de-arly cuntrJ.dict ead1 other (ur if a single 

~uspcct contratiicts himsclfur herself/. naturally tbis c.buuld evoke suspicim:. I: 
o.huuld be noted that because or the paucit;.' or research on this particular is>.ue -u:' 
deception, these rccommcudutions me based on a relatively rneager numbcr nf 
cmpirica: studieo.. 

Io conclusion. the combined evidence suggc>.ls that the consislcncy heuristic a>. 
used by mos! 1ic catcherc. i" nut very helpful in discerning tru!hful .:md deceptive 
~tatcmcn'.>. (St!Omwali ct al.. in pres;,). However. we do not 1ccommcnd that triers 

of facts shou~d simply ignore issues or consis!ency. Such a recommendation would 
be too ha>.ty und probably very i:~dTectivc. Instead. we hope that future rco.earch 
on this issue wi11 result in empiri.:.ally based guidelines useful for lie catcher>. 
as>oes>.ing vcrucit)" un the bas;>. of multiple statement;,. However. until then, we 
o.uggcst that lie cute her>. exercise the consistency heuristic with great cauti-on. 
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Appendix 

Initially in eac~ int~rrogation, the person conducting the interrogation ao.ked 
the "uspects to give a free-n.:call narrative of Lhc lunch: '"Tell me abuut thi" lunch 
in full detail, take your time" (tran:-.lation from Swedish). Then, the inh:rregatio::~ 

continued with a set of '-pecific qLLestion"-

Speciri;,; que,.ti,ms ao.keG in the Lrst interrogutmn: 

l. Did you have tu wait a long time for the f(md? 
2. What did your friend h;.tvc for lunch? 
J. What did yuur friend drink? 
4. Ho~v ce:-tain arc you about that '-latcm~nl? 
5. Did you order C('JTec after the meal? 
6. Wen: there tablcdoth" on the tables·~ 
7. Cun you mention ,;ome of the tuple;, the t\-vn of you discussed? 
R. Wac. the re"taurant cro\\>decl? 
9. How ccrta:n arc you about that staten:cnt? 

10. Was "mok;ng vllowed where you were silting? 
l :. Have you been to thio. particular reo.taunml before? 

Specific questions ask~.;<! in the .,econd interrogation: 

l. Do you remer:~ her what you were wearing on this particular day? 
2. Do you remeJ-:-JbeJ what your fnend was wcering? 
J. W.as the re"taumnt crowded? 
4. How ccrta;n arc you about that ;,tatcn~cnl? 
5. Did you have to wait a long time for tbc f(md? 
6. Do yuu ITmeJ7Jber the appearance of anyone working at the restaurant? 

/liotc. Lim~ and truth te1kn; '-'>-ere n'>ked Lhc:same_que~tion~-




