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The paradigimatic task for participants in studics on deception is Lo assess verwity on the
baxis oof a single statement. However, in applicd contexis, lie catchers are often faced with
imultiple statements freported by one or several suspects), To appreciate thix nismateh, we
conducted o study where each member of 1O truth-telling pairs and 10 lying pairs (repan-
ing fabricated alibis) was interrogated twice about an alibio &s predicted. lying pair mem-
bers were more consistent berween themselves than were truth-telling pair members, and
single ltars and truth tellers were cqually consistent over time. Furthermeore, troth tellers
made oore conunssions than did 1iars, Although in line with our repeat vs reconstrouct
hypothesis, these Iindings contrast sharply with belicfs held by professional Lie catchuers
and recommendations found in Hiterature on deceprion detection., The results are ranslared

into an applied psycholegal contexr.

To retlect on questions of truth and deceit is an everyday activity {DePaulo,
Kashy, Kirkendohl, Wyer, & Epstein, 1996} For some professional groups {e.g_,
police ofticers, judges), these reflections are often formalized into explicit assess-
ments of veracity. Research mapping deceptien-detection performance shows
that both presumed experts and laypeople are poor at distinguishing truth tellers
from liars {Vrij, 2000). Furthermore, research has shown that believed indicators
of deception are not in accordance with actual indicators {(Stromwall & Granhag,
2003; Zuckerman, DePaulo, & Rosenthal, 198 1), Hence, psychological research
faces an important challenge in debunking false beliets about how to detect
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PARTNERS IN CRIME 849

decceil, and in providing guidelines that will improve the quality of prolessional
lic catchers’ verncity assessments.

The body ol psychological research conducted on interpersonal deception is
voluminous (Vrij, 2000)). Howcewver, the lact that lic catchers acting in real-life set-
lings olten must detect deceit on the basis of statements derived from several sus-
pecls—cach having been interrogated repeatedly—has been overlooked by
scholars within the lield. Hence, rescarch on deception has very litle o ofter
when it comes 10 how, for example, storics fabricated by pairs in collusion dilTer
trom stories 1old by uth-telling pairs. Since it is Tar [rom rare that two (or more)
persons are suspected ol having committed a crime together and providing lalse
alibis, such questions arc ol considerable psycholegal importance.

Rescuarch shows that perceptions of consistency mediate judgments of credi-
bility {Greuel, 1992; Leippe, Manion, & Romanceyk, 1992). Funthermore, recent
research shows that when lie catchers are asked 1o assess veracity on the basis of
conseculive statements given by one and the same suspect, the most commonly
reported cuce by Tar is consistency (Granhag & Strdmwall, 200040, 20000b).

The main locus of the current swady is 10 analyze the extent o which state-
ments wld by pairs reporting truthful accounts ol an event dilTer from stalements
1old by pairs reporting labricated alibis, As will be turther jusiilied in the next
section, we examine whether truthiul and deceptive statements ditfer in werms of
consisiency. Our investigation covers bol consistency within single suspects and
consistency within pairs ol suspects.

Consistency Between Statements

At lcast two lines ol rescarch must be taken into account as one deals with the
question of whether trathlul and deceptive accounts ditfer in terms of consis-
teney. First, one musi consider how repeated recall aftects memory performance.
The issue of repeatedly recalled stories received carly attention in psychology
through the work of Bartlett (1932}, and several scholars have noted its relevance
10 forensic contexts (Penrod, Lofius, & Winkler, 1982). Summing up a large cor-
pus ol rescarch, one of the most salient characteristics of menory, bearing on
repeated recall, is its reconstructive nature (Tulving, 2000). Hence, Tor our con-
1ex1, trath tellers, who repeatedly try 1o retrieve a previously experienced event,
can be expected o gain, lose, and change intormaton over time {Baddeley, 1990;
Loltus, 1979). Specilically, one clfect ol particular relevance is reminiscence,
that is. when successive recall attempts produce previously unrecalled intforma-
tion {(Payne, 1987} Turtle and Yuille (1994 have argucd and shown that this
cflect is common in forensic contexts.

Sccond. in an attempt 1o establish a theorctical framework for deceptive
behavior, three different approaches have been delined: the emotional (Ekman,
1985), the cognitive {(Kdhnken, 1989), and the attempted contrel approach
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{DcPaulo, 1992}, These three approaches reler mainly o nonverbal deceptive
behavior (Vrij, 19983, However, we have reason 1o believe that one of thesc
approaches (the avempled control approach) bears on the type ol verbal behavior
relevant for the curment study. The attempted control approach proposces that o liar
will plan and contrel his or her behaviorin order 1o appear as normal and credible
as possible. The main prediction following this approach is that the liar will
appear o be rehearsed (Vrij, 1998). Reasonably, this will hold tor the nonverbal
as well as Tor the verbal behavior expressed. This prediciion fits nicely with the
tact that a successliul liar must have a good memory 1o remember what he or she
has stated in previous imterrogalions (Granhay & Strimwall, 2000a) and that hars
in collusion know that planning is crucial {(Wagenaar & Dalderop, 1994 ).

Inicrtwining these two lines of rescarch into one theoretically derived
notlion, the repeat versus reconstruct hypothesis has been suggesied (Granhag &
Sirimwall, 1999, 200G0a). This hypothesis rests on the assumption thaa liars will
iIry 1o repeat what they have said in previous interrogations {or have agreced
upon), while truth wellers will try 10 reconsiruct what they at somce pointin Lime
actually experienced. Reasonuably, truth tellers, compared o liars, are less con-
cemed with what they have said in previous interrogations. It can be argucd that
the repeat strategy used by liars will promote consistency and that the more rec-
ollective naware ol wuth wllers” memory work will, at least (0 some extent, under-
minc consisiency.

Credibility Assessment and Verbal Behavior

The most widely used credibility assessment (echnigue, focusing on verbal
corrclates of deception, is the criteria-bascd content analysis (CBCA). The
CBCA, orniginally developed I'or analysis ol children’s reports, rests on a hypoth-
esis slaling that statements derived rom memory of genuine experiences dilfer in
content and quality from statements based on fantasy or invention (Undeutsch,
1989). In short, the CBCA is based on a number ol dilTerent truth criteria (e.g.,
logical structure and quantity ol details), and the assumption is that the more cni-
1eria are present, the higher the likelihood that the Statemoent is trathiul. Aler a
tull CBCA has been conducted. it is suggested that a validity checklist should be
used (Vriy, 20000 For the current context, one particular component of this
checklist is of immmoediate interest: consistencey with other statenients. This com-
ponent deals with inconsistencices between consecutive statements given by one
witness, as well as inconsisiencices between statements given by dilferent wit-
nesses. Aler reading the CBCA literwure (c.g., Steller, 1989 Undeutsch, 1989),
we found the description of this component o be vague (e.g.. “Caution is
required in order o demand not wo much ol persistence in a sequence ol state-
ments,” Undeutsch, 1989, p. 115). Our contentionis that CBCA advocates lail 1o
make testable predictions in terms of consistency between stalements.
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Greuel, Brictzke, and Stadler (1999 stressed that the CBCA lierature ofien
neglects questions dealing with consistency. Nevertheless, CBCA scholars like
Undcutsch and Greuel suggest that we should expect truthlul statements o be
consistent in terms ol the salient aspects of the event {e.g., central persons and
actions). This assumplion is supporled by Wagenaar, van Koppen, and Crombag
{19933, who suggested that ouc criterion characlerizing truthful consecutive
stalements is consistency in the relevant parts. In addition, a recent survey by
Sirtmwall and Granhag (20033 shows that police oflficers, judges, and proscoeu-
1ors subscribe 1o the beliel that truthlul stalements are more consistent over lime
than are deceptive statements. A critical guestion is 0 what extent these assump-
tions are supported by cmpirical data. Much 1o our surprise, an invenlory ol psy-
chological research om deception shows that the question ol whether truthlul and
deceptive statements actually dilfer in terms ol consistency has been given very
little attention. In all, we Found only two studics addressing the issue.

First, Wagenaar and Dalderop (1994), investigaling consistency within pairs
ol suspects, senl 51X pairs 10 a 200, 5ix other pairs were instructed (o invent a
story about a joint visit w the zoo. Later, all participants individually gave a lree
recall and answered a number of specilic questions. Consistency within pairs was
scored both in terms ol explicitly stated lacts (e.g., both members in the pair said
“It rainced in the moming™) and lacts that woere mentioned in o more implicit man-
ner (¢.g., one pair member said I rained in the moming and in the alternoon,”
whilc the other member said “In the alternoon it started o rain again™). Irrespec-
tive ol Lype ol scoring procedure used, the results showed that the lying pairs
were signilicantly more consistent than were the truth-telling pairs.,

S¢cond, Granhag and Sudmwall (20013, investigaling consistency within a
single suspect’s conscoutive statements, showed a staged robbery o 24 wilnesses.
Hall of the witnesses were instruciled 1o ell the trath, while the other hall were
10ld o distort the event in such a way that the actual victim was made 1o be the
perpetrator, Each witness was then interrogated on three ditferent occasions (3 hr.
4 days, and 11 days afier the event), Analyzing dilferent objective indicators of
consistency (repeated details, omissions, and commissions), it was concluded that
truthful and deceptive statements were equally consistent over 1ime {Granhag &
Siriimwall, 2002). Note that the suggesied repeat versus reconstruct hypothesis
can account for the resulis obltained by Wagenaar and Dalderop (1994) and by
Granhag and Stromwall (2002). That is, the repeat versus reconstruct hypothesis
pertains w both single suspects inermogaied repeatedly and o pairs of suspects.

The Present Swady
Twenty pairs of [Hends volunteered 1o participale in an experiment on decision

making. Unawarc that they would later fuce in-depth questioning about the cvent,
10 pairs started oft the experiment by having lunch al a restaurant. Aller retuming
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1 the laboratory, cach pair lirst completed a liller sk 1ogether, Nexi, cach pair
was split and cach pair member was instrucied that be or she would now be inter-
rogated about the lunch. The other 10 pairs did oot get a Iree lunch. Instead, they
were told w invent that they had had lunch together on a certain day. That is. they
were instructed o fabricate an alibi that would withstand later interrogation. In
sum, we had both lying and truth-telling pairs, and cach pair member ¢hercalter
relemmed 1o as suspech) was inlerrogaled separately on two dilferent occasions,
wilh an interval ol 7 days. By using this design, we made it possible o investigate
consistency wilthin single suspects, as well as consistency within pairs of suspects.
We used two dilferent approaches in order o try 10 capiure differences in
terms of consistency. First, we conducted o texiual analysis mapping the follow-
ing three types of inconsisiencies: contradictions {e.g., a car was [irst reported as
red and then as blue), omissions (e.g., a knile was mentioned during the firse inter-
rogation, but not during the second), and commissions (a knile was mentioned
during the sceond interrogaion, but was left owt dunng the lrst). Sccond, we col-
lected rutings ol consistency from participans who had watched the interroga-
tions on video. We believe that such subjeclive ratings are ol importance since 4
lic catcher’s perception of the overall degree of consistency can instigate a mis-
carriage of jusitce. For example, o set of statements pereeived as inconsistent can,
in an unwawmranted manner, ¢voke suspicion and lead 10 suspect-driven investiza-
tons (van Koppen, 19945, Similarly, a set of consecutive statements perceived as
high in consistency can, in an cqually unwarranted manner, subdue suspicion.

Hypothesis 1. In view of our theoretically based repeat versus
reconstruct hypothesis and previous findings (Wagenaar &
DRalderop, 1994), we expect that both objective and subjective
measures of consistency will show that lying pairs are at least as
consistent as are truth-telling pairs.

Hypeotiiesis 2. In view of the same hypothesis and previous find-
ings by Granhag and Stromwall (2002}, we expect that single hars
will be at least as consistent over time as are truth tellers,

Method
Participants

Videotaped statements from 40 psycheology undergraduates (26 women, 14
men) were used, The students participated on a voluntary hasis and were paid
150 SEK {(approximately LIS$17) for their contribution. They were instructed to
arrive at the laboratory in pairs for an experiment on decision making. Each pair
came at a different time and was randomly assigned to be either a truthtul pair or
a lying pair of suspects.
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Frecedure

Fruth-reffing vuspects. Upon their arrival, cach trath-1elling pair was given
bogus information that the experiment was running late. Therefore, they were
oltered a Iree lunch at any ol three nearby restaurants and were asked o come
back within 1 hr. On returning. cach pair was given a filler task, lasting approxi-
malely 15 min. Then, cach pair was split up, and cach pair member was informed
ol the real purpose ol the experiment: that they were going 10 be interrogaied
about the lunch. They were instrucied (o answer the inlerrogalor's questions as
truthlully as possible.

Lying suspects. The so-called lying suspecis also arrived at the laboratory in
pairs. Each pair was scated in a room and reccived instructions stating that a
crime had been committed and that they were suspecied ol committing it. They
were told o state that they had been having lunch together at the ume that the
crime had been committed. In short, they were instructed 10 tubricate an alibi that
would withstand later interrogation Each pair was given 30 min o invent their
story. They woere then separaied, perdonmed the smme tiller task as the trath-telling
suspects, and were imerrogated. Following the interrogations, both lying and
truth-telling suspecis were 1old that they would be interrogated again 1 week latern

Femterrogations, Interrogations were conducted by 2 persons, hired by the
experimenters and blind o the veracity of the suspects. The first interrogation
session consisted ol a Iree-recall phasce tollowed by 11 specilic questions
{Appcendix). The questions were the same for both lying and truth-telling sus-
pecls. Each interrogation was highly souctured and lasted approximately 5 min.
All pairs retumed for the second interrogation session 1 wecek later. The same
intecrrogator as belore then questioned cach suspect. Each interrogation consisted
ol a lree-recall phase lTollowed by six specilic guestions (Appendix)y and lasied
approximately 4 min. All interrogations were videotaped. Aler cach interroga-
tion, the suspects were asked o rate on a 10-point scale ranging from 1 (very fow)
1o 10 {very Aighy the degree of truth in the statement they had just given. Alcer the
second interrogzation, the participants were debricfed and paid.

In this lashion, videotaped interrogations were conducted with 10 lying pairs
of suspects and 10 truth-telling pairs ol suspects, all interrorated twice. The vid-
cos woere edited in order (o it with the presentation order in cach of the viewing
conditions (see the Ratings of Consisiency scetion). All videotaped material was
transcribed verbatim For turther analysces.

Breaking Dowr the Texr
To be able (o examine possible dilTerences between truthful and deceptive

stalements, we broke down the tree-recall parts ol the wexts into information units
and themes.
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Itformation unifs. The [irst step was 1o remove hall-spoken words and “ahs™
and “mmms” from the statements. Next, we divided cach specilic statenment into
information units without alicring the order of the naurative. We delined an infor-
malion unit as the smallest possible scgment ol lext giving a meaninglul contri-
bution (o the narrative. An example ol dividing the ext into informaltion units is:
AWe entered the restaurant/walked up w the counterflooked at the menuf. As the
first example shows, the scgments “We entered”™ and “the restaurant™ were nol
considered 10 be giving a meaninglul contribution on their own, but combined
they were identified as making up one information unil. One person coded all
statements and another person coded 20%: ol the statemoents. The proportion of
inlerrater agreement [or this particular step was (97,

FThemes. The scecond step was 1o identify themes. A theme, in this contexd, is
delined as a delimited wopic made up of a number ol information units {¢.g.,
evenls tuking place during the lunch or descriptions of persons and places). The
tollowing cxample shows theme building as seven information units were coim-
bined inwo the theme of “the waiter™: /We had this really nice waiter/looked a bit
Italianfguite cutefwith brown curly hairfand brown eyesfand very cheerful/we
really noticed him/.

For cach suspect, the themes in Staement 1 were named and counted. Then,
Statement 2 was checked lor repeated themes, omissions (themes mentioned in
Statement 1 but not in Statement 23, and commissions (themes not mentioned in
Statement 1 butl added in Statement 2.

With very Iew exceplions, a thenie was made up ol more than onc informa-
tion unil. For information units 1o be included in a theme. they had 10 concern
one and the same event or description. One information unil could never be
included in two different themes. A tew information units had 10 be excluded
since they were of a transitional nature (¢.g., “and then . . .7).

One person coded all of the statemenis, and another person coded 209 of the
stalements. Interrater agreement between two coders was 78%%. That is. V8% ol all
information units were classilicd inte the same thenies by both coders. Another
way o measuring the interrater agreement is o correlate the number of thenes
that both coders found in the statemenis; this analysis showed a correlation of (89,

Scoring of Contradictions

The full statements {(rec recall and specilic questions) were analyzed For con-
tradictions. We traced contradictions between (a) the two pair nmembers’ First
statemoents., (b) the two pair members’ sccond statements. and {¢) cach pair mem-
ber’s two statements. To be labeled a contradiciion, the inlformation had 10 be
explicitly contradictory; lor example, one person said, ©I [Person Al awe tish and
mashed potatocs,” while the other person in the pair claimed “My triend [Person
Al had chicken for lunch.,” Hence., neither omissions nor Commissions were
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included in this analysis. One person coded all of the statements, and another per-
son coded 20% of the statements. For these statements, both coders lound the
same two contradictions. Overall, very foew contradiclions were found.

Rarings of Consisrency

We collected ratings ol consistency from 120 persons (48 men, 72 women).
All were undergraduate students at Giteborg University and were paid SEK 50
{US%6) lor their participalion.

The raters walched the videotapes in small groups. They were instrucied Lo
tocus on the consisiency of the statements. The ratings were made on a 10-point
scale ranging (rom 1 {veryv fow degree) o 10 (very fiieh degree). The 120 ralers
were randomly assigned 1o one ol three viewing conditions, 40 in cach. In the
within single suspects condition, the raters were shown the two inlerrogaiions
wilh onc pair meniber, and then rated the consistency of that suspect’s statenient.
In the within pairs of suspects—Statement 1 condition, raters were shown the first
interrogations with both pair members, annd rated the consistency. Finally, the rat-
crs in the within pairs of suspects—Statenient 2 condition were shown the second
interrogations with both pair members, and rated the consistency of those state-
ments. Each observer watched either one pair of suspects or both interrogations
wilh onc suspect.

Results
Manipularion Check

To check whether the suspects complied with the instructions 1o 1ell the truth
or W lic, a 2 x 2 (Statement Veracity: Truthtul vs. Deceptive © Time: Statement 1
vy, Stalement 23 ANOVA with repeated measurcments on the last lactor was con-
ducted. A signilicant main clTect for stalcment veracily was obtained, F(1, 38) =
101.78, p < .001. 2 = .73, In both interrogation sessions. truth tellers rated the
degree of truth in their statements significantly higher than did the hars. For State-
ment 1, the mean rated degree ol outh was 980 (truth 1ellers) and 4.60 (Liars)y; and
tor Statement 2, the comesponding means were 9.10 and 5,10, respecuvely. No
signilicant effects were obtlained for either the time lactor or the interaction term 3

Consistency

First, we present four analyses of the free-recall parts of the transcribed state-
ments, all pertaining to single suspects: (a) number of information units;
(b) number of themes; {¢} number of information units per theme; and {d) an
analysis mapping repeated themes, omissions, commissions, and net and gross

FRegurding the number of words in the sturements. no significant differences between rhe truthful
und deceptive statements were found for cither Statement 1 or Stement 2, both pos = 34
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Table 1

Mean Number of Themes, Information Units, and Information Units Per Theme
by Truthful und Deceptive Statements

Truthful Deceptive
Level of analysis A £D A £D
Number of information units
Statement 1 3R60 3345 44 500 3945
Stalement 2 33.85 17.75 2980 2976
Number of themes
Statement 1 9.10 4.68 8.55 5.86
Statement 2 L 4.46 7.40 5.63
Number of information units/theme
Statement | 3.73 I 41 4. 80 .85
Statement 2 3.30 1.10 3.73 (.96

Naore. The table contains analyses of the (Tee-recall phase only.

recall. Next, we present an analysis tocusing on pairs of suspects; namely, the
number ot themes mentioned by both pair members. Then, we present an analysis
regarding contradictions in the suspects” statements. Finally, we report the results
from the raters’ perceived consistency. The main question throughout all analy-
ses was as follows: Is there a difference, in terms of consistency, between truthful
and deceptive statements?

Information pnifs. A 2 » 2 {Statement Veracity: Truthlul vs. Deceplive =
Time: Statement 1 vs., Statement 2) mixed ANOVA wuas conducted 1o examine
the number of information units in the stacments. A signilicant main cffect lor
the Time factor cmerged. F{1. 38) = 6.84, 2 < .05, % = .15, showing that signili-
cantly fewer information units were found in Statement 2 than in Statement 1.
The Statement Veracity tactor and the Statement Veracity = Time interaction
were nol signilicant. Table 1 presents the desceriplive statistics.

Themes, In order 1o find out il there were any dilferences in the number of
themes reported, a 2 = 2 (Statement Veracity: Truthlul vs. Deceptive ® Time:
Statement 1 vs, Statement 27 mixed ANOVA wuas conducted. No man ctiects
were signilicant, but the Statement Veracity = Time interaclion was signilicant,
F(1,38)=4.00,p = .05.1n12 = .1¢. This interaction indicates that wruthlul state-
ments contained more themes in Statement 2 compared 1o Statement 1, and that
deceplive statenents contained fewer themes in Statlement 2 than in Statement 1.
Table 1 shows means and standard deviations.
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Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations for Fearures of the Theme Anafvsis by Truthful/
Deceptive Statements

Truthful Deceptive
Analysis leature M 5D M 5D !

Total number of themes

Statement | Q.10 4.68 3.55 3.30 .33

Statement 2 10.15 4.46 7.40 5.68 1.70
Repeated thenies H.35 348 3.35 4.609 .76
Omissions 275 2.40 3.20 2.38 (.60
Commissions 3 .80 2.55 2.05 1.67 2577
Net recall .05 4.20 -1.15 2.596 200k
Ciross recall 12.90 4.G3 10.60) G.87 1.22
o< )5,

Information units per theme. The number of information units making up each
theme was averaged for each suspect. A 2 x 2 (Statement Veracity: Truthtul vs.
Deceptive % Time: Statement | vs. Statement 2) mixed ANOVA was conducted,
and. it showed a significant main effect of time, £(1,38)= 11 46,p< 01,112 = 23
The themes in Statement | contained more information units than did the themes in
Statement 2 {see Table | for descriptives). The Statement Veracity tactor was quite
close to signiticance, £(1, 38) = 3.41, p = .08, 117 = .08, with liars reporting a larger
number of information units per theme, Finally, the interaction term was also quite
near a signiticanteffect, #¢1, 38) = 3.09, 7 = .09,172 = .08, The ditterence between
truth tellers and liars at Statement | was substantially reduced in Statement 2.

For each suspect, the themes. in Statement 1 were named and. counted. In
arder to test our suggested repeat versus reconstnct hypothesis, Statement 2 was
checked for repeated themes, omissions, and commissions. Furthermore, we cal-
culated the net and gross recall in terims of number of themes. Mean values, stan-
dard deviations, and ¢ values are presented in Table 2.

Repeared themes, omissions, and commissions. For the repeated themes, the ¢
test did not show a significant difference between truth tellers’ (M = 6.35)
and liars’ (M = 5.35) statements. Likewise for the omissions, no difference was
tound between truth tellers” (M = 2.75) and hars” (M = 3.20) statements, For the
commissions, the means were significantly separated: Truth-telling suspects
(M = 3.80) included more commissions than did lying suspects {M = 2.03),
H3BY=2.57, 1 < 0,
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Table 3

FPercentages of Overlapping Themes for Statements I and 2 and by Truthfuls
Deceptive Pairs

Truthful pairs Deceptive pairs

M SP M Sp H
Statement | 38017 15.57 B 58 13.06 2TF*
Statement 2 41.65 15.01 55.34 12.35 1.8

Note, The lable entries reler (o the percentage ol averlapping themes that both pair
memhbers mentioned in their statements.
Frpa 01

Ner and gross recall. We also compared truthful and deceptive statements in
terms of net recall {for our context, the number of commissions minus the num-
ber of omissions), and gross recall (for our context, the number of themes men-
tioned in Statement | plus the number of commissions). Truthiul (Af = 1.05) and
deceptive (M = -1.15) statements differed significantly in terms of net recall,
#38) = 2.00, p = .05. Notably, the net recall was positive for truthful statements,
and it was negative for deceptive statements. Furthermore, the gross recall was
nonsignificantly higher for truthful statements (M = 12.90) than for deceptive
statements (M = 10.60).

Nunther of themes overlapping hehween pair nrembers. Note that the analvses
presented so far concern single suspects, not pairs. We compared truth-telling and
Iving pairs with respect to the extent to which the two pair members’ statements
overlapped. The number of overlapping themes was put in relation 1o all themes
mentioned by the two pair members (i.e., the percentage of overlapping themes).
A 2 »x 2 (Statement Veracity: Truthful vs. Deceptive Pairs x Overlapping Themes:
Statement 1 vs. Statement 23 mixed ANOVA was conducted. The Statement
Veracity factor was significant, £(1, 18)=12.73, p < .01, 1> = .41, showing that
the number of overlapping themes was significantly higher tor lying pairs than
for truth-telling pairs. The Overlapping Themes factor and the interaction term
were not significant (ps > 403 Means and standard deviations are presented in
Table 3. Tests tor each statement showed that the overall signiticant result could
be attributed primarily to Statement 1, with deceptive statements showing signit-
icantly more overlapping themes than truthtul statements, paired samples #{18) =
297, p < .01 For Statement 2, the difference was in the same direction, and the ¢
test just bordered on signiticance, paired samples {18y = | 98, p = .06,

Ceontradictions. We traced contradictions both within single suspects and
between pair members. Within single suspects, only 3 contradictions were found:
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Table 4

Mean Values of Consistency for Each Viewing Condition and by Truthfuls
Deceptive Statements

Truthtul Deceptive Univariate
Vicwing condition M 5D bt 5D £ values
Within single suspects 7.5 1.2 8.05 0.99 1.87
Within pairs of suspects
Statement 1 7.50 1.47 2.70 0.73 327k
Statement 2 7.535 1.50 2.05 1.19 1.17

Note, The ralings ol consistency were made on a 10-point scale ranging [rom | (fow) Lo
LOY (i gdry.
FEpo )]

and between pair members, 14 contradictions were identified. Qut of these 17
contradictions, liars committed 9 and truth tellers committed 8. As the total num-
ber of contradictions was very low, we did not analyze these further.

Perceived consistency. To further examine the consistency of suspects’ state-
ments, we collected data trom participants who rated the centent of the video
recordings. Their perceived consistency was analyzed with a 2 x 3 (Statement
Veracity: Truthful vs. Deceptive » Viewing Condition: Within Single Suspects
vs. Within Pairs of Suspects—Statement 1 vs. Within Pairs of Suspects—Statement
2) between-subjects ANOWVA. The Viewing Condition factor and the Statement
Veracity x Viewing Condition interaction were not signiticant. The Statement
Veracity lactor showed a significanteltect, F(1, 114y = 12.27, p < .00, 2 = .10,
The means (Table 4) indicate that the deceplive statements were perceived as
more consistent than were the truthful statements. Funther wests (univariate
Bonferroni corrected £ 1ests; sce the last column of Table 4) reveal that this ditffer-
cnee was most prevalent for those who watched the lirst two interrogations with
both pair members (i.c., the viewing conditon within pairs of suspecis—State-
ment 1), £38y= 327, < .01,

Discussion

In applied settings. lic calchers oflten assess veracity on the basis of multiple
statements, both i the form of consceoutive stalcments from single suspects and
statements produced by several persons suspected of commitling a crime
(Gudjonsson, 1992; Shuy, 1998). The lull imponance of this lact has not been
appreciuled within the deceplion-delcetion paradigim.
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The current study aimed Lo map the exient 10 which statements given by
pairs reporting a alse alibi ditferced tfrom statenients produced by pairs giving a
truthlul account of an event that they had experienced 1ogether. Critically, all
truth tellers and liars were interrogated individually on two scparate occasions.
Spccifically, we investigated whether truthful and deceptive statements dilTered
in terms of consistency within single suspects and consistency within pairs of
suspects.

The lying pairs were asked 1o fubricate an alibi involving them having lunch
together. Obviously, a lunch scenario is a strongly scripted event (Schank &
Abelson, 1977). Hence, the hars™ task of tabricating a credible alibi probably was
tucilitated by the ulilization of such a readymade script. However, and impor-
tantly, we believe that the use of strongly structured cvents in inventing lalse ali-
bis is common in real-lile situations. In short, placing onescll in a Tamiliar
environment., performing a highly scnpted activity is probably a very wisce route
1 choose when labricating an alibi.

Cronsisteney Befween Stafements

Investigating consistency between statements is a rather ditficult 1ask (lfor a
similar view, see Wagenaar & Dalderop, 19945, In short, there is no principled
index mirroring the degree of consistency between two (or more) stalements. o
the current study, we usced two dilferent approaches o exantine differences in
terms of consistency between truthful and deceplive stalenents. Firsy, and in
order Lo oblain an objective measure, we performed a 1lextual analysis of themes
{mapping numbecr of repeated themes., omissions, commissions, and contradic-
tions) In a study by Ghetti, Eisen, Goodman, Qin, and Davis (1998} that investi-
sated consistency in children’s allegations of sexual and physical abuse. the
authors searched lor consistencies or inconsistencies lor a fixed number of pre-
specitied content calegories (¢.g., aclions atiribuied (o the perpetratory. [In con-
trast, our extual analysis included every single theme that was identified in the
statements. In short, compared 1o Ghetti et al., we perlormed a more data-driven
1ype of consistency anal ysis. Sccond, 10 oblain a complementary index of consis-
eney, we asked participants tirst 10 watch the interrogaaons on video and then w
ratc the degree of consistency. In the introduction, we argucd why such a subjec-
live measure is imponant in applicd psycholegal contexis.

Furthermore, it should be noted that inconsisiencies can be studied in many
different contexts. The current study dealt with the exient 1o which lying and
truth-telling pair members are consistent between themselves, and 1o which
liars™ and truth-tellers’ consceutive stalements are consistent over time. Henee,
the present study did not Focus on, for example, inconsistencies lound within one
suspect’s single stalement or discrepancics between a suspect’s verbal and non-
verbal behavior
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Consistency within single suspects. The subjective ratings that were col-
lected indicate that truthiul and deceptlive statements were pereeived as equally
consistent over lime. Comoborating this linding. our textual analysis shows U
there were no signilicant differences between truth tellers and hars in terms of
number of repeated themes, omissions, and contradictions. It was found that
truth tellers added signilicantly more new thenies (o their initial stalements than
did hars. That is. we tound. a stronger reminiscence ¢llect for truthful statements
than lor deceptlive statements. Furthermore, the average nel recall was signili-
cantly higher for truthlul statements than for deceptive statements. These 1wo
findings support the idea that asking a person 10 claborale on some previously
reported information is less likely 1o result in the addition of information il the
story is labricated thanif the story is truthful {Jackson & Granhag, 2001 ; Soppe.
1995 as cited in Vrij. 2000} Recendy, Shuy (1998), without any turther qualiti-
cations., claimed thal a4 memory. improving over tine belongs o a liar, Empirical
duata suggest that Shuy’s stawecment is wrong and that the opposile is more cor-
rect.

In sum. the prediction that single liars would produce statements that were at
least as consistent as truth tellers was conlirmed by both the subjective rutings
and the wextual analysis. In addition. our textual analysis shows that trathiul and
deceptive statements did not dilfer in werms of numbcer of themes. intformation
untits, and. inlformation units per. theme. However, wuth tellers showed. an
increase in the number of themes reported over time, whercas Lars showed a
decrease in the number of themes reported, as indicated by a signilicant inter-
action. Both liars and truth tellers showed a decrease in reported information
unils over ime.

Consistency within pairs of suspects. We predicled that lying pair members
would be al least as consistent between themselves as truth-telling pair members.
Indeed. the textual analysis shows that the relative number ol overlapping themes
wus higher for lying pairs than lor truth-telling pairs (this ditference was sig-
nilicant l'or statements produced during the lirst interrogation and was very close
1 signilicant I'or statements produced. during the second interrogation). Fully in
line with this pattern, the lying pairs. were rated as more consistent than truth-
1elling pairs (signilicanty Ior statenients produced during the first interrogation,
but not signilicantly l'or statementis produced during the sccond interrogzation).
Hence, both the objective and subjective measures ol consistency supporied. our
prediction.

Furthcermore, the analysis shows that both lying and truth-telling pair mem-
bers contradicted themselves 1o a low extent. In order o investigate why, we
scored the number ol times the suspects answered, 1 don’t know™ or “Lcan’t
remember.” We tound that both wrath 1ellers (27 and hars (243 seldom used
these loophoeles. {In total, 880 specilic questions were asked o the single sus-
pecls ) Speculatively, this findimg is a result ol the lying pairs” carelul planning.
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and their strategy w place themselves in a tuamiliar environment, doing an cvery-
day activity. Hence, the liars enabled themscelves 1o answer the specilic questions
wilhout resorting w more I don’t know™ answers or contradictions than the uuth
1ellers.

The repeal versus reconstruct fvpothesis, The repeal versus reconstruct
hypothesis cutlined in the introduction suggests that lars will iry 10 repeat whalt
they stated during previous inlerrogations, whereas truth tellers will try Lo recon-
struct what they actually expericnced. With reterence 1o this hypothesis, decep-
live stademenis, compared o truthtul ones, can be expecied o be equally
consistent (Granhag & Stromwall, 1999). On a general level, the results ol the
current study lend strong support o the repeat versus reconsiruct hypothesis.
Specitically, the results suggest that (a) the repeat component ol the hypothesis
might be more uselul in distinguishing lying pairs from trath-telling pairs than in
distinguwishing single huars from single truth wellers; and (b) the reconstructive
component of the hypothesis manifests itself mainly in terms of commissions.

To further evaluate the repeat versus reconstruct hypothesis, the effecis of
both time and information density must be examined. With reference (o basic
memory principles such as the forgciting curve (Baddeley, 1990), it can be spece-
ulated that the hypothesis is even more valid if there is a long retention inwerval
between the to-be-remembered event and the first interrogation, or il there arc
long time lapses between a suspect’s report of a very detailed initial statement
and the follow-up interrogation. Furthermore, in future rescarch, it might be of
interest 10 examine possible ditferences between situations where the suspects
are Torewamed that they are be intcrrogated repeatedly, as in the present study,
and silvations where they are notl wamed.

In the current study, and tully in line with previous rescarch (Granhag &
Sirimwall, 2002; Wagenaar & Dalderop, 1994), we tound larger dilferences in
terms ol consistency when comparing truth-1elling and lying pairs of suspects
than when comparing trath-telling and lying single suspects. One possible expla-
nation for this result is that the lying pairs were given time o tubricale their alibi
belore being interrogated for the first time. The truth-telling pairs, who actually
had had lunch tegether, were not given any opporianity o discuss and recapitu-
Late what really happened during the lunch. In fuimess, it might very well be that
the patten of results would have been different il we had used a design where the
truth tellers had been given the chance o collude or the liars were not given the
chance o collude. However, and importantly., we would like 10 raise (wo argu-
ments in defense ol the design employed in the cuarrent stady. First, partners in
crime know that it is essential (0 agree on whal o say in the interrogations w
tollow. Henee, they will make sure 1o have an opportunity 1o collude. Sceond,
truth-telling suspects normally do not feel the same need 10 reach an agreenient
between them belore being interrogated. Thercfore, we argue that the design of
the current study is ecologically valid.
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Psycholegal Implications

Rescurch shows that both professional lic catchers, such as police otllicers
{Greucel, 1992) and proscoutors and judges (Stromwall & Granhag, 2003), agree
on the heuristic stating that inconsistency implics deception and consistency
implics truth. In sharp contrast 10 this belicl, the results of the current study indi-
cate that {a) statements produced by liars in collusion are more consistent than
are stalenents produced by wruth 1ellers who have experienced an event wogether,
and (b) consceutive statemenis given by single hars and single truth ellers arc
cqually consistent over 1ime. These lindings support our repeiat versus recon-
struct hypothesis, as well as previously reported results (Granhag & Striimwall,
2000a; Wagenaar & Dalderop, 1994).

Findings reported by Strémwall, Granhag., and Jonsson (in press) show that
lic catchers assessing the veracity of pairs of suspects—where both pair members
had been interrogated repeatedly—primarily attend o whether the 1wo suspects
are consistent between themselves, compared 1o whether each ol the two suspects

is consistent within himsell or herscelll Critically, the absolute majority ol these
lic catchers seen o hold the beliel that truth-1elling pair members are more con-
sistent between themscelves than are lying pair members. Cur linding that (ruth-
welling pair members were less consistent between themselves strongly questions
the validity ol this belicl,

An important psycholegal question is whether or not it is possible 1o identily
systematic ditferences between truthlul and deceptive statements in terms of
inconsistencics. The results of the current study suggest that the reply 10 this
question might be positive. That is, we found that truth tellers added signilicandy
more new information 1o their initial statements than did liars: that is. we found a
stronger reminiscence effect Ior truthful statenients. Importantly, this result cor-
roborates previous lndings (Jackson & Granhag, 2001 ; Soppe. 1995, as cited in
Vrij, 2000). Obviously, more rescarch is needed in order o resolve this gquestion.

A common guideline for asscssing veracity on the basis of conscomtive state-
ments, also suppornted by the CBCA framework, is that most truthiul reports arc
consistent when it comes o the salient aspects of the statement, such as central
persons and actions (Greuel et al. 1999; Shuy, 1998; Undeutsch, 1989; Wagenaar
et al., 1993). Since our wexiunal analysis shows that the same characleristic also
seems 10 hold lor deceptive stalenients, it might be that this recommendation does
notl carry much weight. A recently explored alternative o the CBCA wechniqueis
the reality monitoring (RM) approach. originally developed by Johnson and col-
leagues (c.g., Johnson & Raye, 1981). In bricl. the assumptlion that memorics lor
rcal events (in contrast 10 memaorics for imagined events) are rich in cuces that arc
linked 10 their perceplual origin (¢.g.. colors, sensory propertics) and contextual
intormation {c.g., spatial, lemporal) has received strong cmpirical support
{(Johnson, Foley, Sucngas, & Raye, 1988; Johnson & Raye. 1981). Lalely, several

TSA 15-00014 - 000367



864 CRANHAG ET AL.

rescarchers have suggesied that the RM framework could be used as a ool Ior lic
detection {e.g., Hemandez-Fernaud & Alonzo-CQuecuty, 1997, Sporer, 1997), and
experimental and field studies show a promising patter ol resulls {lor a recent
summary, sce Vrij., 2000). In addition, the RM criteria are fewer and casier Lo
tcach and leam than are the CBCA criteria (Viij, 2000}, However, as was pointed
oul by Davics (2001), considerable work is required belore the validity of RM as
a lic-detection technique can be detenmined.

Translating our results into an applicd psycholegal contexi, three basic rec-
ommendations can be oftered. First, when a set of conscoulive statements is
tound Lo be consistent, it should not be credited automatically. Instead. it should
be kept in mind thad liars olten ry very bard 1o remember what they have said in
previous inlerrogations. Sccond, multiple suspects {or wilnesses) sometimes
reporl statemoents that, between them, reach an extraordinarily high level of con-
sistency. This could indicate that the suspects are in collusion and have agreed on
what 1o report. Obviously, in itself, this is not a walerprool sign ol deception, but
should lead w further investigation. Third, inconsistencies belween two {or more)
statements should not be interpreted immediately as incriminating. Reasonably,
truthlul statements are characierized by a natural inconsistency; successive recall
attempts olten result in new information being added 1o previously given intor-
mation {reminiscence). IF two suspects clearly contradict cach other (or il a single
suspect contradicts himsell or herself), naturally this should evoke suspicion. It
should be noted that because ol the paucity ol rescarch oun this particular issuc of
deceptlion, these recomniendations are based on a relatively meager number of
cmpirical studics.

In conclusion, the combined evidence suggests that (he consistency heuristic as
usced by most lie catchers is not very helpful in discerning truthful and deceptive
statements (Stromwall et al., in press). However, we do not reccommend thad (ners
of Tacts should simply ignore issues ol consistency. Such a reccommendation would
be 100 hasty and probably very inctlective. Instead. we hope that tuture rescarch
on this issue will result in empirically based guidelines useful for lie catchers
assessing veracity on the basis of muliiple statements. However, until then, we
sugeest that lie catchers exercise the consistency heuristic with great caution.
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Appendix
Questions in the Injerrogaiions

Initially in cach intcrrogation, the person conducting the interrogation asked
the suspects o give a lree-recall namative ol the lunch: = Tell me about this lunch
in lull detail, take your ime™ (translation Irom Swedish). Then, the interrogation
conlinucd with a set ol specific guestions.,

Specilic questions asked inthe st inlerrogation:

1. Did yvou have (o wail a long time for the food?
2. What did vour Iricnd have for lunch?
3. What did vour Iricnd drink?
4. How certain are yvou about that statement?
3. Did vou order collec after the meal?
6. Were there tablecloths on the tables?
7. Can yvou mention some ol the 1opics the two of you discussed?
8. Was the restaurant crowded?
9. How certain are yvou about that statement?
10, Was smoking allowed where you were sitting?
11. Have you been o this particular restaurant belore?

Specilic questions asked in the second interrogation:

1. Do you remember what yvou were wearing on this particular day?

2. Do vou rememboer what your triend was wearing?

3. Was the restaurant crowded?

4. How certain are you about thad statement?

3. Did you have to wail a long tume for the tood?

6. Do vou remember the appearance ol anyone working at the restaurant?

Note Liars and troth tellers were asked the same questions.
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