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Abstract 

Lie detection researchers started developing interview techniques to enhance deception 

detection in forensic settings. One of those techniques is the Model Statement, which has 

been shown to be effective for eliciting information and cues to deception in single 

interviews. In the current research, we focused on the effect of the Model Statement in 

multiple interviews. Participants (N = 243) were interviewed three times—each time one 

week apart—about a genuine (truth tellers) or fabricated (lie tellers) memorable event. They 

listened to a Model Statement at Time 1, Time 2, Times 1 and 2, or not at all. Hypotheses 

focused on participants’ verbal reports at Time 3 and on unique details provided across the 

three interviews. In both instances, truth tellers provided more core and total details and 

complications and fewer common knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies and 

obtained higher proportion scores of (i) complications and (ii) core details than lie tellers. 

Complications and proportion of complications were the most diagnostic cues. The Model 

Statement was effective only when presented at Time 1, resulting in more common 

knowledge details. No Veracity x Model Statement interaction effects emerged.  

 

Keywords: deception; Model Statement; multiple interviews; core details; peripheral details; 

complications 
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Highlights 

 

• When using the Model Statement interview technique in three interviews, truth tellers 

provided more core and total details and complications and fewer common knowledge 

details and self-handicapping strategies and obtained higher proportion scores of (i) 

complications and (ii) core details than lie tellers.  

• Complications and proportion of complications were the most diagnostic cues.  

• The Model Statement was effective only when presented at Time 1, resulting in more 

common knowledge details.  
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The Effects of a Model Statement on Information Elicitation and Deception Detection  

in Multiple Interviews 

1. Introduction 

In recent years, interviewing techniques were developed in which the interviewer plays an 

active role in enhancing verbal differences between truth tellers and lie tellers. These 

techniques typically focused on single interviews (e.g., Leal, Vrij, Warmelink, Vernham, & 

Fisher, 2015; also see Vrij et al., 2017). However, suspects in forensic and intelligence 

contexts are often interviewed multiple times, yet research on how multiple interviews affect 

information elicitation and deception detection is scarce (Granhag & Strömwall, 2002; 

Harvey, Vrij, Leal, Lafferty, & Nahari, 2017). In this paper, we examine the effects of one 

technique, playing an audiotape of a Model Statement at the beginning of the interview, on 

information elicitation and deception detection in multiple interviews. The study was pre-

registered on [anonymous link: 

https://osf.io/k6az7/?view_only=e7a6146709b342e28be7353fd3252abe].  

1.1. The Model Statement interview technique 

Research has shown that cues to deception are typically faint and unreliable (DePaulo et 

al., 2003). However, the use of specific interview approaches, such as the Cognitive 

Credibility Assessment approach that focuses on differences in cognitive processing and 

strategy use between truth tellers and lie tellers, was shown to be effective for lie detection 

purposes (Vrij, Fisher, & Blank, 2017; Vrij, Fisher, Blank, Leal, & Mann, 2016; Vrij, Leal, 

Mann, Vernham, Brankaert, 2015). One component of this approach is the Model Statement 

interview technique (Leal et al., 2015). A Model Statement is an example of a detailed 

statement unrelated to the topic of investigation. Before suspects are interviewed, they listen 

to an audiotape of the Model Statement and are encouraged to provide an account that is as 

https://osf.io/k6az7/?view_only=e7a6146709b342e28be7353fd3252abe
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rich in detail as the statement they heard. The Model Statement raises interviewees’ 

expectations about the amount of detail they are expected to provide (Ewens et al., 2016; 

Festinger, 1954). Therefore, interviewees who listen to the Model Statement provide more 

information than interviewees who are solely instructed to report as many details as possible 

(Leal et al., 2015). This may be explained by the fact that the Model Statement is an example, 

which is easier to comprehend than the general instruction to report many details (Vrij, Leal, 

& Fisher, 2018). 

The Model Statement typically results in both truth tellers and lie tellers providing more 

information in interviews (see Vrij, Leal, & Fisher, 2018 for an overview). However, 

differences emerge when the type of detail they report is taken into account. After listening to 

the Model Statement, truth tellers’ reports sounded more plausible than lie tellers’ reports 

(Leal et al., 2015) and included more complications (Vrij, Leal, et al., 2017) and verifiable 

details (Harvey, Vrij, Leal, et al., 2017). In contrast, lie tellers’ reports included more 

peripheral details, common knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies than truth 

tellers’ reports (Leal, Vrij, Deeb, & Jupe, 2018; Vrij, Leal, Jupe, & Harvey, 2018; Vrij, Leal, 

et al., 2017). In the current study, we attempted to distinguish lie tellers and truth tellers 

based on the number of core details, peripheral details, common knowledge details, self-

handicapping strategies, and complications in their verbal statements. 

Core details are details that are central to the event under consideration, and, if altered, 

they change the event (Heuer & Reisberg, 1990). All other details that do not change the 

main event are considered peripheral. For example, if an interviewee discusses his experience 

of a music festival, the activities that occurred during the festival would be considered core 

details, whereas, for example, the public transportation means he took to reach the location of 

the festival and going to a friend’s house to sleep following the festival are considered 

peripheral details. Although deception research findings on core and peripheral details are 



THE EFEFCTS OF A MODEL STATAMENT   

 
6 

still inconclusive, there is a tendency for truth tellers to provide more core details and for lie 

tellers to provide more peripheral details in their statements (Leal, Vrij, Deeb, et al., 2018; 

Sakrisvold, Granhag, & MacGiolla, 2017). There are at least two explanations for this. First, 

the core event is the potentially incriminating part of the statement and lie tellers tend to 

avoid discussing potentially incriminating details (Granhag & Hartwig, 2008). Second, lie 

tellers prefer to embed their lies in truthful experiences (Leins, Fisher, & Ross, 2013). Thus, in 

the festival example above, a deceptive interviewee may discuss a location he knows and 

honestly report going to a friend’s house to sleep. However, he may lie about what happened 

at the location where the festival took place. The interviewee thus lies about the core event, 

but all the peripheral information is truthful. As people typically report more details about 

truthful than false events (Amado, Arce, Fariña, & Vilarino, 2016), lie tellers thus may report 

more peripheral details and fewer core details than truth tellers. 

Common knowledge details involve scripted information that is commonly known by 

people (e.g., “We visited the Louvre museum in Paris where we saw the Mona Lisa”). 

Whereas truth tellers have a personal experience of a reported event and thus can report a 

unique experience (DePaulo, Kashy, Kirkendol, Wyer, & Epstein, 1996), lie tellers who do not 

have such a personal experience draw upon general knowledge to report the event (Sporer, 

2016). Even when lie tellers have personal experiences of the event, they may not report them 

due to their desire to keep their stories simple (Strömwall & Willén, 2011; Vrij, Leal, Jupe, et 

al., 2018).  

Self-handicapping strategies are justifications why someone cannot provide certain types 

of information (e.g., “I can’t remember; it was a while ago when this happened”). In an 

attempt to keep their stories simple but credible, lie tellers avoid providing information but at 

the same time try to justify this so that their account is not perceived to be suspicious (Vrij, 

Leal, Jupe, et al., 2018).  
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Complications are details that affect the story-teller and make the story more difficult 

than necessary (e.g., “The air conditioning was not working properly in the hotel”; Vrij, Leal, 

Fisher, Mann, Jo, et al., 2019). Making up complications requires imagination and lie tellers 

may not have adequate imagination to make up details that sound plausible (Köhnken, 2004; 

Vrij, 2008). In addition, lie tellers prefer to keep their stories simple (Hartwig, Granhag, & 

Strömwall, 2007), and reporting complications makes the statement more complex.  

A proportion score of cues of truthfulness, the proportion of complications (complications 

/ [complications + common knowledge details + self-handicapping strategies]), has been used 

in previous research. It highly distinguishes lie tellers from truth tellers (e.g., Vrij, Leal, Jupe, 

et al., 2018; Vrij, Leal, Mann, et al., 2018). Such within-subject measures are preferred by 

practitioners (Vrij, 2016, 2019) and scholars (Nahari et al., 2019; Nahari & Vrij, 2015), 

because—among other reasons—they control for individual differences (e.g., some people 

are more talkative than others) and situational differences (e.g., some events are richer in 

detail than others; Vrij, Leal, & Fisher, 2018). 

1.2. Multiple interviews 

Research on the Model Statement has focused on interviewing participants only once, 

immediately after the event. In real life, however, suspects are often interviewed on multiple 

occasions over a period of time (Granhag & Strömwall, 1999; Vrij et al., 2017), so it is 

important to understand the implications of a Model Statement on multiple interviews. 

Research examining how time affects truth tellers’ and lie tellers’ responses is sparse. In 

two studies, truth tellers and lie tellers were interviewed either directly after an event or after 

a three-week delay (Harvey, Vrij, Hope, Leal, & Mann, 2017; Harvey, Vrij, Leal, Hope, & 

Mann, 2017). Truth tellers reported fewer details when interviewed after a three-week delay 

than when interviewed immediately after an event, whereas lie tellers reported an equivalent 

amount of detail at both retrieval intervals. In other words, truth tellers showed a ‘forgetting 
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curve’ (Ebbinghaus, 1885) as a result of the delay, thus remembering and reporting less 

information after three weeks. In contrast, lie tellers revealed a stability bias, a pattern of 

failing to correctly understand the degree to which memory can change over time (Kornell & 

Björk, 2009). The joint effect of the forgetting curve and stability bias is that the cue 

‘richness of detail’ which is found to be a diagnostic cue to deceit (lie tellers provide fewer 

details than truth tellers) in immediate interviews (Amado et al., 2016) becomes less 

diagnostic in delayed interviews (see McDougall & Bull, 2015; and Nahari, 2018 for similar 

findings).   

In another study, lie tellers and truth tellers were interviewed twice, immediately and two 

weeks after the event (Izotovas et al., 2018). Truth tellers showed a forgetting curve and lie 

tellers a stability bias; however, truth tellers’ forgetting curve was not as pronounced as in 

Harvey et al.’s studies (2017) and truth tellers still reported more details than lie tellers in the 

delayed interview. Two differences between the studies of Harvey et al. and Izotovas et al. 

may have caused the differences in findings. First, in Izotovas et al., participants in the delay 

condition also had an early recall attempt, whereas such an attempt was absent in Harvey et 

al. The early recall attempt in the immediate interview in Izotovas et al. may have 

strengthened episodic memory, which in turn facilitated later recall by reducing the extent of 

forgetting (Gabbert, Hope, & Fisher, 2009; Gabbert, Hope, Fisher, & Jamieson, 2011). 

Moreover, unlike in Harvey et al., in the immediate interview in Izovotas et al., all 

participants were introduced to specific memory-enhancement tools (mnemonics including 

context reinstatement and sketches). This may have strengthened episodic memory (Dando, 

Wilcock, & Milne, 2009; Memon, Meissner, & Fraser, 2010).  

2. The Current Experiment 

In the current experiment, participants were interviewed three times each time one week 

apart. The Model Statement was either introduced at Time 1 (MS Week 1 condition), Time 2 
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(MS Week 2 condition), Times 1 and 2 (MS Weeks 1 & 2 condition), or not at all (MS 

control condition). The Model Statement should encourage lie tellers and truth tellers to 

report more details, which would strengthen episodic memory of the event and thus facilitate 

later recollection. If participants listen to the Model Statement at Time 1, this facilitation 

pattern may continue at Times 2 and 3. If participants listen to the Model Statement at Time 

2, this facilitation pattern may continue at Time 3. Perhaps most encouragement to provide 

information is given when the Model Statement is presented at Times 1 and 2. The type of 

detail truth tellers and lie tellers report after a Model Statement may also differ (more core 

details and complications by truth tellers and more peripheral details, common knowledge 

details and self-handicapping strategies by lie tellers).  

2.1. Hypotheses 

The first set of hypotheses (Hypotheses 1 to 3) focused on Time 3 (Week 3) as we were 

interested in the effect of the Model Statement on the elicitation of information and cues to 

deception over time. The second set of hypotheses (Hypotheses 4 to 6) focused on unique 

details provided at each of Times 1, 2, and 3.  

In line with previous findings on deception (e.g., Vrij, Leal, Mann, et al., 2018), it was 

expected that at Time 3, truth tellers would report more core details and complications than 

lie tellers, whereas lie tellers would report more peripheral details, common knowledge 

details, and self-handicapping strategies than truth tellers (Veracity main effect, Hypothesis 

1). 

The Model Statement was expected to strengthen memory (Vrij, Leal, Jupe, et al., 2018). 

At Time 3, most core details, peripheral details, complications, common knowledge details, 

and self-handicapping strategies would be elicited in the MS Weeks 1 & 2 condition, less so 

in the MS Week 1 and MS Week 2 conditions, and least in the MS control condition at Time 

3 (Model Statement main effect, Hypothesis 2). 
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In line with Hypotheses 1 and 2, truth tellers and lie tellers at Time 3 would differ most 

from each other on core details, peripheral details, complications, common knowledge details 

and self-handicapping strategies in the MS Weeks 1 & 2 condition, less so in the MS Week 1 

and MS Week 2 conditions, and least in the MS control condition at Time 3 (Veracity x 

Model Statement interaction, Hypothesis 3). 

In real life multiple interview settings, one main aim of investigators is to obtain new 

information in each subsequent interview. Therefore, we examined the number of unique 

core, peripheral, and common knowledge details, unique self-handicapping strategies and 

unique complications across the three interviews. For each variable, we computed a score that 

included the corresponding type of detail at Time 1 + new details at Time 2 + new details at 

Time 3.  

Truth tellers would report more unique core details and unique complications than lie 

tellers, whereas lie tellers would report more unique peripheral details, unique common 

knowledge details, and unique self-handicapping strategies than truth tellers (Veracity main 

effect, Hypothesis 4).  

Most unique core details, peripheral details, complications, common knowledge details, 

and self-handicapping strategies would be elicited in the MS Weeks 1 & 2 condition, less so 

in the MS Week 1 and MS Week 2 conditions, and least in the MS control condition (Model 

Statement main effect, Hypothesis 5).  

In line with Hypotheses 4 and 5, truth tellers and lie tellers would differ most from each 

other on unique core details, peripheral details, complications, common knowledge details 

and self-handicapping strategies in the MS Week 1 & 2 condition, less so in MS Week 1 and 

MS Week 2 conditions, and least in the MS control condition (Veracity x Model Statement 

interaction effect, Hypothesis 6). 

2.2. Exploratory analyses 
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We carried out two sets of exploratory analyses that were not pre-registered. First, in 

recent years, researchers argued and found that the proportion of complications score 

discriminates truth tellers from lie tellers better than the generic variable total details (Vrij, 

Leal, Fisher, et al., 2018; Vrij, Leal, Fisher, Mann, Deeb, 2019; Vrij, Leal, Jupe, et al., 2018; 

Vrij, Leal, et al., 2017; Vrij, Leal, Mann, et al., 2018). The proportion of complications score 

takes into account the different types of detail truth tellers and lie tellers report (i.e., truth 

tellers report complications and lie tellers report common knowledge details and self-

handicapping strategies), whereas the generic variable ‘total details’ does not. We sought to 

replicate this finding in the present experiment. Following the same reasoning, the proportion 

of core details defined as core details / (core details + peripheral details) should also 

discriminate truth tellers from lie tellers better than the variable total details.  

Second, researchers recommended the use of the Model Statement technique in real life 

as a within-subject tool so that it controls for individual and situational differences (Vrij, 

Leal, & Fisher, 2018). Therefore, the interview would start with an initial free recall, 

followed by a Model Statement, followed by a second free recall. New details reported in 

subsequent interviews are hereby the focus of attention. Although it is recommended that this 

within-subject approach is applied in a single interview, we wanted to explore its effects 

when introduced between interviews. We thus examined the change in participants’ reports 

from Time 1 to Time 2 to understand the incremental effects of the Model Statement on the 

dependent variables. The Time 3 data are not suitable for this analysis because none of the 

participants listened to the Model Statement in the third interview. 

3. Method 

3.1. Participants and design 
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We recruited a total of 255 student and staff members at the University of Portsmouth but 

due to technical errors and the withdrawal of two participants, the final sample included 243 

participants of whom 187 were females (77%) and 56 were males (23%), Mage = 23.89, SDage 

= 8.89. Approximately half (57%) of the participants were British, and the remaining 

participants were Asian (14%), European (12%), African (3%), Hispanic (3%), Arab (1%), 

and of mixed ethnicity (9%). One participant did not mention ethnicity. Although 43% of the 

participants were non-native English speakers, we do not anticipate that this would have 

affected the results as it has been shown that non-native but highly proficient speakers 

provide statements that are similar to those of native speakers (Evans, Pimentel, Pena, & 

Michael, 2017). As English is a requirement at the corresponding university, participants are 

expected to be highly proficient English speakers. To corroborate this conclusion, we 

examined potential differences between the British and non-British participants in our 

sample. We ran two one-way MANOVAs with core details, peripheral details, common 

knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies, complications, proportion of complications, 

proportion of core details and total details as dependent variables, and we found no 

significant differences for Time 3 data, Pillai’s Trace = .02, F(7, 235) = 0.69 p = .682, 𝜂2 

= .02, or for unique details, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(7, 235) = 0.26, p = .967, 𝜂2 = .01. 

Participants either received two course credits or £30 for taking part in the study. They 

were also included in a draw to win one of three prizes (£50, £75, or £150). The study was 

approved by the standing ethics committee. 

A 2 (Veracity: truth teller, lie teller) x 4 (Model Statement: MS Week 1, MS Week 2, MS 

Weeks 1 & 2, MS control) between-subjects design was conducted with core details, 

peripheral details, common knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies, complications, 

proportion of complications, proportion of core details and total details as dependent 

variables. 
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Participants were randomly allocated to the Veracity and Model Statement conditions. 

The sample included 120 truth tellers and 123 lie tellers. Among truth tellers, 30 participants 

were allocated to the MS Week 1 condition, 32 to the MS Week 2 condition, 29 to the MS 

Weeks 1 & 2 condition, and 29 to the MS control condition. Among lie tellers, 31 were 

allocated to the MS Week 1 condition, 31 to the MS Week 2 condition, 31 to the MS Weeks 

1 & 2 condition, and 30 to the MS control condition. 

3.2. Procedure 

3.2.1. Initial instructions 

The procedure was adapted from Leal et al. (2018). Upon arrival to the psychology 

department (Time 1), all participants signed a consent form. Truth tellers were asked to think 

of a memorable event that happened to them in the past two years. The event should have 

been an out of the ordinary event that they (or others) do not experience daily. Truth tellers 

were given examples of such events (e.g., seeing a famous person when they were out for 

dinner, or going on a pheasant shoot). Lie tellers and truth tellers were matched for 

memorable events. That is, lie tellers were asked to lie about an event previously chosen by a 

truth teller and to pretend they experienced that event. Matched lie tellers and truth tellers 

were allocated to the same Model Statement condition.   

All participants were informed that they will be interviewed about the event (in three 

interviews, each one week apart) and they will need to convince the interviewer they are 

honest. To motivate participants, they were told that if they are convincing, their names will 

be entered in a draw to win £50, £75, or £150. However, if they are not convincing, they will 

be asked to write a statement about the event and their names will not be entered in the draw. 

At Times 2 and 3, participants were given the same motivating instructions again and told 

that their name will be entered in the draw for a second (and/or third) time if they are 

convincing in the corresponding interview; otherwise, if they are not convincing, they will 
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have to write a statement. In reality, all participants were entered in the draw and none of 

them was asked to write a statement. All participants were given as much time as they need 

to prepare for the interview. 

3.2.2. Pre-interview questionnaires 

Before each interview, participants completed an automated pre-interview questionnaire 

that was created via Qualtrics software. Participants rated (a) their motivation to appear 

convincing during the interview, and (b) the extent to which their preparation for the 

interview was sufficient, good, and thorough (1= not at all to 7 = completely). They were also 

asked whether or not they prepared any strategies for the interview and to write down the 

preparation strategy or the reason for not preparing a strategy. In addition, at Time 1, 

participants were asked about their background characteristics, and at Times 2 and 3, they 

were asked whether or not (and for how long) they prepared for the interview during the past 

week outside the interview setting. 

3.2.3. Interviews 

After completing the pre-interview questionnaire, participants were taken to the interview 

room where they were interviewed by one of three female research assistants (interviewers), 

blind to the participants’ veracity condition and to the study hypotheses. The same 

interviewer interviewed each participant at Times 1, 2, and 3. However, in some cases and for 

reasons beyond our control, the same interviewer could not be available, so a different 

interviewer took this role. A multivariate analysis was conducted to examine the effect of 

having the same or a different interviewer across interviews on core, peripheral, and common 

knowledge details, complications, and self-handicapping strategies at Time 3. No significant 

differences emerged, Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(10, 474) = .94, p = .500, 𝜂2 = .02. Similarly, 

having the same or a different interviewer across interviews did not affect unique core, 
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peripheral, and common knowledge details, complications, and self-handicapping strategies, 

Pillai’s Trace = .06, F(10, 474) = 1.40, p = .175, 𝜂2 = .03. Thus, changing interviewers did 

not have any effect on the results. 

In all three interviews, participants were asked only one question to report the event in as 

many details as possible. Participants who were not allocated to listen to the Model Statement 

were asked: “I understand from my colleague [the experimenter] that on [date of event], you 

[event]. Could you please tell me in as much detail as possible everything about the event?” 

If participants were allocated to listen to the Model Statement, the audiotape was played at 

the beginning of the interview before participants provided their responses. The following 

instructions were given:  

I would like you to tell me in as much detail as possible everything about that event, 

but before you do so I am going to play you a Model Statement in order to give you 

an idea of exactly how much detail I would like you to provide. 

The Model Statement is a 1.30 minutes long detailed account of someone attending a 

Formula 2 motor racing event (see Leal et al., 2015). The account is a spontaneous, 

unscripted recall of the event that is truly experienced by the person. After listening to the 

Model Statement, participants were instructed: “Remembering the amount of detail in the 

Model Statement, could you please tell me what happened on [date of event] when you 

[event]?” 

Participants allocated to the MS Week 1 condition listened to the Model Statement at the 

beginning of the interview at Time 1, those allocated to the MS Week 2 condition listened to 

the Model Statement at the beginning of the interview at Time 2, those allocated to the MS 

Weeks 1 & 2 condition listened to the Model Statement at Times 1 and 2, and those in the 

MS control condition did not listen to the Model Statement at all. 

3.2.4. Post-interview questionnaire 
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After the interview, participants were either scheduled for the next session (Times 1 and 

2) or were asked to complete an automated post-interview questionnaire (at Time 3) that was 

created via Qualtrics software. They rated on 7-pt scales (1= not at all to 7 = completely) 

their motivation, the extent to which they thought— in the past two weeks outside the 

interview setting—of the event or of what they were going to say, perceived believability by 

the interviewer, likelihood of writing a statement, probability of winning the prize, 

interviewer’s characteristics (smooth, bored, satisfied, awkward, engrossed, involved, 

friendly, active, and positive), willingness to volunteer information in the three interviews, 

and the extent to which they limited their report to discussing core details in order to shorten 

the interview. On percentage scales (0-100%), they rated the extent to which they disclosed 

or concealed information they remembered and the extent to which they were truthful and 

deceptive in the three interviews. As a manipulation check, participants were asked if their 

event was genuine or made up. In addition, participants were asked about their preparation 

strategy, if they used a different strategy than originally planned, and if they previously 

participated in Model Statement studies. Also, participants who listened to the Model 

Statement, were asked if they did so carefully, if they were thinking of what to say while 

listening to the Model Statement, and if the Model Statement prompted them to provide 

fewer or more details than originally planned (1= not at all to 7 = completely). After 

completing the questionnaire, participants were fully debriefed, rewarded, and thanked.  

3.3. Coding 

All interviews were audiotaped, transcribed and coded for details. Every noun, verb, 

adjective, and adverb was considered a single detail, but other details such as conjunctions, 

prepositions, and pronouns were not counted because they are not precise and thus not 

informative. For example, the statement “My three friends went to a restaurant and drank 

cocktails” includes six details (three, friends, went, restaurant, drank, cocktails). A distinction 
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was made between core and peripheral details. To illustrate how we coded core and 

peripheral details, we use an example of a participant who talked about a lost challenge 

resulting in eating a scorpion during a visit to Bangkok. The participant’s statement “We lost 

the dominoes game 200 to 150 so we had to eat a scorpion” describes information that 

concerned the target event and includes seven core details (lost, dominoes, game, 200, 150, 

eat, scorpion). The same participant also provided information that was peripheral or 

irrelevant to the target event: “We went to a hotel that a friend recommended”. This 

statement includes four peripheral details (went, hotel, friend, recommended).  

Details that were repeated in a single interview were coded only once. We also coded 

new details at Times 2 and 3. Details mentioned in the second or third recall but not in a 

previous recall were coded as new details, and classified into core or peripheral details. 

The first author and another coder–a research assistant who was not involved in any other 

aspect of the research–coded the transcripts independently for core and peripheral details. 

Both coders were blind to participants’ veracity conditions. They started by coding interviews 

from two participants. Disagreements between them were discussed and resolved. The first 

author coded all the transcripts, and the other coder coded 15% of the transcripts. Inter-rater 

reliability analyses were computed using the Intra-Class Correlation (ICC) coefficient (single 

measures scores). Hallgren (2012) reports that inter-rater reliability is poor for ICC values 

less than .40, fair for values between .40 and .59, good for values between .60 and .74, and 

excellent for values between .75 and 1. ICC was excellent for core details (ICC = 0.87) and 

good for peripheral details (ICC = 0.61).  

Further, the second author and a research assistant, blind to participants’ veracity 

conditions, coded the transcripts independently for common knowledge details (strongly 

invoked stereotypical knowledge about events), self-handicapping strategies (explicit or 

implicit justifications as to why someone is not able to provide information), and 
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complications (occurrences that make a situation more difficult than necessary). The 

statement: “I had loads of fun spending time with my friends” contains one common 

knowledge detail. The statement “It was in the evening so it was quite dark, so I didn’t see a 

lot” contains one self-handicapping strategy. The statement (about a hockey game): “Then 

one of the girls got a shoulder injury and I realised that I was the next sub, and I didn’t bring 

my own equipment. I had to borrow hers which was all smelly and sweaty.” includes three 

complications (shoulder injury, did not bring own equipment, having to borrow hers). One 

coder coded 32% of the transcripts and the other coder coded all the transcripts. Inter-rater 

reliability was good for common knowledge details (ICC = 0.60), self-handicapping 

strategies (ICC = 0.70), and complications (ICC = 0.72). 

Based on the coded data, the proportion scores of (i) core details and (ii) complications 

and the total number of details were calculated. The proportion of core details (at Time 3) 

was calculated as: core details Time 3/ (core details Time 3 + peripheral details Time 3). The 

proportion of complications (at Time 3) was calculated as: complications Time 3/ 

(complications Time 3 + common knowledge details Time 3 + self-handicapping strategies 

Time 3). The total number of details (at Time 3) included the total number of core and 

peripheral details (at Time 3). 

Unique details were details mentioned at Time 1 added to new details mentioned at Time 

2 and Time 3. The proportion of unique core details was calculated by dividing unique core 

details across the three interviews by the total number of unique core and peripheral details 

across interviews. The proportion of unique complications was the number of unique 

complications across the three interviews divided by the number of unique complications, 

common knowledge details, and self-handicapping strategies across interviews. Unique total 

details were total details at Time 1 added to new details at Time 2 and Time 3. 
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Participants’ open responses in the pre-interview and post-interview questionnaires 

regarding strategies used and reasons for (not) using a strategy or a different strategy than 

originally planned were coded independently by the first author and a research assistant (also 

not involved in any other aspect of the research), both blind to the veracity conditions. 

Categories were formulated based on participants’ responses to the questions. That is, similar 

responses were grouped together in a single category (theme), and each category was named 

to describe the theme of responses. When the same response could fit in more than one 

category, it was allocated to those corresponding categories. The categories representing 

participants’ responses and their respective frequencies are reported in Table 1. Inter-rater 

agreement was substantial (Hallgren, 2012), Cohen’s 𝜅 = 0.62. Although the agreement falls 

on the lower bound of the substantial range, this is not uncommon in deception research 

(Vrij, Leal, Mann, & Fisher, 2012). Nonetheless, disagreements were discussed and resolved. 

 

Table 1 

Frequency of Convincing Strategies Reported by Truth tellers and Lie tellers in the Post-

Interview Questionnaire 

Convincing strategies 
Truth tellers  

(n = 39) 

Lie tellers  

(n = 84) 

Be detailed 8 14 

Monitor non-verbal behaviour 16 34 

Rely on memory/Be truthful 13 0 

Include verifiable details 3 6 

Rehearse for the interview 5 17 

Be consistent 6 17 

Report events chronologically 4 3 

Be simple 4 9 

Use embedded lies 0 21 

Be inconsistent 0 7 

Be spontaneous 2 7 

Note. The total number in each column may exceed the number of truth tellers/ lie tellers in 

that column because the same participant may have reported more than one strategy. 
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4. Results 

A power analysis via G*Power software revealed that perfect power was achieved (𝛼 = 

0.05, f2 = 0.25). The detailed results of all pre- and post-interview questionnaires with 

descriptive and inferential statistics are included in the Appendices.  

4.1. Testing hypotheses 1 through 3: Time 3 data 

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to control for Type I error as 

we tested several dependent variables. A 2 (Veracity: lie teller, truth teller) x 4 (Model 

Statement: Week 1, Week 2, Weeks 1 & 2, control) MANOVA with core details, peripheral 

details, common knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies and complications at Time 3 

as dependent variables, revealed significant multivariate effects of Veracity, Pillai’s Trace 

= .23, F(5, 231) = 13.76, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .23, and Model Statement, Pillai’s Trace = .17, F(15, 

699) = 2.83, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .06. The Veracity x Model Statement interaction effect was not 

significant, Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(15, 699) = 0.53, p = .924, 𝜂2 = .01. We report below the 

results of the univariate analyses along with Hedge’s g which is the unbiased correction of 

Cohen’s d effect size, Cohen’s U3 which presents the non-overlap between means, and 

Probability of Superiority (PS) which demonstrates the probability that a randomly selected 

person from one group has a higher observed score than a randomly selected person from the 

other group (Fritz, Morris, & Richler, 2012; Lakens, 2013; also see 

https://rpsychologist.com/d3/cohend/). 

Table 2 shows that truth tellers reported more core details and complications than lie 

tellers. In contrast, lie tellers reported more common knowledge details and self-

handicapping strategies than truth tellers. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 that predicted a Veracity 

main effect for all dependent variables was supported for all variables except for peripheral 

details.  

https://rpsychologist.com/d3/cohend/
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As for the Model Statement main effect, the MS Week 1 condition elicited more common 

knowledge details (M = 1.79, SD = 2.43) than the MS control condition (M = 0.69, SD = 

1.47, Hedge’s g = 0.54, 95% CI [0.18, 0.91], Cohen’s U3 = 70.54, PS = 64.87) and the MS 

Weeks 1 & 2 condition (M = 0.65, SD = 0.97, Hedge’s g = 0.61, 95% CI [0.25, 0.98], 

Cohen’s U3 = 72.91, PS = 66.69), F(3, 235) = 6.22, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .07. Thus, Hypothesis 2 

that predicted a Model Statement main effect was supported for common knowledge details 

only. As we did not find a Model Statement x Veracity effect, Hypothesis 3 that predicted an 

interaction effect was not supported.  

 

Table 2 

Descriptive and Inferential Statistics of Time 3 Data as a Function of Veracity  

Detail type 
Truth tellers 

n = 120 

M (SD) 

Lie tellers 

n = 123 

M (SD) 

F p 
Hedge’s g 

[95% CI] 

Cohen’s 

U3 
PS BF10 

Core details 65.06 (37.00) 40.27 (27.48) 36.36 <.001 0.76 [0.50, 1.02] 77.64 70.45 1.026 x 106 

Peripheral details 10.26 (16.36) 14.53 (22.15) 02.90 .090 0.22 [-0.03, 0.47] 58.71 56.18 0.554 

Common knowledge details 00.73 (01.55) 01.43 (01.84) 11.20 .001 0.41 [0.16, 0.66] 65.91 61.41 18.279 

Self-handicapping strategies 00.00 (00.00) 00.11 (00.43) 08.33 .004 0.36 [0.11, 0.62] 64.06 60.05 7.337 

Complications 05.93 (04.82) 03.23 (04.13) 21.83 <.001 0.60 [0.34, 0.86] 72.57 66.43 3302.616 

Proportion of core details 00.86 (00.16) 00.78 (00.20) 13.84 <.001 0.44 [0.19, 0.70] 67.00 62.21 96.733 

Proportion of complications 00.84 (00.28) 00.57 (00.40) 35.75 <.001 0.78 [0.52, 1.04] 78.23 70.94 1.624 x 106 

Total details 75.32 (40.84) 54.80 (40.33) 16.13 <.001 0.50 [0.25, 0.76] 69.15 63.82 184.283 

Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation; PS = Probability of Superiority. 
 

We ran an exploratory 2 (Veracity: lie teller, truth teller) x 4 (Model Statement: Week 1, 

Week 2, Weeks 1 & 2, control) MANOVA with proportion of core details, proportion of 

complications, and total details at Time 3 as dependent variables. A significant multivariate 

effect of Veracity emerged, Pillai’s Trace = .22, F(3, 233) = 21.90, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .22. The 

Model Statement main effect, Pillai’s Trace = .05, F(9, 705) = 1.36, p = .203, 𝜂2 = .02, and 
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the Veracity x Model Statement interaction effect, Pillai’s Trace = .02, F(9, 705) = 0.60, p 

= .799, 𝜂2 = .01, were not significant. As Table 2 shows, the proportion scores of core details 

and complications and the total details were higher among truth tellers than lie tellers. 

To further test our results, separate Bayesian ANOVAs with Model Statement and 

Veracity as factors were conducted via JASP 9.2 Software to compare evidence that at Time 

3, truth tellers were more likely than lie tellers to report (proportion of) core details and 

complications, and total details and less likely to report peripheral details, common 

knowledge details, and self-handicapping strategies (H1) with evidence that this is unlikely 

(H0). Bayes factors (BF10) that are between 1 and 3 indicate weak evidence for H1, between 

3 and 20 indicate positive evidence, between 20 and 150 indicate strong evidence, and above 

150 indicate very strong evidence (Jarosz & Wiley, 2014; Raftery, 1995).  

Bayes factors (BF10) for the Veracity main effect are reported in Table 2. Positive to very 

strong evidence emerged for all variables except for peripheral details which received weak 

evidence. Also, evidence for the proportion of complications was stronger than evidence for 

the proportion of core details and total details. For the Model Statement main effect, weak 

evidence emerged for all variables except for common knowledge details which received 

strong evidence (BF10 = 35.911). 

Moreover, the Veracity x Model Statement interaction effect gained positive to very 

strong support for some of the dependent variables. However, the Bayesian inclusion 

analyses revealed that the data was supported only when Veracity was included in the model 

(all BFInclusion < 1 for the interaction effect), meaning that evidence supported an effect for 

Veracity only. These results replicated the frequentist analyses (significance testing) results 

reported previously.  

4.2. Testing hypotheses 4 through 6: Unique details 
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A 2 (Veracity: lie teller, truth teller) x 4 (Model Statement: Week 1, Week 2, Weeks 1 & 

2, control) MANOVA with unique core, peripheral, and common knowledge details, self-

handicapping strategies, and complications as dependent variables revealed significant 

multivariate effects of Veracity, Pillai’s Trace = .23, F(5, 231) = 13.93, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .23, 

and Model Statement, Pillai’s Trace = .13, F(15, 699) = 2.15, p = .007, 𝜂2 = .04. The Veracity 

x Model Statement interaction effect was not significant, Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(15, 699) = 

0.56, p = .905, 𝜂2 = .01. Table 3 shows that truth tellers included more unique core details 

and complications and fewer unique peripheral details, common knowledge details, and self-

handicapping strategies than lie tellers.  

Table 3 

Descriptive and Inferential Statistics of Unique Data as a Function of Veracity  

Detail type 
Truth tellers 

n = 120 

M (SD) 

Lie tellers 

n = 123 

M (SD) 

F P 
Hedge’s g 

[95% CI] 

Cohen’s 

U3 
PS 

 

BF10 

Unique core details 100.90 (60.98) 65.25 (40.42) 29.52 <.001 0.69 [0.43, 0.95] 75.49 68.72 69669.113 

Unique peripheral details 18.39 (23.81) 27.44 (41.73) 4.21 .041 0.26 [0.01, 0.52] 60.26 57.29 1.052 

Unique common knowledge details 01.44 (02.27) 02.50 (02.92) 10.52 .001 0.40 [0.15, 0.66] 65.54 61.14 14.873 

Unique self-handicapping strategies 00.06 (00.24) 00.29 (00.73) 11.04 .001 0.42 [0.17, 0.68] 66.28 61.68 25.284 

Unique complications 09.16 (07.58) 04.92 (06.29) 22.21 <.001 0.61 [0.35, 0.87] 72.91 66.69 4220.273 

Proportion of unique core details 00.84 (00.16) 00.75 (00.21) 14.45 <.001 0.48 [0.23, 0.74] 68.44 63.29 127.753 

Proportion of unique complications  00.84 (00.24) 00.59 (00.35) 40.73 <.001 0.83 [0.57, 1.09] 79.67 72.14 1.215 x 107 

Total unique details 119.29 (67.00) 92.69 (66.24) 10.03 .002 0.40 [0.14, 0.65] 65.54 61.14 12.875 

Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation; PS = Probability of Superiority. 
 

As for the Model Statement main effect, a significant univariate effect emerged for 

unique common knowledge details, F(3, 235) = 4.66, p = .003, 𝜂2 = .06. The MS Week 1 

condition elicited more unique common knowledge details (M = 2.67, SD = 3.34) than the 

MS Weeks 1&2 condition (M = 1.42, SD = 1.68, Hedge’s g = 0.47, 95% CI [0.11, 0.83], 
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Cohen’s U3 = 68.08, PS = 63.02) and the MS control condition (M = 1.31, SD = 2.14, 

Hedge’s g = 0.48, 95% CI [0.12, 0.85], Cohen’s U3 = 68.44, PS = 63.29).  

An exploratory 2 (Veracity: lie teller, truth teller) x 4 (Model Statement: Week 1, Week 

2, Weeks 1 & 2, control) MANOVA was conducted with the proportion of unique core 

details, proportion of unique complications, and total unique details as dependent variables. 

The analysis revealed a significant multivariate effect of Veracity, Pillai’s Trace = .21, F(3, 

233) = 20.51, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .21. The Model Statement main effect, Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(9, 

705) = 1.05, p = .402, 𝜂2 = .01, and the Veracity x Model Statement interaction effect, Pillai’s 

Trace = .02, F(9, 705) = 0.55, p = .837, 𝜂2 = .01, were not significant. As Table 4 shows, all 

three variables were higher among truth tellers than lie tellers. 

Table 4 

Descriptive and Inferential Statistics of Time 2 Data as a Function of Veracity  

Detail type 
Truth tellers 

n = 120 

M (SD) 

Lie tellers 

n = 123 

M (SD) 

F P 
Hedge’s g 

[95% CI] 

Cohe

n’s 

U3 

PS BF10 

New core details 19.16 (17.96) 14.15 (14.44) 06.69 .010 0.31 [0.05, 0.56] 62.17 58.68 2.101 

New peripheral details 04.77 (09.74) 08.43 (16.52) 04.61 .033 0.27 [0.02, 0.52] 60.64 57.57 1.117 

New common knowledge details 00.28 (00.76) 00.59 (01.44) 05.07 .025 0.27 [0.02, 0.52] 60.64 57.57 1.248 

New self-handicapping strategies 00.02 (00.13) 00.09 (00.36) 04.44 .036 0.26 [0.00, 0.51] 60.26 57.29 1.066 

New complications 02.13 (02.96) 00.93 (01.45) 17.22 <.001 0.52 [0.26, 0.77] 69.85 64.34 243.330 

Proportion of new core details 00.82 (00.21) 00.69 (00.29) 15.85 <.001 0.51 [0.26, 0.77] 69.50 64.08 227.014 

Proportion of new complications 00.58 (00.47) 00.40 (00.46) 09.84 .002 0.39 [0.13, 0.64] 65.17 60.86 11.592 

Total new details 23.93 (23.59) 22.58 (23.17) 00.18 .670 0.06 [-0.19, 0.31] 52.39 51.69 0.155 

Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation; PS = Probability of Superiority; BF10 = Bayes Factor. 
 

Separate Bayesian ANOVAs with Veracity and Model Statement as factors revealed a 

Veracity main effect–as shown in Table 3–with positive to very strong evidence for all 

dependent variables except for unique peripheral details, which received weak evidence. The 

proportion of unique core details and the proportion of unique complications received 
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stronger evidence than total unique details. As for the Model Statement main effect, positive 

evidence emerged for unique common knowledge details (BF10 = 5.147) and weak evidence 

for all other dependent variables. 

The Model Statement x Veracity interaction effect gained positive to very strong support, 

but the Bayesian inclusion factors for the Model Statement were below 1, and thus only the 

Veracity effect was supported. These results replicated the frequentist analyses (significance 

testing results) reported above–except for unique peripheral details. Overall, Hypothesis 4 

that predicted a Veracity main effect was supported for all variables except for unique 

peripheral detail. Hypothesis 5 that predicted a Model Statement main effect for all 

dependent variables was supported for unique common knowledge details only. Hypothesis 6 

that predicted an interaction effect was not supported.  

The results of the unique data analyses were virtually identical to those of the Time 3 data 

analyses. The only difference was that a significant effect for peripheral details emerged in 

the unique data analyses but not in the Time 3 data analyses. However, this effect was weak 

according to the Bayes Factors analyses.  

4.3. Further exploratory analyses: Time 2 data 

We conducted further exploratory analyses on the Time 2 new details. A 2 (Veracity: lie 

teller, truth teller) x 4 (Model Statement: Week 1, Week 2, Weeks 1 & 2, control) MANOVA 

was carried out with new core details, peripheral details, common knowledge details, self-

handicapping strategies and complications at Time 2 as dependent variables. Significant 

multivariate effects emerged for Veracity, Pillai’s Trace = .16, F(5, 231) = 8.63, p < .001, 𝜂2 

= .16, and Model Statement, Pillai’s Trace = .28, F(15, 699) = 4.81, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .09. The 

Veracity x Model Statement interaction effect was not significant, Pillai’s Trace = .09, F(15, 

699) = 1.49, p = .103, 𝜂2 = .03.  
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As Table 4 shows, truth tellers reported significantly more new core details and 

complications and fewer new peripheral details, common knowledge details, and self-

handicapping strategies than lie tellers. Bayesian ANOVAs revealed that all these Veracity 

effects received weak evidence, except the effect for new complications. As for the Model 

Statement effects (see Table 5), participants in the MS Week 2 condition provided 

significantly more new core details and complications than participants in the other 

conditions (MS Week 1, MS Weeks 1 & 2, and MS control conditions). The MS Weeks 1 & 

2 condition elicited significantly more new core details than the MS Week 1 and MS control 

conditions. 

 

Table 5 

Descriptive and Inferential Statistics of Time 2 Data as a Function of Model Statement Condition 

Detail type 
MS 1 

n = 61 

M (SD) 

MS 2 

n = 63 

M (SD) 

MS 1&2 

n = 60 

M (SD) 

No MS 

n = 59 

M (SD) 

F p 𝜂2 BF10 

New core details 10.92a (10.49) 27.43c (19.14) 17.93b (17.04) 09.64a (10.64) 18.98 <.001 .20 1.274×108 

New peripheral details 06.07 (12.84) 10.67 (19.78) 05.95 (10.64) 03.56 (07.11) 3.06 .029 .04 0.827 

New common knowledge details 00.48ab (01.13) 00.89b (01.83) 00.17a (00.42) 00.19a (00.39) 5.83 .001 .07 19.978 

New self-handicapping strategies 00.02 (00.13) 00.13 (00.42) 00.03 (00.26) 00.03 (00.18) 2.19 .090 .03 0.280 

New complications 00.84a (01.25) 02.78b (03.67) 01.37a (01.65) 01.03a (01.64) 9.71 <.001 .11 1944.737 

Proportion of new core details 00.74 (00.27) 00.78 (00.25) 00.77 (00.26) 00.74 (00.27) 0.52 .668 .01 0.038 

Proportion of new complications 00.37a (00.47) 00.62b (00.43) 00.57ab (00.48) 00.40ab (00.47) 4.54 .004 .06 5.110 

Total new details 16.98ab (19.77) 38.10c (28.02) 23.88b (21.12) 13.20a (13.84) 16.32 <.001 .17 8.550×106 

Note. Only mean scores with a different superscript differ significantly from each other (p < .05). M = 

Mean; SD = Standard deviation; BF10 = Bayes Factor; MS 1 = MS Week 1 condition; MS 2 = MS 

Week 2 condition; MS 1&2 = MS Weeks 1 & 2 condition; No MS = MS control condition. 

 

The MS Week 2 condition elicited more new common knowledge details than in the MS 

Weeks 1 & 2 and the MS control condition. The MS Week 2 condition also elicited more 

new peripheral details than in the MS control condition. Bayesian analyses revealed strong to 
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very strong evidence for these effects, except for new peripheral details which was weakly 

supported. 

A 2 (Veracity: lie teller, truth teller) x 4 (Model Statement: Week 1, Week 2, Weeks 1 & 

2, control) mixed MANOVA was conducted on the proportion of core details, proportion of 

complications, and total details at Time 2. Significant multivariate effects emerged for 

Veracity, Pillai’s Trace = .10, F(3, 233) = 8.58, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .10, and Model Statement, 

Pillai’s Trace = .21, F(9, 705) = 5.94, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .07. The Veracity x Model Statement 

interaction effect was not significant, Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(9, 705) = 0.98, p = .452, 𝜂2 

= .01. As Table 4 shows, the proportion scores for new core details and complications were 

significantly higher for truth tellers than lie tellers. Total details did not differ between lie 

tellers and truth tellers.  

As for the Model Statement main effect (see Table 5), the proportion score of 

complications was significantly higher in the MS Week 2 condition than in the MS Week 1 

condition. Also, total details were significantly higher in the MS Week 2  

condition than in all other conditions, and in the MS Weeks 1 & 2 condition than in the MS 

control condition.  

5. Discussion 

In the current research, we attempted to understand the effects of using the Model 

Statement on deception detection and information elicitation when the same interviewee is 

interviewed multiple times. Our hypotheses focused on the information provided in the third 

interview and on unique information provided during the three interviews. The analyses 

showed many Veracity main effects but limited Model Statement main effects. No Veracity x 

Model Statement interaction effects occurred. 

5.1. The effects of multiple interviews on the reports of lie tellers and truth tellers 
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 The results showed that in a third interview, truth tellers reported more core and total 

details and complications than lie tellers, whereas lie tellers reported more common 

knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies. Truth tellers also reported higher 

proportions of core details and complications than lie tellers. The same pattern of results 

emerged for unique details (details mentioned at Time 1 and new details mentioned at Time 2 

or Time 3). This overlap in results means that if, for whatever reason, investigators only have 

access to the Time 3 interviews, they would not be in a disadvantageous position for 

assessing veracity compared to investigators who have access to all three interviews.  

Our findings align with previous findings on the Model Statement within single 

interviews which showed differences between lie tellers and truth tellers in terms of core 

details, total details, complications, common knowledge details, and self-handicapping 

strategies (Leal et al., 2018; Vrij, Leal, Jupe, et al., 2018). Our results also replicated previous 

findings that lie tellers and truth tellers differ on core details (Roos af Hjelmsäter, Öhman, 

Granhag, & Vrij, 2014; Sakrisvold et al., 2017), total details (see Amado et al. [2016] for a 

meta-analysis), complications, common knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies and 

proportion of complications (Vrij, Leal, Jupe, & Harvey, 2018; Vrij et al., 2017, 2018) within 

single interviews. Apparently, our findings can be generalised to different interview settings, 

adding to the robustness of such cues in assessing veracity.  

It is reassuring that strong Veracity effects still occurred at Time 3 and when examining 

unique details in all three interviews, given that we used a very basic interview protocol 

(asking just one open ended question) and repeated that basic interview protocol three times. 

In other words, we did not try to catch out lie tellers through difficult questioning. The self-

reported strategies (Table 1) give insight into the possible countermeasures lie tellers used 

and why they did not yield success. By far the most frequently reported strategy was 

monitoring nonverbal behaviour. Using that strategy would not have affected the verbal cues 
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we were interested in. The three verbal strategies most frequently mentioned were using 

embedded lies, rehearsing stories, and being consistent. Rehearsing stories may be related to 

being consistent: Someone probably rehearses a story to maintain consistency. Since we did 

not examine consistency, using the rehearsing stories and being consistent strategies would 

not have affected our results either. It is possible that the embedded lies strategy assisted lie 

tellers in providing truthful information and sounding like truth tellers. However, evidence 

from the pre-interview and post-interview questionnaires (see Tables A.1 and B.1 in the 

Appendices) and from previous deception research (Jundi, Vrij, Hope, Mann, & Hillman, 

2013; Vrij, Mann, Jundi, Hillman, & Hope, 2014) suggests that even when lie tellers report 

embedded lies, they prefer to keep their stories simple.  

We ran exploratory analyses to compare the proportion scores of (i) complications and 

(ii) core details with the total number of details. The cue ‘proportion score of complications’ 

was examined previously, but our study is the first to examine the cue ‘proportion of core 

details’. We found that the proportion of complications had the largest Veracity effect 

compared to the other two scores at Time 3 and when unique details were considered. This 

result replicates previous research that found that the proportion of complications was a more 

diagnostic indicator of veracity than total details (Vrij, Leal, Fisher, Mann, Jo, et al., 2019; 

Vrij, Leal, Jupe, et al., 2018; Vrij, Leal, Mann, et al., 2018; Vrij, Leal, et al., 2017). It also 

further demonstrates the benefit of examining a mixture of cues to truthfulness 

(complications) and cues to deception (common knowledge details and self-handicapping) 

versus just examining cues to truthfulness (total details).  

The effect sizes for proportion of core details and total details were somewhat similar 

when the Time 3 details (Table 2) and unique details (Table 3) were analysed. Truth tellers 

and lie tellers mainly focused on the core event, which decreased the likelihood that a 

stronger Veracity effect would occur for proportion of core details than for total details. This 
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may be the result of the instructions given to truth tellers and lie tellers (to describe a 

memorable event), because the memorable event is by definition a core event. Maybe a more 

ambiguous scenario (e.g., asking interviewees to describe a particular day in its entirety, 

whilst the interviewer is actually only interested in a specific time slot) would yield different 

results.   

We explored new information at Time 2 to examine the effects of multiple interviews on 

eliciting new details. The pattern of Veracity main effects for Time 2 new details was similar 

to that of Time 3 details and unique details; however, the Bayesian analyses showed that the 

effects for the Time 2 results were weak, except for new complications, which revealed very 

strong results. Therefore, for lie detection purposes, it may be more beneficial to examine 

information provided at Time 3 or unique details across interviews than it is to examine new 

information reported at Time 2.  

5.2. The effects of presenting the Model Statement in multiple interviews  

The Model Statement main effects were identical for Time 3 data and unique details. In 

both analyses, participants in the MS Week 1 condition provided more common knowledge 

details than participants in the MS Weeks 1 & 2 condition and the MS control condition. We 

can only speculate why this effect occurred. A Model Statement typically raises expectations 

amongst interviewees regarding the amount of detail they are expected to report. Participants 

who listened to the Model Statement at Time 1 (Week 1) may have responded by providing 

more common knowledge details to fill in gaps in their reports. However, listening to the 

Model Statement again at Time 2 (MS Weeks 1 & 2) would have cautioned participants 

against providing common knowledge details. They may have thought that, because they 

were played the Model Statement again, the interviewer was not satisfied with their response 

to the Model Statement in the first interview and opted not to report them any longer.  
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When we analysed Time 2 results (Table 5), we found that for the purpose of eliciting 

new information, presenting a Model Statement at Time 2 is particularly effective. 

Participants in the MS Week 2 condition provided more new core details, new complications, 

and new total details than those in the MS Week 1, MS Weeks 1 & 2, and MS control 

conditions. Participants in the MS Week 2 condition also provided more new common 

knowledge details than those in the MS Weeks 1 & 2 and MS control conditions, and had a 

higher proportion score of new complications than those in the MS Week 1 condition. The 

MS Weeks 1 & 2 condition was somewhat effective as it elicited more new core details than 

the MS Week 1 and MS control conditions and more new total details than the MS control 

condition. 

The overall results suggest that introducing the Model Statement in a first interview can 

have carry over effects in eliciting common knowledge details; however, it is unlikely to 

elicit new details at a later stage. It is more likely to elicit new details when introduced in a 

subsequent interview. 

5.3. Explanation for the lack of an interaction effect 

We did not find a Veracity x Model Statement interaction effect in any of the analyses 

despite predicting that based on theory. It might be that there was a ceiling effect. The 

Veracity effects for the Time 3 and unique details analyses were already very strong in the no 

Model Statement control condition, which gives little room for improvement in the Model 

Statement conditions. The strong Veracity effects across the Model Statement conditions may 

have been caused by the chosen deception scenario. The reported events experienced by truth 

tellers were not ordinary events that they would experience daily so they could add 

idiosyncratic details to their stories. In contrast, lie tellers were instructed to pretend to have 

experienced such unique events and may have had difficulty doing this due to the restrictive 

nature of the event. Although lie tellers used embedded lies, the results seemed to indicate 
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that the truthful aspects of their lies included common knowledge details (e.g., experiences 

known to them through acquaintances, TV programs, etc.) rather than idiosyncratic features. 

This suggests that different findings may emerge if truth tellers report less unique events 

and/or if lie tellers are given broad instructions to report events that are not unique.  

A second explanation is that we did not introduce the Model Statement in the way 

recommended in the literature (Vrij, Leal, & Fisher, 2018). That is, to start an  

interview with a free recall, followed by a Model Statement, followed by another free recall. 

Whether such a format would yield Veracity x Model Statement interaction effects in 

multiple interviews is worth investigating. 

5.4. Methodological considerations  

Participants were asked to report about autobiographical events, and each truth teller 

discussed a different event. We chose the scenario of autobiographical events because truth 

tellers would have experienced the events and would thus find them meaningful and 

memorable which in turn enables truth tellers to provide detailed reports (Johnson & Raye, 

1981; Sporer & Sharman, 2006). To ensure that the events could be comparable to those of 

lie tellers, each lie teller was matched to an event a truth teller reported. Therefore, the 

variability of events may be considered as a strength in our study where matched truth tellers 

and lie tellers could be compared on the same event, while at the same time generalising the 

findings across different events. 

We cannot establish the ground truth of the reported events (i.e., that truth tellers actually 

experienced the event in the past two years). Nonetheless, we have no reason to believe that 

truth tellers lied about the event as they were free to choose the event they wished to talk 

about. It was in the best interest of truth tellers to appear honest and receive entry into the 

prize draw. Moreover, when participants were asked to rate their truthfulness in the post-
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interview questionnaire, truth tellers indicated that they were overwhelmingly honest (they 

reported that 96.75% of their report was honest; see Appendix B). 

Participants were college students which may have affected the ecological validity of the 

study as the behaviour of students may differ from that of real suspects. However, a meta-

analysis that examined the moderating effects of various factors—such as (mock) suspect 

motivations, emotions, student vs non-student samples, and interview settings—on 

differences between truth tellers and lie tellers showed that veracity differences were stable 

across settings (Hartwig & Bond, 2014). This suggests that findings on deception can be 

generalised from the lab to real settings.   

Moreover, due to ethical reasons, we could not induce stress in the interview to simulate 

real interview settings. However, we could increase participants’ motivation to convince the 

interviewer they are honest by rewarding them and at the same time telling them that if they 

are not convincing they will not be entered in a draw and they would need to write a 

statement about the event. These instructions are commonly used in deception research to 

simulate participants (e.g., Luke, Hartwig, Shamash, & Granhag, 2016). The manipulation 

checks (see Appendices) also revealed that participants were highly motivated across 

interviews. 

5.5. Conclusions 

The current research showed that the type of detail can distinguish lie tellers from truth 

tellers. More specifically, complications and the proportion of complications were 

particularly reliable cues (and showed large effects) for detecting deception and eliciting 

information, thus replicating previous research. The Model Statement was effective for 

eliciting common knowledge details over time from both truth tellers and lie tellers when 

presented in a first interview, and for eliciting new information when presented in a 

subsequent interview.  
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Appendix A: Pre-Interview Questionnaire Analyses 

Due to a technical error, the responses of two participants were missing from Time 1 pre-

interview questionnaire and three participants from Time 3 pre-interview questionnaire. 

Motivation 

Three ANOVAs were conducted with motivation to do well during the interview as the 

dependent variable, and Veracity as factor for Time 1 analysis and Veracity and Model 

Statement as factors for Time 2 and Time 3 analyses. Results revealed that at Time 1, truth 

tellers (M = 6.25, SD = 0.83) were more motivated than lie tellers (M = 5.91, SD = 1.10), F(1, 

239) = 7.45, p = .007, 𝜂2 = .03. Similarly, truth tellers (M = 6.02, SD = 0.96) were more 

motivated than lie tellers (M = 5.76, SD = 1.09) at Time 2, F(1, 235) = 3.96, p = .048, 𝜂2 

= .02. At Time 3, participants in the MS Week 2 condition were more motivated (M = 6.31, 

SD = 0.84) than those in the MS Weeks 1 & 2 (M = 5.76, SD = 1.15), F(3, 232) = 3.53, p 

= .016, 𝜂2 = .04. No other significant effects were found. Thus, with time, participants 

became more motivated as a function of the Model Statement and not of their Veracity 

condition. The means also indicate that both truth tellers and lie tellers were highly motivated 

across interviews. 

Pre-Interview Preparations 

Participants were asked in the pre-interview questionnaires at Times 2 and 3 if they 

prepared for the interview in the past week. Chi square tests revealed no differences between 

lie tellers and truth tellers in any of the Model Statement conditions (all ps > .094), although 

at Time 2, lie tellers (n = 30) prepared significantly more than truth tellers (n = 17) when all 

Model Statement conditions were combined, 𝜒2 (1) = 3.96, p = .047, Cramer’s V = .13. The 

average number of minutes spent preparing prior to Time 2 was 21.96 minutes (SD = 18.12), 

and 24.27 minutes (SD = 35.92) prior to Time 3. 

Preparation Measures 
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Participants were asked to rate on 7-point scales if their preparation for the interview was 

sufficient, good, and thorough. The average of these scores was computed for each 

participant, and three ANOVAs were carried out on this score for Times 1, 2, and 3 data. For 

Time 1, a one-way ANOVA with Veracity as factor and the preparation measures average 

score as the dependent variable revealed a significant effect of Veracity, F(1, 239) = 12.98, p 

< .001, 𝜂2 = .05. Truth tellers (M = 4.86, SD = 1.40) rated their preparations significantly 

higher than lie tellers (M = 4.20, SD = 1.43). Two Veracity x Model Statement ANOVAs on 

the preparation measures average score at Times 2 and 3 revealed no significant effects (all 

ps > .071). 

Preparation Strategies 

Participants were asked whether or not they prepared specific strategies for the interview. 

At Time 1, a chi square test between Veracity and Strategies revealed that lie tellers (n = 64) 

were significantly more likely to report using a strategy than truth tellers (n = 38), 𝜒2 (1) = 

10.40, p = .001, Cramer’s V = .21.  

As for the data of Times 2 and 3, two chi square tests between Veracity and Strategies 

were conducted for each Model Statement condition. The results revealed that at Time 2, lie 

tellers prepared more strategies than truth tellers in general, but this difference was 

significant only among those who listened to the Model Statement in Week 1 (20 lie tellers 

and 7 truth tellers), 𝜒2 (1) = 10.48, p = .001, Cramer’s V = .42. At Time 3, a significant 

difference emerged for the MS Week 1 condition (22 lie tellers and 9 truth tellers), 𝜒2 (1) = 

10.24, p = .001, Cramer’s V = .41, for the MS Week 2 condition, (21 lie tellers and 13 truth 

tellers), 𝜒2 (1) = 4.17, p = .041, Cramer’s V = .26, and for the MS control condition (19 lie 

tellers and 9 truth tellers), 𝜒2 (1) = 5.64, p = .018, Cramer’s V = .31. 

Table A.1 shows that the most reported strategy that distinguished truth tellers from lie 

tellers was reliance on memory, whereas lie tellers were more likely than truth tellers to want 
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to monitor non-verbal behaviour, rehearse for the interview, use embedded lies, and be 

simple. At Times 2 and 3, truth tellers—and more so lie tellers—wanted to be consistent with 

their reports and behaviours at Time 1/ Time 2. Nonetheless, at Times 2 and 3, a few lie 

tellers mentioned planning to be inconsistent by adding information during the interview to 

fill in gaps or behaving in a manner that is different than in previous interview(s).  

 

Table A.1 

Frequency of Preparation Strategies Reported by Truth tellers and Lie tellers in the Pre-

Interview Questionnaires at Times 1, 2, and 3 

Preparation Strategies 

Pre-interview 1 Pre-interview 2 Pre-interview 3 

T 

(n=38) 

L  

(n=64) 

T  

(n=38) 

L  

(n=69) 

T  

(n=43) 

L  

(n=80) 

Be detailed 19 17 17 13 15 11 

Monitor non-verbal behaviour 12 28 11 22 10 25 

Rely on memory/Be truthful 10 0 11 0 9 0 

Include verifiable details 5 5 4 5 6 2 

Rehearse for the interview 5 20 3 19 7 23 

Be consistent 3 3 11 23 11 28 

Report events chronologically 3 4 2 4 3 1 

Be simple 1 4 0 3 2 5 

Use embedded lies 0 21 0 20 0 18 

Be inconsistent 0 0 0 5 1 3 

Be spontaneous 0 0 0 0 0 8 

Note. The total number in each column may exceed the number of truth tellers/ lie tellers in 

that column because the same participant may have reported more than one strategy. 

Pre-interview 1 = Pre-interview questionnaire at Time 1; Pre-interview 2 = Pre-interview 

questionnaire at Time 2; Pre-interview 3 = Pre-interview questionnaire at Time 3; T = Truth 

tellers; L = Lie tellers.  

 

Among participants who did not plan a strategy (Table A.2), truth tellers mostly thought 

they could rely on their memory or be spontaneous. Lie tellers also wanted to be spontaneous 

but a few did not know what strategy to prepare. At Times 2 and 3, truth tellers—and more so 

lie tellers—wanted to be consistent with previous interview(s). 
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Table A.2 

Frequency of Reasons Provided by Truth tellers and Lie tellers for Not Preparing a Strategy 

as Reported in the Pre-Interview Questionnaires at Times 1, 2, and 3, and in the Post-

Interview Questionnaire 

Non-Preparation  

reasons 

Pre-interview 1 Pre-interview 2 Pre-interview 3 Post-interview 

T  

(n=81) 

L 

(n=58) 

T 

(n=82) 

L 

(n=54) 

T 

(n=75) 

L 

(n=42) 

T 

(n=78) 

L 

(n=37) 

Rely on memory/Be truthful 70 0 65 0 66 0 71 0 

Be spontaneous 18 26 9 22 10 15 18 19 

Did not know what to expect 3 9 1 3 2 0 2 0 

Did not know of any strategies 0 14 1 11 0 15 0 12 

Not good at lying 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Be convincing 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Use an embedded lie 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Want to remain consistent  0 0 5 13 3 10 4 6 

Stay calm and not hesitate 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Note. The total number in each column may exceed the number of truth tellers/ lie tellers in 

that column because the same participant may have reported more than one strategy. 

Pre-interview 1 = Pre-interview questionnaire at Time 1; Pre-interview 2 = Pre-interview 

questionnaire at Time 2; Pre-interview 3 = Pre-interview questionnaire at Time 3; T = Truth 

tellers; L = Lie tellers.  

 

Appendix B: Post-Interview Questionnaire Analyses 

Due to a technical error, the responses of five participants were missing from the post-

interview questionnaire. 

Post-interview Motivation 

A two-way ANOVA with Veracity and Model Statement as factors and motivation to 

perform well in the three interviews as dependent variable revealed no significant effects of 

Veracity, F(1, 230) = 0.71, p = .399, 𝜂2 = .003, Model Statement, F(3, 230) = 1.20, p = .309, 

𝜂2 = .02, or Veracity x Model Statement, F(3, 230) = 0.33, p = .805, 𝜂2 = .004. Both truth 

tellers (M = 5.86, SD = 0.99) and lie tellers (M = 5.74, SD = 1.14) were highly motivated. 

Convincing Strategies 
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A chi square test between Veracity and Interview Strategies to appear convincing 

during the three interviews was carried out for each Model Statement condition. Lie tellers (N 

= 84) were significantly more likely than truth tellers (N = 39) to report using a strategy, 𝜒2 

(1) = 31.02, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .36. The strategies were similar to those reported in the 

pre-interview questionnaires. Table B.1 shows that the most reported strategy that 

distinguished truth tellers from lie tellers was reliance on memory, whereas lie tellers were 

more likely than truth tellers to use embedded lie, be (in)consistent, monitor non-verbal 

behaviour, rehearse for the interview, and be simple.  

Table B.1 

Frequency of Convincing Strategies Reported by Truth tellers and Lie tellers in the Post-

Interview Questionnaire 

Convincing strategies 
Truth tellers  

(n = 39) 

Lie tellers  

(n = 84) 

Be detailed 8 14 

Monitor non-verbal behaviour 16 34 

Rely on memory/Be truthful 13 0 

Include verifiable details 3 6 

Rehearse for the interview 5 17 

Be consistent 6 17 

Report events chronologically 4 3 

Be simple 4 9 

Use embedded lies 0 21 

Be inconsistent 0 7 

Be spontaneous 2 7 

Note. The total number in each column may exceed the number of truth tellers/ lie tellers in 

that column because the same participant may have reported more than one strategy. 

 

Pre-Interview Preparation 

A Veracity x Model Statement MANOVA was carried out on the extent to which 

participants thought in the past two weeks outside the interview setting about the event or 

about what they were going to say during the interview. A significant multivariate effect of 
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Veracity emerged, Pillai’s Trace = .06, F(2, 229) = 7.04, p = .001, 𝜂2 = .06. No significant 

Model Statement main effect or Veracity x Model Statement interaction effects emerged 

(ps > .457). At the univariate level, a significant effect of Veracity emerged for thinking 

about what to say F(1, 230) = 8.35, p = .004, 𝜂2 = .04, but not for thinking about the event, 

F(1, 230) = 0.39, p = .535, 𝜂2 = .002. Lie tellers (M = 2.79, SD = 1.64) were significantly 

more likely to think about what to say than truth tellers (M = 2.24, SD = 1.37). 

Perceived Believability 

We conducted a Veracity x Model Statement MANOVA on the extent to which 

participants perceived they would be believed by the interviewer, would have to write a 

statement, or would win a prize. The results revealed a significant multivariate effect of 

Veracity, Pillai’s Trace = .21, F(3, 228) = 20.65, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .21. No significant Model 

Statement main effect or Veracity x Model Statement interaction effect emerged (ps > .702). 

At the univariate level, significant effects of Veracity emerged for perceived believability, 

F(1, 230) = 52.30, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .19, and likelihood of writing a statement, F(1, 230) = 

16.86, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .07, but not for likelihood of winning a prize, F(1, 230) = 0.11, p 

= .742, 𝜂2 = .00. Truth tellers (M = 6.31, SD = 0.73) were significantly more likely to 

perceive that they would be believed by the interviewer than lie tellers (M = 5.20, SD = 1.49). 

In contrast, lie tellers (M = 3.08, SD = 1.62) were significantly more likely to think they 

would have to write a statement than truth tellers (M = 2.26, SD = 1.48). 

Model Statement Manipulation 

When participants were asked if they were exposed to a Model Statement in one or more 

interviews, 24 reported they did not (11 lie tellers and 13 truth tellers) when they actually did. 

Out of these 24 participants, 14 heard it in Week 1, seven in Week 2, and three in Weeks 1 

and 2. Removing these cases did not yield different findings, so they were kept in the final 

analyses. 



THE EFEFCTS OF A MODEL STATAMENT   

 
49 

A Veracity x Model Statement MANOVA was conducted on the extent to which 

participants who listened to the Model Statement did so carefully or were thinking about 

what to say while the Model Statement was played (the MS control condition was not 

included in this analysis). A significant multivariate effect of Veracity emerged, Pillai’s 

Trace = .05, F(2, 150) = 4.22, p = .016, 𝜂2 = .05. No significant Model Statement or Veracity 

x Model Statement effects emerged (ps > .236). At the univariate level, Veracity showed an 

effect on listening carefully to the Model Statement, F(1, 151) = 4.36, p = .038, 𝜂2 = .03, but 

not on thinking about what to say, F(1, 151) = 2.85, p = .093, 𝜂2 = .02. The means showed 

that truth tellers (M = 5.29, SD = 1.47) reported to have listened more carefully to the Model 

Statement than lie tellers (M = 4.69, SD = 1.87). 

A Veracity x Model Statement MANOVA on the extent to which participants reported to 

have given fewer or more details after listening to the Model Statement (MS control 

condition not included in the analysis) revealed no significant main effects of Veracity or 

Model Statement or Veracity x Model Statement interaction effect (ps > .077). 

Interviewer’s Characteristics 

We explored whether the interviewer’s characteristics may have affected participants’ 

responses. Participants were asked to rate nine items related to the interviewer’s 

characteristics (smooth, bored, satisfied, awkward, engrossed, involved, friendly, active, and 

positive). An average score was computed for each participant. We examined whether 

participants differed in their perceptions of these characteristics as a function of Veracity and 

Model Statement. A Veracity x Model Statement ANOVA was carried out on the average 

score. The results revealed no significant effects of Veracity, F(1, 230) = 0.01, p = .932, 𝜂2 

= .00, Model Statement, F(3, 230) = 0.36, p = .781, 𝜂2 = .01, or Veracity x Model Statement, 

F(3, 230) = 0.51, p = .674, 𝜂2 = .01.   

Volunteering Information 
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A Veracity x Model Statement ANOVA on the extent to which participants were willing 

to volunteer information in the three interviews revealed no significant effects of Veracity, 

F(1, 230) = 0.02, p = .895, 𝜂2 = .00, Model Statement, F(3, 230) = 1.54, p = .205, 𝜂2 = .02, or 

Veracity x Model Statement, F(3, 230) = 0.03, p = .995, 𝜂2 = .00. 

Similarly, a Veracity x Model Statement ANOVA on the extent to which participants 

decided to limit themselves to reporting only core details of the event to shorten the 

interviews revealed no significant effects of Veracity, F(1, 230) = 0.42, p = .519, 𝜂2 = .002, 

Model Statement, F(3, 230) = 1.00, p = .394, 𝜂2 = .01, or Veracity x Model Statement, F(3, 

230) = 2.02, p = .112, 𝜂2 = .03. 

However, a Veracity x Model Statement MANOVA conducted on the extent to which 

participants disclosed and concealed information they can remember in the three interviews 

(percentage scale), revealed a significant multivariate effect of Veracity, Pillai’s Trace = .18, 

F(2, 229) = 24.36, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .18. No significant Model Statement main effect or Veracity 

x Model Statement interaction effect emerged (ps > .219). Truth tellers (M = 87.01, SD = 

13.66) disclosed significantly more information than lie tellers (M = 68.02, SD = 30.35), F(1, 

230) = 38.44, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .14. In contrast, lie tellers (M = 37.52, SD = 37.20) reported they 

were significantly more likely to conceal information than truth tellers (M = 22.56, SD = 

33.89), F(1, 230) = 10.57, p = .001, 𝜂2 = .04. 

Truthfulness and Deceptiveness 

A Veracity x Model Statement MANOVA on the extent to which participants told the 

truth or lied in the three interviews (percentage scale) revealed a significant multivariate 

effect of Veracity, Pillai’s Trace = .86, F(2, 229) = 711.40, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .86. No significant 

Model Statement main effect or Veracity x Model Statement interaction effect emerged 

(ps > .417). At the univariate level, truth tellers (M = 96.75, SD = 11.81) were significantly 

more likely than lie tellers (M = 17.02, SD = 23.01) to be truthful, F(1, 230) = 1096.58, p 
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< .001, 𝜂2 = .83. Also, lie tellers (M = 84.38, SD = 21.44) were significantly more likely than 

truth tellers (M = 2.65, SD = 12.13) to be deceptive, F(1, 230) = 1289.15, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .85.  

As a manipulation check, participants were asked if their event was genuine or made up. 

Eight allocated lie tellers reported it was genuine and three allocated truth tellers reported it 

was deceptive. However, checking pre- and post-interview questionnaire responses of these 

participants revealed that allocated lie tellers reported using embedded lies and/or being at 

least 10% deceptive in the interview. Also, truth tellers’ open responses revealed that they 

were honest and provided factual information during the interview. Conducting the analysis 

without these participants yielded the same results, so they were kept in the analyses. 

Different Convincing Strategies 

Participants were asked if they used a different strategy than originally planned. A chi 

square test between Veracity and Different Strategies was conducted for each Model 

Statement condition. No significant differences emerged across conditions, 𝜒2 (1) = 2.52, p  

= .112, Cramer’s V = .10, with a total of 10 lie tellers and four truth tellers reporting using a 

different strategy. Table B.2 shows that among participants who did not use a different 

strategy, truth tellers believed they could rely on their memory to appear convincing, whereas 

lie tellers did not know of a different strategy or wanted to maintain consistency. Truth 

tellers, and more so lie tellers, did not use a different strategy believing that their previous 

strategy was effective.  

Previous Participation in Model Statement Studies 

Participants who previously took part in Model Statement studies did not differ on core, 

peripheral and common knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies, and complications at 

Time 3, Pillai’s Trace = .05,  F(10, 474) = 1.10, p = .358, 𝜂2 = .02, or on unique details across 

interviews, Pillai’s Trace = .06,  F(10, 474) = 1.33, p = .212, 𝜂2 = .03. Similarly, the 

proportion scores of complications and core details and the total number of details were not 



THE EFEFCTS OF A MODEL STATAMENT   

 
52 

affected by participation in previous Model Statement studies at Time 3, Pillai’s Trace = .02,  

F(6, 478) = 0.93, p = .470, 𝜂2 = .01, nor were unique details, Pillai’s Trace = .02,  F(6, 478) = 

0.88, p = .511, 𝜂2 = .01. 

 

 
Table B.2 

Frequency of Reasons Reported by Truth tellers and Lie tellers in the Post-Interview 

Questionnaire for (Not) Using a Different Convincing Strategy than Originally Planned  

Reasons 

Different strategy used No different strategy used 

Truth tellers 

(n=4) 

Lie tellers 

(n=10) 

Truth tellers 

(n=113) 

Lie tellers 

(n=111) 

Was detailed 2 0 0 0 

Rehearsed for the interview 2 1 0 0 

Monitored non-verbal behaviour 1 2 0 0 

Acted the same as truth tellers 0 3 0 0 

Avoided repetition 0 1 0 0 

Elaborated on story 0 1 0 0 

Relied on memory/Was truthful 0 0 75 0 

Believed my strategy was effective 0 0 27 51 

Did not know of a different strategy 0 0 0 29 

Wanted to remain consistent  0 0 8 26 

Wanted to be spontaneous 0 2 4 5 

Did not know what to expect 0 0 2 0 

 


