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General Abstract 

Effective and accurate lie-detection is advantageous in police investigations. One approach 

for maximising the available cues for investigators to assess is by increasing the information 

elicited from cooperative interviewees. This thesis contributes to the development of 

investigative interviewing techniques designed to amplify the verbal reporting differences 

between truth tellers and liars. Chapter 1 introduces the topic of lie-detection and emphasises 

the applied importance of developing valid tools to encourage interviewees to say more in 

forensic interviewing. Chapter 2 examines specially tailored Model Statements which have 

been emphasised to include additional spatial or temporal information. The objective of 

Model Statements is to enhance information elicitation from truthful interviewees by 

providing a highly detailed example of a statement emphasising either spatial or temporal 

information. Results of the Chapter 2 study show an information elicitation effect. 

Specifically, truth tellers were able to provide more information when they heard a Model 

Statement relative to liars, whose verbal output did not change. These differences in verbal 

output allow more interviewees to be accurately classified as honest or deceptive, using 

number of details as a dependent measure. Unlike previous research, this study (reported in 

chapter 2) found an interaction effect (veracity × interviewing condition) underpinned by a 

change in the verbal detail reported by truth tellers. That is, the Model Statements resulted in 

truth tellers providing more information than liars. A further examination using two new 

(more detailed) Model Statements revealed that the effects on participants were implicit 

(beyond conscious awareness). In other words, the Model Statements functioned by priming 

truthful participants to provide more spatial or temporal information depending on whether 

they listened to a spatially or temporally emphasised Model Statement. Chapter 3 builds upon 

the findings of the first study by reporting effects found in a study of Model Statement 

modality. A highly detailed Model Statement containing additional spatial and temporal 
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information was presented to participants either as an audio recording or as a written 

statement. Similar results to those of Chapter 2 emerged: truth tellers (but not liars) reported 

more detailed statements in both Model Statement conditions, compared to the control 

condition. This information elicitation effect also resulted in enhanced lie-detection accuracy, 

again using number of details as a dependent measure. Chapter 4 comprises a critical analysis 

of the Model Statement literature to evaluate the efficacy of this tool in practice. Results 

suggest the Model Statement is not (yet) ready for practical usage, as its utility as a lie-

detection tool has not been fully established. I discuss the diverse range of existing Model 

Statement scripts, substantial diversity in the dependent measures examined in conjunction 

with this tool, and why some measures of verbal content may not be suitable as outcome 

measures. These findings suggested two possible PhD research trajectories: (i) further 

examination of the Model Statement's functionality, and/or (ii) development of a new 

approach to lie-detection built upon strategic differences between truth tellers and liars. I 

explored the second option in Chapter 5, investigating the effects of a new Asymmetric 

Information Management (AIM) technique designed to exploit strategic differences between 

truth tellers and liars. This tool was designed with a simple set of instructions to encourage 

truth tellers to provide more information, while encouraging liars to withhold information. 

The results show that the simple AIM instructions enhance information elicitation and lie-

detection accuracy. Both Model Statement and AIM techniques function by encouraging truth 

tellers to provide more additional information than they would normally, whilst having no 

significant impact on the verbal output of liars. That is, the Model Statement and AIM 

instructions encourage truth tellers (but not liars) to be more detailed in their recalls. The 

Model Statement provides an exemplar of how detailed an interviewee should be, which 

functions implicitly (see Porter et al., 2018). In contrast, the AIM instructions are explicit 

which is perhaps why they appear more effective at encouraging truth tellers to report more, 
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while asymmetrically encouraging liars to withhold more information. The AIM study 

presented in Chapter 5 employs a between-subjects design. In Chapter 6, I investigated the 

use of the AIM technique using a within-subjects design in an online experimental context. 

This allowed me to control for individual differences in reporting style while testing the 

effectiveness of the AIM technique in a setting more amenable to practitioners. Findings 

suggest the AIM instructions encourage the elicitation of new information in this context, 

particularly for truth tellers. In sum, I have evaluated the Model Statement literature and 

extended the field of lie-detection via the creation of AIM – a new investigative interviewing 

technique. In my general discussion, presented in Chapter 7, I recommend future research 

focuses on retrieval methods that may be used in conjunction with the AIM technique, with 

the objective of supporting information elicitation in applied contexts. I also provide an 

overview of my doctoral study, including the theoretical and practical implications this work 

and directions for future research.  

  



5 
 

Declaration  

Whilst registered as a candidate for the above degree, I have not been registered for any other 

research award. The results and conclusions embodied in this thesis are the work of the 

named candidate and have not been submitted for any other academic award. 

 

Thesis word count – 42,935 

 

  



6 
 

Contents 
Chapter 1: General Introduction to Thesis ...........................................................................11 

1.1 Introduction .................................................................................................................12 

1.1.1 Importance of studying lie-detection.........................................................................12 

1.1.2 Lie-detection in practice ..........................................................................................13 

1.1.3 Verbal cues to deception ..........................................................................................15 

1.1.4 Gap in the deception literature: Optimising the Model Statement ...............................16 

1.2 Thesis Outline...............................................................................................................17 

1.3 References ....................................................................................................................24 

Chapter 2: Using specific Model Statements to elicit information and cues to deceit in 

information-gathering interviews. .......................................................................................34 

2.1 Abstract .......................................................................................................................35 

2.2 Introduction .................................................................................................................36 

2.2.1 Strategic Interviewing .............................................................................................36 

2.3 Method.........................................................................................................................41 

2.3.1 Design ....................................................................................................................41 

2.3.2 Participants ............................................................................................................41 

2.3.3 Procedure...............................................................................................................42 

2.3.4 Model Statement Conditions ....................................................................................44 

2.3.5 Coding ...................................................................................................................46 

2.4 Results .........................................................................................................................47 

2.4.1 Analysis Plan ..........................................................................................................47 

2.4.2 Supplementary Analysis ..........................................................................................47 

2.4.3 Manipulation checks ...............................................................................................47 

2.4.4 Perceived Model Statement Content .........................................................................49 

2.4.6 Additional analyses .................................................................................................54 

2.5 Discussion ....................................................................................................................57 

2.5.1 Practical Application ...............................................................................................59 

2.5.2 Conclusion .............................................................................................................59 

2.6 References ....................................................................................................................60 

Chapter 3: Eliciting information and cues to deception using a Model Statement: Examining the 

effect of presentation modality.............................................................................................71 

3.1 Abstract .......................................................................................................................72 

3.2 Introduction .................................................................................................................73 

3.3 Method.........................................................................................................................78 

3.3.1 Design ....................................................................................................................78 

3.3.2 Participants ............................................................................................................78 



7 
 

3.3.3 The Model Statements .............................................................................................79 

3.3.4 Procedure...............................................................................................................79 

3.3.5 Coding ...................................................................................................................83 

3.4 Results .........................................................................................................................84 

3.4.1 Analysis Plan ..........................................................................................................84 

3.4.2. Supplementary Analysis .........................................................................................85 

3.4.3 Hypothesis testing ...................................................................................................91 

3.5 Discussion ....................................................................................................................99 

3.5.1 Practical implications ............................................................................................ 102 

3.5.2 Study limitations ................................................................................................... 103 

3.5.3 Conclusion ........................................................................................................... 103 

3.6 References .................................................................................................................. 105 

Chapter 4: A critical analysis of the Model Statement literature: Should this tool be used in 

practice?.......................................................................................................................... 114 

4.1 Abstract ..................................................................................................................... 115 

4.2 Introduction ............................................................................................................... 116 

4.3 Method....................................................................................................................... 117 

4.3.1. Included studies ................................................................................................... 117 

4.4 Results ....................................................................................................................... 118 

4.4.1 Theoretical explanations for the use of the Model Statement .................................... 119 

4.4.2 Different Model Statement scripts .......................................................................... 121 

4.4.3 Variation in dependent variables ............................................................................ 122 

4.4.4 Emphasised Model Statements ............................................................................... 124 

4.4.5 Applying the Model Statement to real world contexts............................................... 125 

4.5 Discussion .................................................................................................................. 127 

4.5.1. Conclusion........................................................................................................... 130 

5.1 References .................................................................................................................. 131 

Chapter 5: Lie-detection by strategy manipulation: Developing an Asymmetric Information 

Management (AIM) technique........................................................................................... 148 

5.1. Abstract..................................................................................................................... 149 

5.2 Introduction ............................................................................................................... 150 

5.2.1 Information eliciting literature............................................................................... 150 

5.2.2. The AIM technique .............................................................................................. 151 

5.3 Method....................................................................................................................... 153 

5.3.1. Pre-registration.................................................................................................... 153 

5.3.2 Design .................................................................................................................. 153 

5.3.3 Participants .......................................................................................................... 154 



8 
 

5.3.4 Sample size rationale ............................................................................................. 154 

5.5.4 Procedure............................................................................................................. 154 

5.5.5 Coding ................................................................................................................. 159 

5.6 Results ....................................................................................................................... 160 

5.6.1 Hypothesis testing ................................................................................................. 162 

5.7 Discussion .................................................................................................................. 166 

5.7.1 Practical implications ............................................................................................ 169 

5.8 References .................................................................................................................. 171 

Chapter 6: Complications and consistency: Investigating the Asymmetric Information 

Management ‘AIM’ technique with repeated statements. .................................................... 178 

6.1 Abstract .................................................................................................................. 179 

6.2 Introduction ............................................................................................................... 180 

6.2.1 Statement-restatement Consistency ........................................................................ 181 

6.2.2 Proportion of Complications .................................................................................. 182 

6.3.1 Pre-registration..................................................................................................... 184 

6.3.2 Design .................................................................................................................. 184 

6.3.3 Procedure............................................................................................................. 185 

6.4.1 Hypothesis testing ................................................................................................. 190 

6.5 Discussion .................................................................................................................. 197 

6.5.1 Practical considerations......................................................................................... 200 

6.6 References .................................................................................................................. 202 

Chapter 7: Thesis General Discussion ................................................................................ 212 

7.1 General Discussion ...................................................................................................... 213 

7.1.1 Summary of findings ............................................................................................. 214 

7.1.3 Practical implications for the Model Statement ....................................................... 217 

7.1.4 The new AIM technique......................................................................................... 218 

7.1.5 Theoretical implications for the AIM technique ....................................................... 221 

7.1.5 Practical implications for the AIM technique .......................................................... 223 

7.1.6 Conclusion ........................................................................................................... 223 

7.2 References .................................................................................................................. 225 

8.1 Appendices ................................................................................................................. 230 

Appendix 1 – Research Ethics Review Checklist.............................................................. 231 

Appendix 3 – Study 2 ethical approval............................................................................ 233 

Appendix 4 – Study 3 ethical approval............................................................................ 234 

Appendix 5 – Study 4 ethical approval............................................................................ 235 

 



9 
 

Dissemination 

Conference Presentations  

Porter et al., (2016, July). The use of the Model Statements emphasising spatial and temporal 

detail, as tools for eliciting veracity cues within interview settings. Poster presented at 

the 26th Annual Conference of the European Association of Psychology and Law, 

Toulouse, France.  

Porter et al., (2017, August). Using Specific Model Statements to Elicit Information . Poster 

presented at Decepticon: International Conference on Deceptive Behavior, Stanford 

University, USA  

Porter et al., (2017, September). Using Specific Model Statements to Elicit Information and 

Cues to Deceit. Poster presented at the Centre for Research and Evidence on Security 

Threats (CREST) Conference, Reading, UK. 

Porter et al., (2020, June). Lie-detection by strategy manipulation: Developing an Asymmetric 

Information Management (AIM) technique. Oral presentation at Talking about 

Memory and Cognition (TARMAC) conference, online.  

Invited speaker 

Porter et al., (2020, February). Cues to deception, with focus on the new Asymmetric 

Information Management (AIM) technique. Oral presentation at Thames Valley 

Police, online.  

Publications  

Porter, C. N., Vrij, A., Leal, S., Vernham, Z., Salvanelli, G., & McIntyre, N. (2018). Using 

specific model statements to elicit information and cues to deceit in information-



10 
 

gathering interviews. Journal of Applied Research in Memory and Cognition, 7(1), 

132-142. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2017.10.003  

Porter, C. N., & Salvanelli, G. (2020). Eliciting information and cues to deception using a 

model statement: Examining the effect of presentation modality. Journal of 

Investigative Psychology and Offender Profiling, 17(2), 101-117. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/jip.1563  

Porter, C. N., Morrison, E., Fitzgerald, R. J., Taylor, R., & Harvey, A. C. (2020). Lie-

detection by Strategy Manipulation: Developing an Asymmetric Information 

Management (AIM) Technique. Journal of Applied Research in Memory and 

Cognition, 9(2), 232-241. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2020.01.004  

Porter, C. N., Taylor, R., & Salvanelli, G. (2021). A critical analysis of the Model Statement 

literature: Should this tool be used in practice? Journal of Investigative Psychology 

and Offender Profiling 18(1), 35-55. https://doi.org/10.1002/jip.1563  

Other outputs  

Porter, C. N. (2020, December). Spotting liars is hard – but our new method is effective and 

ethical. The Conversation. https://theconversation.com/spotting-liars-is-hard-but-our-

new-method-is-effective-and-ethical-151035  

Porter, C. N., & Paine, C. (April, 2021). Telling the truth: Time for an evidence-based 

policing approach to lie detection. Policing Insights. 

https://policinginsight.com/features/analysis/telling-the-truth-time-for-an-evidence-

based-policing-approach-to-lie-detection/  

 

  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2017.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/jip.1563
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2020.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1002/jip.1563
https://theconversation.com/spotting-liars-is-hard-but-our-new-method-is-effective-and-ethical-151035
https://theconversation.com/spotting-liars-is-hard-but-our-new-method-is-effective-and-ethical-151035
https://policinginsight.com/features/analysis/telling-the-truth-time-for-an-evidence-based-policing-approach-to-lie-detection/
https://policinginsight.com/features/analysis/telling-the-truth-time-for-an-evidence-based-policing-approach-to-lie-detection/


11 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 1: General Introduction to Thesis 
 

  



12 
 

1.1 Introduction 

 

1.1.1 Importance of studying lie-detection 

 

Deception has been studied within various disciplines including psychology, law, 

sociology, and technology (Levine, 2014; Van Der Walt & Eloff, 2018; Vrij, 2008). This 

makes creating a universal definition of deception challenging (see Kalbfleisch & Docan-

Morgan, 2019 for an overview). In disciplines which involve technology, the definition of 

deception is likely to relate to the technical aspects of the field (i.e., Hancock & Guillory, 

2015). However, in crime related disciplines (such as forensic psychology, law, or 

criminology) the definition of deception will be tailored towards offending behaviour and 

detecting deceit related to this. For the purpose of this thesis, a lie is defined as a deliberate 

attempt to mislead another person (DePaulo et al., 2003). This general definition 

encompasses the variety of communicative behaviours that constitute deception (see 

Granhag, & Strömwall, 2004; Vrij, 2008b). This is because there are many different types of 

lies that people use for different reasons. 

On the one hand, there are trivial lies often tolerated by society. For example, lies that 

people are less motivated to expose, such as opinions regarding personal appearance, the 

importance of our achievements or views towards others (Leal et al., 2010; Vrij & Mann, 

2003). On the other hand, there are serious lies which carry considerable consequences for 

society. Often, these are better detected than quietly tolerated. For example, there are lies 

used to conceal a false identity (Jupe et al., 2018; Van Der Walt, & Eloff, 2018), lies 

regarding intentions to commit a crime (Sooniste et al., 2013; Ströfer et al., 2015; Vrij et al., 

2011), and lies designed to hide a crime already committed. As police investigators are 

motivated to expose such lies, lie-detection researchers have moved towards developing 
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specific coding schemes, tools, and approaches to support deception detection within forensic 

interviews (e.g., Vrij et al., 2015).  

Traditionally, there are two lines of investigation that lie-detection researchers pursue: 

examination of (i) non-verbal (i.e., body language), or (ii) verbal (i.e., content based) cues to 

deception (for an overview of both see, Vrij, 2008a). Although suggestions for a mixed 

approach exist (Vrij, 2004), contemporary research has gravitated towards verbal lie-

detection (DePaulo et al., 2003; Hauch et al., 2015; Masip et al., 2005) as this is more 

accurate, feasible, and theoretically robust than non-verbal lie-detection (National Research 

Council, 2003; Mann et al., 2004; Vrij, 2008a; 2019).  

Accurately detecting deception is difficult, whether verbal or non-verbal cues are 

used, as cues from both classes are typically weak and unreliable (Bond & DePaulo. 2006; 

DePaulo et al., 2003). In response, researchers have designed and investigated tools to 

proactively enhance differences between truth tellers and liars (Vrij & Granhag, 2012). To do 

so, researchers must ensure tools are suited to the context intended for their application. For 

example, tools intended to detect lies regarding past crimes are fundamentally different from 

those designed to detect false intentions or opinions (i.e., Leal at el., 2010; Ewens at al., 

2016; Vrij et al., 2011).  

1.1.2 Lie-detection in practice  

Empirical research has shown that practitioners' accuracy rates for discriminating 

truth tellers and liars are low, typically ranging from 45% to 60% (Bond & DePaulo, 2006; 

Vrij, 2008b). Note that 50% would be expected, assuming a 50/50 base rate of liars and truth 

tellers, based on chance alone. These low accuracy rates are unsurprising given the 

challenging nature of detecting deception (for a review see Vrij et al., 2010a). Without tools 

or techniques used to discriminate veracity, only subtle differences exist between truth tellers 
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and liars. For example, DePaulo et al., (2003) reported only 14 (of 50) cues examined in their 

meta-analysis were statistically related to deception (28%). The average effect size of these 

14 significant cues was d = 0.25. This corresponds to a “small” effect using Cohen’s (1988) 

often cited interpretation (for a similar observation see Vrij & Granhag, 2012).   

Later research focused on creating new tools and techniques designed to proactively 

elicit more information from interviewees, based upon the theoretical assumption that this 

will magnify such veracity differences (Vrij et al., 2015; 2016). When investigating the 

differences between the control (where no lie-detection specific tool is used) and 

experimental (e.g., where a Model Statement is used) conditions the effect sizes increase. For 

example, in Leal et al. (2015) the Model Statement increased how plausible truth tellers 

sounded compared to liars, p = .001, d = 1.24. The same was not found in the control 

condition, p = .08, d = .55. Similarly, in Harvey et al. (2017) they found no statistically 

significant differences between truth tellers and liars using verifiable detail in the control 

condition, p = .097, d = 0.42. Yet this increased when the Model Statement was used, p = 

.001, d = 1.22.  It should be noted that the effect sizes within the control settings in the 

examples above are medium-large – greater than the average effect sizes found in the 

DePaulo’s (2003) meta-analysis. One explanation for this increases in effect size is the 

control comparison instructions. The control condition used within lie-detection research, 

especially research which focuses on information elicitation, typically comprises a standard 

‘tell me everything’ instruction. This is an effective method for eliciting information from 

suspects or eyewitnesses during investigative interviews (Colwell et al., 2009; Geiselman, 

2012; Vrij et al., 2008). This is important as it shows the progression the lie-detection field is 

making.  

Furthermore, lie-detection research should not be considered in isolation from the 

broader political and methodological issues afflicting social psychology, including the 
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replication crisis (Shrout & Rodgers, 2018; for an alternative explanation see, Maxwell et al., 

2015). Lie-detection tools are often used within practice (Vrij & Fisher, 2016) but are often 

developed without considering replication (for a similar argument see Porter et al., 2020a). 

For example, some lie-detection tools (such as the Model Statement) appear effective in the 

original research context (e.g., Leal et al., 2018), yet fail to directly replicate (Leal et al., 

2019), while others find initial lie-detection patterns (e.g. Harvey et al., 2017) which do not 

emerge in later research (Bogaard et al., 2020; Körner & Urban, 2018). These issues 

concerning repeatability and reliability also impact the potential applied value of such tools.  

In addition to problems with replicating research, both verbal and non-verbal cues to 

deceit may be considered unreliable (Bond & DePaulo, 2006; DePaulo et al., 2003). Lie-

catchers often make errors such as examining inaccurate cues to deceit (Hartwig & Bond, 

2011; Stromwall, Granhag, & Hartwig, 2004). One explanation for this is that lie-catchers 

simply do not know which cues to use (Bogaard et al., 2016; Global Deception Research 

Team, 2006), and that more needs to be done by researchers to transfer such knowledge from 

academia to practice (e.g., through specific lie-detection training, see Driskell 2012).  

1.1.3 Verbal cues to deception 

Verbal cues to deception (i.e., the types of detail people provide) are more accurate 

diagnostic cues for practical use than non-verbal cues (i.e., the types of body language people 

display; Mann et al., 2004; Vrij, 2008a; 2019). One approach that examines verbal cues is the 

cognitive approach to credibility assessment. This currently comprises three lines of research: 

imposing a cognitive load (Suchotzki et al., 2017; Verschuere et al., 2018; Vrij et al., 2016) 

asking unexpected questions (Vrij et al., 2009; Warmelink et al., 2013), and encouraging 

interviewees to say more (Porter et al., 2018; Vrij et al., 2016; Vrij, 2018). The present thesis 

contributes to the third line of research.  
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The use of methods encouraging interviewees to say more are based upon three 

assumptions. Firstly, that longer and more detailed statements provide more cues to deceit 

(Amado et al., 2015; Porter et al., 2018; Vrij et al., 2016). Secondly, that truthful interviewees 

do not initially and spontaneously provide all the information they know (Gilovich et al., 

1998). They can, when prompted, provide additional information. Thirdly, that deceptive 

suspects may be unable or unwilling to provide, when prompted, detailed information 

(Blandón-Gitlin et al., 2014; Nahari et al 2014a; 2014b).   

Experimental research to date has investigated multiple protocols for encouraging 

truth tellers to say more. These include but are not limited to using drawings (Leins et al., 

2011; Vrij et al., 2010b; 2012), supportive interviewers (Mann et al., 2013; Shaw et al., 2013; 

2015), aspects of the cognitive interview (Colwell et al., 2009; Geiselman, 2012; Vrij et al., 

2008), and Model Statements (i.e., a highly detailed example statement, Bogaard et al., 2014; 

Leal et al., 2015). My research extends this literature by exploring interview techniques 

designed to selectively increase the amount of detail elicited from truth tellers but not liars.  

1.1.4 Gap in the deception literature: Optimising the Model Statement   
 

A Model Statement is a detailed example of a statement which is rich in detail and 

designed to prompt interviewees to say more (Hirn et al., 2012; Leal et al., 2015; Porter & 

Salvanelli, 2020). In the initial stages of empirical research, the Model Statement appeared 

effective at eliciting more information from truth tellers (Ewens at al., 2016; Leal et al., 2015; 

Boogard et al., 2014). However, it also elicits more information from liars (Ewens et al., 

2016; Leal et al., 2015). Note, this finding contrasts with the assumption that liars may be 

unable or unwilling to provide detailed information when prompted (c.f. Nahari et al., 2014a; 

2014b). Nevertheless, the Model Statement is novel in design, easy to implement in practice 

and, most importantly, adaptable.  
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1.2 Thesis Outline 
 

For this PhD thesis, I investigated the effectiveness of information elicitation tools (of 

which the Model Statement is an example). Specifically, I examined if such tools were useful 

for enhancing lie-detection accuracy. Although laboratory-based experiments are critical for 

establishing the utility of lie-detection tools under controlled experimental conditions, 

practical applications must also be considered. The first part of the thesis focused on creating 

enhanced Model Statements (Chapter 2), specifically, testing the modality effects of the 

Model Statement (Chapter 3), then providing a critical analysis of the current empirical 

findings (Chapter 4). The second part took a new direction in arguing why researchers should  

adopt an alternative and more promising approach to lie-detection. This is evidenced through 

the creation of a new investigative interviewing technique, with two empirical experiments 

which focused on manipulating strategic differences between truth telling and lying (Chapter 

5 and 6). The thesis concludes with a summary of the main findings of this PhD work and a 

discussion of its theoretical and practical implications (Chapter 7).  

It is important to note that there is some repetition throughout the thesis. This is 

because each chapter has been written so that it is independent of all other chapters and so 

can be read and understood individually. Indeed, five of the seven chapters are based on 

stand-alone publications. This means there is a reference section at the end of each chapter.  

Chapter 2: Using specific Model Statements to elicit information and cues to deceit in 

information-gathering interviews.  

 This chapter begins by examining tools designed to encourage interviewees to say 

more, with a specific focus on developing the Model Statement (Leal et al., 2015). An 

experiment was conducted using two newly adapted Model Statements which either 

emphasised spatial or temporal information. Findings revealed truth tellers provide additional 
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modality-specific information when prompted. Truth tellers who heard a spatially emphasised 

Model Statement provided more spatial information, compared to those in the control 

condition. Similarly, truth tellers who heard a temporally emphasised Model Statement 

provided more temporal information, compared to those in the control condition.  To test the 

effectiveness of the Model Statement as an explicit or implicit prime, a new sample of 

participants was recruited. The new participants listened to both Model Statements and rated 

how much spatial or temporal information they could detect. Based upon the data, 

participants were unable to detect any differences between the content of either Model 

Statement. This suggests that my Model Statements function implicitly. Improved lie-

detection accuracy was also found in this experiment. Therefore, Model Statements can be 

used to enhance information elicitation in truth tellers, while also supporting lie-detection.  

Chapter 3: Eliciting information and cues to deception using a model statement: 

Examining the effect of presentation modality. 

The findings in Chapter 2 showed the content of the Model Statement was important. 

Chapter 3 built upon this by specifically investigating the effect of presentation modality 

(either in the written or auditory format) on the effectiveness of the Model Statement as an 

information elicitation and lie-detection tool. The Model Statement contained additional 

spatial and temporal information and was presented to participants either as an audio 

recording, or as an example statement that they had to read. An effect of information 

elicitation emerged. Truth tellers (but not liars) provided more detail within their statement 

when they either read or listened to a Model Statement (compared to the control condition). 

This resulted in enhanced lie-detection accuracy. Specifically, the written and audio 

presentation modality of the Model Statement were equally effective at eliciting information 

and aiding lie-detection accuracy.  
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Chapter 4: A critical analysis of the Model Statement literature: Should this tool be used 

in practice? 

In 2016, Vrij and Fisher investigated a series of lie-detection tools to determine 

whether they were ready for use in the criminal justice system based upon 10 criteria. Criteria 

1-5 were derived from the Daubert guidelines: criteria that must be met for a technique to be 

accepted as witness evidence in US criminal courts (Bernstein & Lasker, 2015; Faigman, 

2013). Additionally, Vrij and Fisher (2016), proposed Criteria 6-10 based upon investigative 

interviewing and lie-detection practice.  

The encouraging interviewees to say more approach was evaluated, which the Model 

Statement is part of. This can be seen in Table 1. Between their analysis in 2016 and the year 

2020, over 10 new published Model Statement papers emerged. Due to this, I explored the 

Model Statement as an effective lie-detection tool, using the 10 criteria suggested by Vrij and 

Fisher (2016).  

Table 1 

Criteria for the Use of Lie Detection Tools in Investigative Interviews.  

  

Encouraging interviews 

to say more (from Vrij 

& Fisher, 2016) 

 

 

The Model 

Statement 

1) Is the scientific hypothesis testable? Yes Yes 

2) Has the proposition been tested? Yes Yes 

3) Has the technique been subjected to 

peer review and publication? 

 

10-20 10-20 

4) Is there a known error rate? Around 30% Around 25%1 

 
1 Error rate was based upon the discriminate analyses reported in Leal et al., 2015; Harvey et al., 2017; Porter et 
al., 2018; Porter & Salvanelli, 2020; Vrij et al., 2017. 



20 
 

5) Is the theory upon which the technique 

is based generally accepted in the 

appropriate scientific community? 

 

Yes No 

6) Is the technique easy to incorporate in 

a typical information-gathering 

interview? 

Yes Yes 

7) Will the technique affect the response 

of a truthful interviewee? 

 

No Yes 

8) Is the technique easy to use? Yes Yes 

9) Does the technique sufficiently protect 

truth telling interviewees for appearing 

suspicious? 

 

Yes No 

10) Is the technique sufficiently 

protected against countermeasures? 

 

Yes Not known 

Verdict: Are the findings sufficiently 

robust, generalisable, and 

uncontroversial that they can be 

incorporated in investigative interviews? 

 

 

Yes 

 

Yes 

 

Based upon the above criteria, the Model Statement appears somewhat useful for lie 

detection within investigative interviews. To verify this, a more in-depth critical analysis was 

employed. As such, Chapter 4 provides an evaluation of the Model Statement literature, with 

a discussion on the diverse range of existing Model Statement scripts, and on the wide range 

of dependent measures examined in conjunction with this tool, which can make it difficult for 

practitioners to know which Model Statements to use, or which components they should 

replicate when creating their own version of the Model Statement.  

Although Vrij and Fisher’s (2016) criteria and the Daubert guidelines offer support 

for the Model Statement as a tool for use in practice, I argue that the tool is not ready for 

practice. Firstly, most Model Statement literature comes from the University of Portsmouth 

(e.g., Leal et al., 2015; Harvey et al., 2017; Porter et al., 2018; Vrij et al., 2019). Research 
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findings are stronger and more reliable if they can be replicated across many different 

laboratories. Currently, Bogaard et al., (2019) were unable to replicate the findings of Harvey 

et al., (2017), and Leal et al (2019) only provided partial support for a replication of Leal et 

al., (2018). More robust replications of these procedures are needed. Secondly, the Model 

Statement script has not been standardised and varies across research groups (see Porter et al., 

2021). In addition to this, the tool is used in conjunction with several different coding 

schemes which makes comparisons of the tool’s effectiveness difficult. Based upon the 

critical analysis of the Model Statement literature, this tool is not currently ready for practical 

usage as its utility has not been fully established. 

 Findings from this critical analysis suggested two possible PhD research trajectories: 

(i) further examination of the Model Statement’s functionality, and/or (ii) development of a 

new approach to lie-detection built upon strategic differences between truth tellers and liars.  

Chapter 5: Lie-detection by strategy manipulation: developing an Asymmetric 

Information Management (AIM) technique. 

 In this chapter I explore a new investigative interviewing and lie-detection tool. To do 

this, a new Asymmetric Information Management (AIM) technique was designed that 

encourages truth tellers, but not liars, to report additional information. This new technique 

comprises a set of simple instructions to be utilised prior to collecting an interviewee’s 

statement. Such instructions inform interviewees that their credibility is not transparent, and 

the interviewer does not instantly know if they are telling the truth or lying. The interviewer 

informs participants they can make it easier to detect if they are being honest or deceptive by 

providing more information than they would normally. Such instructions prompted truth 

tellers into providing more information, while encouraging liars to withhold more,  thus 

making it easier to discriminate between the two.  
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 Chapter 6: Complications and consistency: Investigating the Asymmetric 

Information Management ‘AIM’ technique with repeated statements. 

 In this chapter I explored the effectiveness of the AIM technique in a within-subjects 

design requiring participants to provide two interview statements. This was done for three 

reasons. Firstly, within-subjects manipulations allow researchers to control for individual 

differences in reporting style (see Sullivan et al., 2008). Secondly, they are favoured by 

practitioners (Vrij, 2016), usually because of the real-world limitation of often having too few 

eyewitnesses or potential suspects. Thirdly, a within-subjects design allows for the AIM 

technique to be tested using consistency coding and the recently developed “complications” 

coding scheme (see Vrij et al., 2017, 2018). This is essential to allow us to robustly establish 

the validity and utility of the AIM technique in different scenarios. The AIM instructions 

were particularly useful for encouraging truth tellers to provide more reminiscence, and more 

information overall, compared with truth telling controls. The complication coding scheme 

was particularly effective for detecting deception when the AIM instructions were used, and 

no differences were found between liars. The AIM instructions were easy to implement and 

appeared somewhat effective for prompting truth tellers to be more detailed. Participants 

reported that they felt the instructions were easy to follow, and that they were not aware of 

the objective of the instructions. This effectiveness of the AIM instructions as a lie-detection 

aid appeared less effective in this chapter compared to the previous chapter. One explana tion 

for this is the use of an online experimental paradigm, rather than a face-to-face based 

interview.  

Chapter 7: General thesis discussion 
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In this final chapter I discuss the main findings of this PhD research, focusing on the 

theoretical and practical implications of the Model Statement and the AIM technique. Future 

directions for both lines of research are also suggested.  
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2.1 Abstract 

Model Statements are designed to modify an interviewee’s expectation of the amount of 

detail required during an interview. This study examined tailored Model Statements, 

emphasising either spatial (Spatial-MS) or temporal (Temporal-MS) details, compared to a 

control condition (no-MS). One-hundred-and-twenty-six participants (63 liars, 63 truth-

tellers), were randomly allocated to one of three interviewing conditions. Truth-tellers 

honestly reported a ‘spy’ mission, whereas liars performed a covert mission and lied about 

their activities. Relative to the control condition, the Spatial-MS elicited more spatial details, 

particularly for truth-tellers, while the temporal-MS elicited more temporal details for truth-

tellers and liars combined. Results indicate that the composition of different Model 

Statements increases the number of details provided and, regarding spatial details, affects 

truth-tellers’ and liars’ statements differently. Thus, Model Statements can be constructed to 

elicit information and magnify cues to deceit.  



 
 

2.2 Introduction 

Cues to deceit are typically faint and unreliable (DePaulo et al., 2003; Hartwig & 

Bond, 2011). As a result of this, researchers have started to design theoretically driven 

interview protocols aimed at actively eliciting cues to deception (Vrij & Granhag, 2012, 

2014). One such manipulation is encouraging interviewees to provide more details (Vrij et al., 

2016; 2017), for example by using a Model Statement (MS). Previous Model Statement 

research has successfully elicited more information from interviewees (Bogaard et al., 2014; 

Ewens et al., 2016; Leal et al., 2015). The aim of the current experiment was to examine the 

utility of ‘tailored’ Model Statements (i.e., Model Statements emphasising a specific detail 

category) as a means of eliciting information about the emphasised category. I also examined 

whether such Model Statements help differentiate liars from truth tellers.  

2.2.1 Strategic Interviewing   

Methods that encourage interviewees to provide more information are based on the 

theoretical assumption that truthful interviewees do not spontaneously provide all the 

information they know. Therefore, they require encouragement using specific prompts (Vrij et 

al., 2014). One means of eliciting more detailed statements from truthful interviewees is by 

administering a Model Statement. A Model Statement is an audio recorded example of a 

detailed statement, on an unrelated topic to that of the interview, designed to modify the 

interviewee’s expectations of what is required from his/her statement (Leal et al., 2015). 

Unlike cognitive mnemonics that focus exclusively upon aiding retrieval by exploiting the 

nature of the memory trace (Fisher & Geiselman, 1992), a Model Statement is built upon a 

social component to encourage individuals to disclose more information.   

Social comparison theory provides a theoretical explanation for the application of a 

Model Statement to interview settings (Festinger, 1954, see also Cialdini’s 1994 social proof). 
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This is because social comparison can be defined as the process of thought regarding 

information about one or more people in relation to the self (Wood, 1996).  According to 

social comparison theory, in the absence of objective information, people will compare 

themselves to others. Similarly, the Selective Accessibility Model (Mussweiler, 2003; 

Mussweiler & Strack, 2000) can be used to explain how interviewees may behave during an 

interview. According to this model, when an individual encounters a possible social 

comparison, they must make a tentative and rapid judgment of similarity or dissimilarity to 

the comparison target (Gerber et al., 2018). This decision is based upon information the 

person has about the target, although Mussweiler (2003) argues that the default hypothesis is 

towards similarity. Applying this to an interview setting, an interviewee enters a situation that 

is strange and unfamiliar. It is therefore not surprising that they will seek a point of reference; 

someone to make a social comparison with. When looking towards the interviewer there is no 

initial information to base a similarity (or dissimilarity) judgement upon. However, when the 

interviewer plays the highly detailed Model Statement an opportunity for social comparison 

arises. The Model Statement teller providers a highly detailed story, and the interviewer 

previously indicates that the interviewees should pay close attention to this. In the case of 

self-other comparisons, the interviewee can easily make a judgement that they are similar, 

allowing an assimilation of their self-evaluations toward the target. In this case, the target is 

perceived as honest, and behaves with a highly detailed verbal output. The interviewee then 

makes this social comparison and begins behaving in a similar way.   

Additionally, how we acquire knowledge is important for understanding this process. 

An assumption of everyday communication is that individuals provide the required quantity 

of information to their conversation partners (e.g., the Maxim of Quantity; Grice, 1975). 

However, forensic interviews are not everyday exchanges of information and therefore 

interviewees may not know the appropriate level of detail to disclose. This ambiguous 
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situation reinforces the assumption that the interviewee will seek support or guidance from 

other targets. Thus, in a forensic interview setting interviewees will use the Model Statement 

as a point of reference, and if the Model Statement is detailed, they will become more 

detailed themselves. Research has shown providing interviewees with a Model Statement 

containing numerous details causes them to adjust their recall and incorporate many more 

details into their own statements (Bogaard et al., 2014; Ewens et al., 2016; Leal et al., 2015).   

  It is plausible using a Model Statement will affect liars’ and truth tellers’ information 

management strategies differently (e.g., Granhag & Hartwig, 2008; Hartwig & Granhag, 

2010). For liars, disclosing detailed information can be problematic. Liars may lack the 

imagination to invent details that sound plausible (Köhnken, 2004; Mann et al., 2013; Leal et 

al., 2015; Vrij, 2008), and may be reluctant to disclose additional information out of fear such 

details may provide leads for investigators to check (Nahari et al., 2014a; b). As a result, liars 

may be motivated to withhold detailed information from investigators (Colwell et al., 2014; 

McCornack, 1992). Unlike liars, truth tellers can be forthcoming with information (Hartwig  

et al., 2007; 2010) and therefore adopt a ‘tell it all’ verbal strategy, by freely disclosing 

detailed information (Hartwig et al., 2007; Strömwall et al., 2006; Vrij et al., 2010). 

Consistent with these different strategies used by truth tellers and liars, meta-analyses have 

shown that truth tellers typically provide more details than liars (Amado et al., 2016; DePaulo 

et al., 2003; Oberlader et al., 2016). 

 2.2.2 Implicit coaching in statement detail  

A Model Statement can, in theory, be constructed to incorporate specific types of 

detail. For truth tellers, such details need to be accessible from genuine memory if the Model 

Statement is to be effective as an information elicitation technique. This will then, at the same 

time, also distinguish them from liars who are unlikely to have a genuine memory of the 
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events they report, or who may choose to avoid or withhold information. To effectively assess 

this, a coding scheme for distinguishing between truthful and deceptive events derived from 

empirical research examining real memory characteristics is needed.   

The Reality Monitoring ‘RM’ approach refers to the series of cognitive processes used 

to discriminate between actual (genuinely perceived) and imagined events (Johnson & Raye, 

1981). The core assumption of RM is that memories based on real experiences differ in 

quality from memories based on fiction. From the perspective of lie-detection, truth tellers 

should provide different types of detail than liars. This is because memories of real 

experiences are obtained through perceptual processes, therefore they contain perceptual 

information (e.g., smells, tastes, sounds, visions), as well as contextual information (e.g., 

spatial and temporal details; Johnson et al., 1988; Johnson et al., 1993). Lie detection research 

supports this assumption. Previous research found that verbal differences emerge in Reality 

Monitoring criteria between truthful and fabricated statements (Alonso-Quecuty, 1992; 

Alonso-Quecuty, 1996; Manzanero & Diges, 1995). For example, truthful statements contain 

more spatial and temporal information than deceptive statements (Masip et al., 2005, Sporer, 

1997; Vrij, 2000; 2008).  

The current experiment therefore examined whether focusing on a specific type of 

detail within a Model Statement encourages interviewees to provide such information in their 

subsequent statements. Specifically examining whether a Model Statement containing 

emphasised spatial (or temporal) details encouraged interviewees to include more spatial (or 

temporal) details in their accounts. Importantly, in this study interviewees were not explicitly 

instructed to include more spatial or temporal information in their statements. This was 

essential because providing explicit information to interviewees about the verbal criteria has 

been found to reduce the validity and reliability of some veracity tools (e.g., Criteria-based 
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Content Analysis and Reality Monitoring; Caso et al.,2006; Gnisci et al., 2010; Vrij et al., 

2000).  

Model Statements encourage interviewees to report more information in general 

(explicit function of the Model Statement), but do not inform interviewees which types of 

detail to include. Despite this, drawing upon the verbal mimicking (e.g., Chartrand et al., 

2005; Chartrand & van Baaren, 2009) and priming (e.g., Blaxton, 1989; Hutchison, 2003; 

Tulving & Schacter, 1990) literatures, Model Statements may also unconsciously elicit from 

interviewees the types of detail present in the Model Statement (implicit function of the 

Model Statement). People often automatically and unconsciously mimic the verbal 

characteristics of their interaction partners, often described as ‘behavioural matching’ 

(Bernieri, & Rosenthal, 1991; Chartrand, & Bargh, 1999) or the ‘chameleon effect’ 

(Chartrand, & Bargh, 1999). Such mimicry includes specific words, rate of speech, accent, 

clauses, emotional valence and sentence grammar (e.g., Duffy & Chartrand, 2015; Hale & 

Hamilton, 2016; also see Chartrand et al., 2009).   

Conceptual priming involves the activation of concepts that are related to the target 

concept and increases the accessibility of such related information (Blaxton, 1989). Such 

priming is ostensibly unconscious and takes place outside of an individual’s awareness 

(Blaxton, 1989; Hutchison, 2003; Tulving, & Schacter, 1990). Listening to a Model Statement 

containing lots of spatial information (e.g., ‘above’, ‘adjacent to’, ‘to the left of’) may 

therefore encourage interviewees to incorporate more spatial information into their own 

statement (e.g., ‘below’, ‘opposite to’, ‘to the right of’). Similarly, listening to a Model 

Statement containing lots of temporal information (e.g., ‘firstly, ‘after that’, ‘5 minutes later’) 

may encourage interviewees to increase temporal information within their statement (e.g., 

‘finally’, ‘then’, ‘at ‘3 o’clock’). This mimicking effect is predicted to occur predominantly in 

truth tellers. Since liars are typically unprepared for spatial and temporal details (Lancaster et 
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al., 2013; Vrij et al., 2009), they are unlikely to match the number of spatial and temporal 

details that truth tellers can disclose.    

Based on these theoretical assumptions, it is predicted participants in the Spatial-MS 

condition will provide more spatial details than those in the control condition (MS main 

effect, Hypothesis 1A), particularly for truth tellers (Veracity × MS interaction effect, 

Hypothesis 1B). Furthermore, classification rates of truth tellers and liars based on spatial 

details are predicted to be higher in the Spatial-MS condition than in the control condition 

(Hypothesis 1C).   

Similarly, the Temporal-MS condition should elicit more temporal details than the 

control condition (MS main effect, Hypothesis 2A), again this should be particularly 

noticeable with truth tellers (Veracity × MS interaction effect, Hypothesis 2B). Based on 

these predictions, classification rates of truth tellers and liars based on temporal details were 

expected to be higher in the Temporal-MS condition than in the control condition (Hypothesis 

2C).   

2.3 Method 

2.3.1 Design  

A 2 (Veracity: Truth vs. Lie) × 3 (Type of Model Statement: Spatial-MS vs. Temporal-

MS vs. No-MS) between-subjects design was used. The dependent variables were spatial, 

temporal, and perceptual/action details. I was interested in the overall detail elicited from both 

Model Statements. To test this, details based upon RM criteria were used (Johnson & Raye, 

1981). For definitions of each dependent variable see the coding scheme section below.  

2.3.2 Participants  

A total of 126 participants (82 females) aged between 18 and 64 years (M = 21.32 

years, SD = 6.54) from the University’s undergraduate, postgraduate and staff communities 
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participated in this study. No difference in age, t(124) = 0.74, p = .464, or gender, χ2 = (1, n = 

126) < .001, p = .574, emerged between truth tellers and liars.  

2.3.3 Procedure   

  Participants were recruited via the University’s online participant pool and posters. 

When they arrived at the research room, they were presented with an information sheet 

outlining the study and a consent form. Participants were then randomly allocated to a 

veracity condition. Truth tellers (n = 63) were given a photograph of a female ‘target’ that 

they were instructed to spy upon in a nearby café. To avoid suspicion, they were instructed to 

purchase a drink and to obtain a receipt. Participants were instructed to wait 15 minutes at the 

café for the target to arrive. If they failed to find the target (she never arrived), they were to 

return to the experimenter and to report their mission in a subsequent interview. They were 

instructed to report what they remembered from their mission. They were told that if they 

failed to be convincing during the interview, they would be asked to hand write their 

statement (this would never actually occur).     

Liars (n = 63) were instructed to go on a covert mission to obtain a concealed USB 

stick containing confidential information. It was stressed the data on the USB was sensitive 

and that they must not be seen with the USB. On returning, it was explained to them that they 

would be interviewed and must convince the interviewer that they had nothing to do with the 

USB theft. Participants were told that if they failed to do so they would be asked to hand 

write their statement (again, this would never occur). To this end, they were provided with an 

alibi – the activities carried out by the truth tellers – and instructed to use it in the interview. 

For this purpose, they were given bullet points from the truth teller task indicating (i) target 

description, (ii) location details, (iii) the approximate time spent at the location, (iv) to 

assume that the target never arrived, and (v) details of any items purchased (to avoid 
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suspicion). Liars could freely disclose additional details that could encourage the interviewer 

to believe them.  

Participants were then provided with as much preparation time as they required. A 

significant difference emerged between truth tellers and liars who accepted preparation time, 

χ2 = (1, n = 126) = 83.33, p < 0.001, Cramer’s V = .81 (which corresponds to a large effect 

size, Cohen, 1988). Most truth tellers (n = 54/63) declined preparation time and most liars (n 

= 60/63) accepted preparation time. Furthermore, for those who decided to prepare 

themselves, no significant difference emerged between truth tellers (M = 439.33 seconds, SD 

= 148.55, 95% CI [341.38, 527.62]) and liars (M = 386.28 seconds, SD = 152.50, 95% CI 

[348.86, 423.76]) for the duration of preparation, t(67) = .98, p = .331, d = 0.35, 95% CI [.37, 

1.03].  

After accepting or rejecting preparation time, participants were provided with a pre-

interview questionnaire that requested demographic information such as age, gender, and 

occupation. Upon completion of the questionnaire, all participants were taken to another 

room for the interview and informed that the interviews would be audio recorded. Participants 

were randomly allocated to one of three conditions where they were provided with (i) no 

Model Statement (n = 42); (ii) a Model Statement emphasising spatial details (n = 42); or (iii) 

a Model Statement emphasising temporal details (n = 42). In all conditions the participants 

were asked just one question: “Please could you tell me, in as much detail as you possibly 

can, everything that happened between the time you left the experimenter next door and the 

time you returned to her. Don’t worry about repeating yourself and just focus on telling me 

everything. I will not ask you any further questions so please tell me everything you 

remember”. The only difference between the Model Statement conditions and the Control 

condition is that the Model Statement conditions included the following sentence before the 



44 
 

interview question: “As you could hear, the person in the Model Statement included a lot of 

details about a lot of different things”.   

2.3.4 Model Statement Conditions  

  The Model Statements were of equal length and all addressed the same topic (a visit 

to a Formula-2 track race). Both Model Statements were narrated by a 28-year-old male from 

the Psychology department and contained a recall about a race day event. The Model 

Statements were derived from Leal et al., (2015). Each Model Statement differed from the 

original script to some extent to allow for specific details (spatial or temporal) to be 

emphasised. For clarity, extracts of the Model Statements are included below with spatial 

details in bold and temporal details underlined. First, the Spatial-MS emphasised the number 

of spatial details contained within the statement.   

That was actually when the marshals began to request clearing of the grid, so that the 

drivers could go out for their warm-up lap which started off to the left, next to the exit 

bit. As we began walking down the centre towards the exit, you have to head towards 

the pole position car so, right back at the start of the grid, and then as we started to 

walk up there the pit girls filter in from the left and right side…  

Second, the Temporal-MS condition emphasised the number of temporal details contained 

within the statement.   

This was actually just before half 12 when the marshals began to request clearing of 

the grid so that the drivers could go out for their 15 minutes warm up lap and then the 

race could begin after that.  So we began walking towards the exit, which is a few 

minutes’ walk away, and then we waited for the others to catch up, at the same time 

the pit girls filter in quickly from each side…  

After the interview, a post-interview questionnaire was provided, which gathered 

information on motivation (‘To what extent did you feel motivated to appear convincing 
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during your interview?’; 7-point Likert scale ‘1- not at all’ to ‘7- completely’); confidence 

(‘How confident do you feel that you were believed by the interviewer?’; 7-point Likert scale 

‘1- not at all’ to ‘7- completely’); truthfulness (‘To what extent did you tell the truth during 

your statement?’; percentage scale ranging from 0% to 100%), and likelihood of handwriting 

their statement (‘What did you think was the likelihood of having to handwrite your 

statement?’; 7-point Likert scale ‘1- not at all’ to ‘7- completely’).   

Participants in the Model Statement conditions were informed that the Model 

Statement they heard contained different types of details and were also given examples of 

such details. They were then asked to rate the extent to which the information they heard in 

the Model Statement contained (1) Spatial details (e.g., ‘the keys were on the table’), and (2) 

Temporal details (e.g., ‘then the next stage started’). Responses were indicated on a 7-point 

Likert scale (‘1- none at all’ to ‘7- a great deal’).  

Those in the Model Statement conditions also had to answer a series of four multiple 

choice questions about the content of the Model Statement to check whether they had listened 

to the Model Statement. For example, one of the questions asked was ‘Please circle two of the 

following, which you heard during the Model Statement recording: (a) Kath the marketing 

director took a photo, (b) two cars collided, it was loud, (c) Tom owned the vehicle, the 

person recalling the event gave him a thumbs up, (d) Jason owned the vehicle, the person 

recalling the event gave him a thumbs up, (e) there was an ice-cream truck where cold drinks 

could be purchased. Answers [a] and [c] were correct. 

Finally, participants were asked if they prepared a strategy for the interview and if so 

to elaborate on this. After completing the questionnaire, participants were debriefed, thanked, 

and compensated for their time.  The study took approximately 45 minutes to complete. All 

participants received chocolate after completing the study. Participants who were recruited 

from the psychology departments participant pool received 1 course credit for their 
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participation. Truth telling participants were reimbursed for items they bought during the spy 

mission upon providing a receipt. 

2.3.5 Coding  

All statements were rated by one coder (blind to the experimental conditions) who 

scored the occurrence of: i) spatial details, ii) temporal details, iii) perceptual details, and iv) 

action details. Spatial and temporal details have been introduced above; perceptual details 

relate to information about what was seen, heard, felt, tasted, and smelt during the described 

activities (e.g., ‘I saw the woman who then started to scream’); and action details relate to 

information that explicitly describes an action or the process of actions performed by the 

interviewee (e.g., ‘I walked towards the café’).   

  A second coder (also blind to the experimental conditions) coded a random selection 

of 34 statements (20%). Inter-rater reliabilities between the two coders for the occurrence of 

details were measured via intra-class correlation coefficients (ICC). The ICC’s were 

satisfactory for spatial details [ICC] = .86, temporal details [ICC] = .85, perceptual details 

[ICC] = .90, and action details [ICC] = .90. Action details (details about others’ or one’s own 

activities) are not included in the Reality Monitoring coding scheme (Memon et al., 2010; 

Vrij, 2008; Vrij, 2015), but depict sensory information. Therefore, perceptual and action 

details were merged into one category: perceptual details.   

  One coder read all the strategies reported by the participants and designed a coding 

scheme system based on these answers. A total of 20 separate answer categories emerged. A 

second coder, after being informed about the coding scheme, was given a sample of 36 

participant responses to code and place into the appropriate category. The inter-rater 

reliability between the two coders was good, Kappa = 0.81, 95% CI [0.66, 0.94] (p < .001).  
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2.4 Results 

2.4.1 Analysis Plan  

  The effect size for each ANOVA was reported using Cohen’s f, f= √[ηp2/(1- ηp2)], for 

Model Statement conditions, and I used Cohen’s d for all other contrasts, as recommended by 

Lakens (2013) and Cohen (1988).    

2.4.2 Supplementary Analysis   

For additional analyses of the veracity manipulation check, the tests of motivation, the 

Model Statement manipulation check and the information manipulation check, I provide a 

verbal description of these results. Truth tellers reported that they predominantly spoke the 

truth (96.35% truthful), whereas liars reported that they predominantly lied (6.83% truthful). 

The participants were highly motivated to appear convincing during the interview (M = 5.98 

on a 7-point Likert scale), with no differences emerging between truth tellers and liars. Truth 

tellers thought more than liars that they would be believed by the interviewer and liars 

thought more than truth tellers that they would be asked to produce a handwritten statement.   

  As detailed in the results below, participants paid sufficient attention to the Model 

Statement and answered most multiple-choice questions about it correctly. No differences 

emerged between truth tellers and liars or between Model Statement conditions. Truth tellers 

said more than liars (in terms of number of words) and participants in the Spatial-MS 

condition said more than those in the control condition.   

2.4.3 Manipulation checks  

Veracity manipulation check. A 2 (Veracity) × 3 (Type of Model Statement) analysis 

of variance (ANOVA) revealed a significant main effect for Veracity, F(1, 120) = 1894.56, p 

<.001, d = 7.83, 95% CI [6.39, 8.34]) with truth tellers reporting their overall truthfulness as 

significantly higher (M = 96.35%, SD = 11.68, 95% CI [93.47, 99.23]) than liars (M = 6.83%, 
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SD = 11.19, 95% CI [3.95, 9.71]). The type of Model Statement main effect and the Veracity 

× Type of Model Statement interaction effect were not significant, both F’s < 0.76 both p’s > 

.472.   

Motivation scores. Overall, the participants were highly motivated to appear 

convincing to the interviewer (M = 5.98, SD = 1.08, 95% CI [5.80, 6.17]), on a 7-point Likert 

scale. A 2 (Veracity) × 3 (Type of Model Statement) ANOVA revealed no significant main 

effects or interaction effect, all F’s < 2.52, all p’s > .840.   

Likelihood of being believed. A 2 (Veracity) × 3 (Type of Model Statement) ANOVA 

revealed a significant main effect for Veracity, F(1, 120) = 48.11, p < .001, d = 0.95, 95% CI 

[0.53, 1.26]), with truth tellers (M = 5.24, SD = 1.23, 95% CI [5.24, 5.90]) thinking that the 

interviewer believed them more than liars (M = 4.00, SD = 1.38, 95% CI [3.63, 4.20]). The 

Type of Model Statement main effect and Veracity × Type of Model Statement interaction 

effect were not significant, both F’s <.1.54, both p’s > .219.   

Likelihood of handwriting the statement. A 2 (Veracity) × 3 (Type of Model 

Statement) ANOVA revealed a significant main effect for Veracity, F(1, 120) = 45.34, p < 

.001, d = 1.21, 95% CI [0.76, 1.52]). Liars were more inclined to believe that they would be 

asked to handwrite their statements (M = 4.52, SD = 1.79, 95% CI [4.12, 4.93]) than truth 

tellers (M = 2.57, SD = 1.41, 95% CI [2.17, 3.00]). The Type of Model Statement main effect 

and Veracity × Type of Model Statement interaction effect were not significant, both F’s <.68, 

both p’s > .507.   

Model Statement manipulation checks  

Participant attention. Participants were asked to answer a series of four multiple 

choice questions about the Model Statement content and ‘8’ was the highest possible score 

(all answers correct). The grand mean was reasonably high (M = 5.79, SD = 1.41), indicating 



49 
 

that the participants paid attention to the Model Statement, and were able to answer most 

multiple-choice questions correctly. A 2 (Veracity) × 2 (Type of Model Statement) ANOVA 

revealed no significant main effects for Veracity, Type of Model Statement, or Veracity × 

Type of Model Statement, all F’s < .58, all p’s > .449. Therefore, participants reported paying 

equal attention to the different Model Statements.  

Information Manipulation Check  

Word count. On average, participants spoke 262.53 words (SD = 205.75, 95% CI 

[230.03, 295.04]). A 2 (Veracity) × 3 (Type of Model Statement) ANOVA revealed a 

significant main effect for Veracity, F(1, 120) = 13.26, p < .001, d = 0.61, 95% CI [0.21, 

0.93]), with truth tellers (M = 322.32, SD = 232.82, 95% CI [276.35, 368.29]) using more 

words than liars (M = 202.75, SD = 154.54, 95% CI [156.78, 248.71]).   

Additionally, a main effect for Type of Model Statement was found, F(2, 120) = 

10.52, p < .001, f = 0.42. A Tukey post-hoc test revealed that participants in the Spatial-MS 

condition (M = 354.74, SD = 224.33, 95% CI [298.44, 411.04]) used more words than those 

in the No-MS condition (M = 170.26, SD = 153.87, 95% CI [113.96, 226.56]), p < .001. No 

other comparisons were significant, all p’s > .060. The Veracity × Type of Model Statement 

interaction effect was not significant, F = 0.76, p = .470. As there was no interaction effect, 

word count was not included as a covariate in further analyses.  

2.4.4 Perceived Model Statement Content  

Spatial details. A 2 (Veracity: Truth vs. Lie) × 2 (Type of Model Statement; Spatial-

MS vs. Temporal-MS) ANOVA comparing the occurrence of spatial details subjectively 

noticed in the two experimental Model Statement conditions revealed no effect of Veracity, 

Type of Model Statement, or Veracity × Type of Model Statement (all F’s < 0.21, all p’s > 



50 
 

.548). This indicates that participants were unaware of the differences in spatial details 

included in the different Model Statements.  

Temporal details. A 2 (Veracity) × 2 (Type of Model Statement) ANOVA comparing 

the occurrence of temporal details subjectively noticed in the two experimental Model 

Statement conditions revealed no effect of Veracity, Type of Model Statement, or Veracity  × 

Type of Model Statement (all F’s < 2.11, all p’s > .150). This indicates that participants were 

unaware of the differences in temporal details included in the different Model Statements.  

 Additional sample. To investigate the possibility that participants’ awareness of the 

emphasised Model Statement content was attenuated by the delay between receiving the 

instruction (at the interview outset) and providing ratings (in the post-interview 

questionnaire), I tested an additional sample of participants who rated the occurrence of 

details immediately after hearing the Model Statement.   

A total of 40 participants, who had not previously taken part in a Model Statement 

study, listened to either a Spatial-MS or Temporal-MS and rated the occurrence of details they 

heard. Two one-way ANOVAs with Model Statement (Spatial-MS vs. Temporal-MS) as a 

factor revealed no difference between the rating of spatial details, F(1, 39) = 1.86, p = .181, f 

= 0.22, or temporal details, F(1, 39) = 1.04, p = .314, f = 0.16, between the two Model 

Statement conditions. This again indicates that participants were unaware of the differences in 

spatial and temporal details included in the different Model Statements.   

 

 



 
 

Table 1  

 

Spatial, Temporal and Perceptual (with action) details reported for the type of Model Statement, as a function of Veracity.       

     
  

Spatial-MS 
 

 

Temporal-MS 
 

No-MS 

 M 
 

SD CI M SD CI M SD CI 

 

Spatial details 
 

         

       Truth 41.19 b 25.09 [34.55, 47.83] 22.95 a 14.44 [16.31, 29.60] 15.71 a 13.49 [9.07, 22.36] 

       Lie 14.14 10.33 [7.50, 20.79] 14.48 16.19 [7.83, 21.12] 8.24 5.42 [1.60, 14.88] 

       Mean 27.67 b 

 

23.38 [22.97, 32. 36] 18.71 a 15.75 [14.02, 23.41] 11.98 a 10.83 [7.28, 16.67] 

  

Cohen’s d = 1.41, 95% CI [.66, 1.99] 
 

 

Cohen’s d = 0.55, 95% CI -[.10, 1.13] 
 

 

Cohen’s d = 0.73, 95% CI [.06, 1.33] 
 

 

Temporal details 
 

         

       Truth 17.57 b 7.86 [14.46, 20.68] 15.24 a 7.33 [12.13, 18.35] 9.81 a 9.10 [6.70, 12.92] 

       Lie 9.29 8.19 [6.17, 12.40] 9.00 5.74 [5.89, 12.11] 5.19 3.63 [2.08, 8.30] 

       Mean 13.43 b 

 

8.97 [11.23, 15.63] 12.12 b 7.23 [9.92, 14.32] 7.50 a 7.23 [5.30, 9.70] 

  

Cohen’s d = 1.03, 95% CI [.33, 1.61] 
 

 

Cohen’s d = 0.95, 95% CI [.26, 1.53] 
 

Cohen’s d = 0.67, 95% CI [.01, 1.25] 

 

Perceptual details 

 

         

       Truth 89.24 b 47.25 [75.99,102.49] 55.90 a 28.39 [42.65, 69.16] 37.76 a    26.87 [24.51, 51.02] 

       Lie 41.76 b 31.01 [28.51, 55.02] 37.57 ab 28.66 [24.32, 50.83] 22.71 a 10.07 [9.46, 35.97] 

       Mean 65.50 c 

 

47.17 [56.13, 74.87] 46.74 b 29.66 [37.37, 56.11] 30.24 a 21.44 [20.87, 39.61] 

  

Cohen’s d = 1.19, 95% CI [.47, 1.77] 
 

 

Cohen’s d = 0.64, 95% CI [-.01, 1.22] 
 

Cohen’s d = 0.74, 95% CI [.07, 1.32] 

 

Note. Bold total scores refer to a significant Model Statement main effect, whereby the abc superscripts explain the significant (p < .050) differences 

between Model Statement cells (only cells with different superscripts differ significantly from each other). Bold d-scores refer to significant (p < .050) 

differences between truth tellers and liars in the specific Model Statement condition.   



 
 

2.4.5 Hypothesis Testing   

Frequency of spatial details. For Ms, SDs and CIs in the six experimental cells, see 

Table 1. A 2 (Veracity: Truth vs. Lie) × 3 (Model Statement: Spatial-MS vs. Temporal-MS vs. 

No-MS) ANOVA with spatial details as the dependent variable revealed a significant main 

effect for Veracity, F(1, 120) = 27.38, p < .001, d = 0.84, 95% CI [0.46, 1.19]. Truth tellers (M 

= 26.62, SD = 21.12, 95% CI [22.78, 30.45]) reported more spatial details within their 

statement than liars (M = 12.29, SD = 11.70, 95% CI [8.45, 16.12]).   

A main effect for Model Statement also emerged, F(1, 120) = 11.01, p < .001, f = 

0.70. Tukey post-hoc tests (see Table 1) revealed that participants in the Spatial-MS condition 

provided more spatial details than participants in the Temporal-MS condition, p = .023 and 

the No-MS condition, p < .001. The latter comparison supports Hypothesis 1A. No difference 

emerged between the Temporal-MS and control condition, p = .115.   

An interaction effect for Veracity × Type of Model Statement was found, F(1, 120) = 

5.40, p = .022, f = 0.21. The data for truth tellers and liars was examined separately. For truth 

tellers, a significant Type of Model Statement effect occurred, F(2, 60) = 10.64, p < .001, f = 

0.60. Tukey post-hoc tests (see Table 1) revealed that truth tellers reported more spatial 

details in the Spatial-MS condition than in the Temporal-MS condition, p = .006 or control 

condition, p < .001. No significant effects emerged between the Temporal-MS and control 

condition, p = .416. For liars, the Type of Model Statement effect was not significant, F(2, 

60) = 1.95, p = .151, f = 0.25. In Hypothesis 1B, I was particularly interested in the difference 

between the Spatial-MS and control condition; therefore, Tukey post-hoc tests were 

conducted despite the absence of a significant main effect. The Spatial-MS versus the control 

condition comparison was not significant, p = .229, and neither were any of the other 
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contrasts, all p’s > .194. Thus, more spatial details were elicited in the Spatial-MS condition 

than in the control condition, particularly in truth tellers. This supports Hypothesis 1B.  

Frequency of temporal details. A 2 (Veracity) × 3 (Type of Model Statement) 

ANOVA with the frequency of temporal details as the dependent variable revealed a 

significant main effect for Veracity, F(1, 120) = 24.71, p < .001, d = 0.84, 95% CI [0.43. 

1.16]). Truth tellers (M = 14.21, SD = 8.64, 95% CI [12.41, 16.00]) reported more temporal 

details within their statement than liars (M = 7.83, SD = 6.33, 95% CI [6.03, 9.62]).   

A significant main effect for Type of Model Statement also emerged, F(1, 120) =  

7.85, p = .006, f = 0.26. Tukey post-hoc tests (see Table 1) revealed that participants in the 

Spatial-MS condition reported more temporal details than those in the control condition, p = 

.001. Participants in the Temporal-MS condition also reported more temporal details than 

those in the control condition, p = .011, supporting Hypothesis 2A. The Spatial-MS and 

Temporal-MS conditions resulted in similar levels of temporal details, p = .683.   

There was no significant interaction effect for Veracity × Type of Model Statement, 

F(1, 120) = 0.68, p = .411, f = 0.08. However, as I predicted a directional effect with specific 

group differences based on theory and research, a more informative test of Hypothesis 2B is 

to statistically test for significant differences between the conditions for truth tellers and liars 

separately and to compare the two effect sizes to understand the magnitude of differences 

(e.g. Nahari & Ben-Shakhar, 2011; Shaw et al., 2015; Vrij et al., 2017; for a review on the 

importance of effect sizes compared with significant effects, see du Prel, et al., 2009, and 

Fritz et al., 2012). For truth tellers, a significant Type of Model Statement effect occurred, 

F(2, 60) = 5.04, p = .009, f = 0.41. Tukey post-hoc tests (see Table 1) revealed that truth 

tellers in the Spatial-MS condition reported more temporal details than those in the control, p 

= .008. Truth tellers in the Temporal-MS condition reported more temporal details than those 
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in the control condition, one-sided p = .043. No significant effects emerged between the 

Spatial-MS and Temporal-MS conditions, p = .624. For liars, the Type of Model Statement 

effect was not significant, F(2, 60) = 2.91, p = .062, f = 0.31.  To examine Hypothesis 2B, a 

Tukey post-hoc test was conducted. The Temporal MS versus control condition contrast was 

not significant, p = .119 (neither were the other contrasts, both p’s > .086). Thus, more 

temporal details were elicited in the Temporal-MS condition than in the control condition, 

particularly in truth tellers. This supports Hypothesis 2B.    

2.4.6 Additional analyses  

Frequency of Perceptual details (including action details). A 2 (Veracity) × 3 (Type 

of Model Statement) ANOVA with the frequency of perceptual details (including action 

details) as the dependent variable revealed a significant main effect for Veracity, F(1, 120) = 

24.32, p < .001, d = 0.79, 95% CI [0.38, 1.10]). Truth tellers (M = 60.97, SD = 40.93, 95% CI 

[53.32, 68.62]) reported more perceptual details than liars (M = 34.02, SD = 26.00, 95% CI 

[26.36, 41.67]).   

A significant main effect for Type of Model Statement also emerged, F(2, 120) = 

13.89, p < .001, f = 0.48. Tukey post-hoc tests (see Table 1) revealed that participants in the 

Spatial-MS condition reported more perceptual details than those in the Temporal-MS 

condition, p = .016 and the control condition, p < .001. Participants in the Temporal-MS 

condition reported significantly more perceptual details than those in the control condition, p 

= .040.  

A significant Veracity × Type of Model Statement interaction effect was found, F(2, 

120) = 3.56, p = .032, f = 0.24. I examined the data for truth tellers and liars separately. For 

truth tellers, a significant Type of Model Statement effect occurred, F(2, 60) = 11.42, p < 

.001, f = 0.62. Tukey post-hoc tests (see Table 1) revealed that truth tellers in the Spatial-MS 
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condition reported more perceptual details than those in the Temporal-MS condition, p =  

.009, and the control condition, p < .001. No significant effects emerged between the 

Temporal-MS and control conditions, p = .229. For liars, the Type of Model Statement effect 

was significant, F(2, 60) = 3.35, p = .042, f = 0.33. Liars in the Spatial-MS condition reported 

more perceptual details than those in the control condition, p = .043. No other effects were 

found, all p’s > .142.  

Classification rates  

The extent to which the dependent variables (spatial, temporal, and perceptual details) 

could be used to discriminate between truth tellers and liars in the (i) Spatial-MS, (ii) 

Temporal-MS, and (iii) No-MS [control] conditions was examined by running discriminant 

analyses. The data was cross-validated by reporting the ‘leave-one-out’ classification data. 

Kleinberg and colleagues (2019) recommend ‘leave-one-out’ cross-validation as a safeguard 

against accuracy overestimation in verbal lie-detection research. In all cases, Veracity was the 

classifying variable. All statistical information is provided in Table 2. Table 1 provides the d-

effects for the Veracity effects in each of the three conditions.   

Table 2  

Accuracy Rates for the frequency of Spatial, Temporal, and Perceptual Details as a Function 

of Type of Model Statement.   

  

Accuracy rate 

    

  

Truths 

(%) 

 

Lies 

(%) 

 

  Total 

(%) 

 

 

Wilks’ 

lamba 

 

χ2 

 

P value 

 

F 

value 

Spatial Model Statement   

Spatial details   

 

71.4 

 

90.5 

 

   81.0 

 

.657 

 

16.582 

 

<.001*** 

 

20.865 

Temporal details   66.7 71.4    69.0 .781 9.741 .002** 11.187 

Perceptual details   57.1 85.7    71.4 .741 11.837 .001** 13.977 
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Note. Accuracy rates from significant discriminant function appear in * .050, ** .010, *** .001  

 

In Table 2, particularly interesting for Hypotheses 1C and 2C, are the comparisons 

between the Spatial-MS and Temporal-MS conditions with the No-MS condition regarding 

spatial and temporal details. As Table 2 shows, in the Spatial-MS condition more truth tellers 

and liars were classified correctly based on spatial details (81.0%) than in the No-MS 

condition (61.9%), supporting Hypothesis 1C. In addition, in the Temporal-MS condition 

more truth tellers and liars were classified correctly based on temporal details (69.0%) than in 

the No-MS condition (57.1%), supporting Hypothesis 2C. These findings reflect the effect 

sizes, see Table 1. For spatial details, the effect size was larger in the Spatial-MS condition (d 

= 1.41) than in the control condition (d = 0.73). For temporal details the effect size was larger 

in the Temporal-MS condition (d = 0.95) than in the control condition (d = 0.67). Table 2 

further shows that the three lowest accuracy rates were obtained in the No-MS condition, 

providing further evidence that a Model Statement facilitates lie detection.  

Strategies  

The verbal strategies of participants reported while preparing for the interview were 

analysed. A significant difference emerged between Veracity conditions for preparing an 

interview strategy with more liars (n = 37/63, 58.73%) than truth tellers (13/63, 30.60%) 

reporting to have implemented a strategy, χ2 = (1, n = 126) = 19.20, p <.001, Cramer’s  

V = .39.   

Temporal Model Statement   

Spatial details   

 

52.4 

 

85.7 

 

   69.0 

 

.926 

 

3.044 

 

.081 

 

3.205 

Temporal details   57.1 81.0    69.0 .809 8.359 .004** 9.427 

Perceptual details  

  

No Model Statement   

Spatial details   

57.1 90.5    73.8 .902 4.084 .043* 4.357 

 

47.6 

 

76.2 

 

   61.9 

 

.878 

 

5.136 

 

.023* 

 

5.555 

Temporal details   38.1 76.2    57.1 .895 4.362 .037* 4.671 

Perceptual details  42.9 81.0    61.9 .876 5.225 .022* 5.657 
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Out of 20 strategies reported, twelve were related to the two factors I was interested 

in; the amount of information disclosed and the ways in which interviewees could do this. 

Liars widely differed in the strategies they reported to use during the interview, but the three 

most popular strategies reported by liars were to ‘provide spontaneous answers’ (15.70%), 

‘rehearse a story’ (10.00%), and ‘report minimal details’ (8.60%). Truth tellers 

overwhelmingly reported using the ‘just tell the truth’ strategy (76.20%).   

2.5 Discussion 

  The current study demonstrated that Model Statements emphasising a specific 

category of detail can induce interviewees to include such information in their own 

statements: Participants exposed to the Spatial-Model Statement provided more spatial details 

than participants in the control (No-MS) condition, and participants exposed to the Temporal-

Model Statement provided more temporal details than participants in the control (No-MS) 

condition.   

This data showed that the Model Statement facilitated the elicitation of a specific 

category of details emphasised within the Model Statements, without interviewees being 

aware that such information was included in the Model Statement. Importantly, eliciting 

specific information implicitly, rather than explicitly, is useful because interviewers may not 

wish to disclose the exact nature of the information they seek. Additionally, this puts less 

pressure on truth tellers to “remember” things from a specific detail type if they genuinely do 

not have it. It is encouragement not pressure. 

  The introduction of these Model Statements facilitated lie detection. More substantial 

differences between truth tellers and liars emerged in the Spatial-MS condition than in the 

control condition when the classifications were based on spatial details. Similarly, more 

substantial differences between truth tellers and liars emerged in the Temporal-MS condition 
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than in the control condition when the classifications were based on temporal details. 

Interestingly, this is the first experiment where the use of a Model Statement not only 

facilitated the elicitation of information, but also enhanced the ability to discriminate between 

truth tellers and liars. In previous studies where ‘total details’ was the dependent variable, a 

Model Statement only facilitated eliciting information (Bogaard et al., 2014; Ewens et al., 

2016; Leal et al., 2015). It is unclear why a Model Statement resulted in better lie detection in 

this experiment and not in the previous studies, but from a theoretical perspective, it could be 

the result of the unconscious nature of verbal mimicking (Chartrand et al., 2005; 2009; Lakin 

et al., 2003) or priming (Blaxton, 1989; Hutchison, 2003; Tulving et al., 1990). A Model 

Statement makes both truth tellers and liars aware that they need to provide more details and 

both groups appear to do this to the same extent. Truth tellers and liars do not seem to be 

aware of the type of details that are included in the Model Statements and appear to respond 

to this more implicit message differently. Previous Model Statements did not elicit verbal 

mimicking of specific detail whereas the present Model Statements did.  

  The effects for the Spatial-MS were not limited to spatial details. Truth tellers in the 

Spatial-MS condition reported more temporal and perceptual/action details than those in the 

control condition. A similar effect for temporal details was not found. Truth tellers in the 

Temporal-MS did not provide more spatial and perceptual/action details than those in the 

control condition. I can only speculate as to why the Spatial-MS also elicited more temporal 

and perceptual/action details in truth tellers. One possibility is that spatial information is 

closely associated in memory with perceptual and temporal information. In other words, 

spatial information may have functioned as an effective general retrieval cue, enhancing 

retrieval of other types of details. Future research should explore this possibility. Another 

explanation is that the scenario used in this study lacked sufficient temporal information for 
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participants to report (floor effect). As Table 1 shows, the number of temporal details reported 

by participants was lower than the number of spatial and perceptual details reported by them.   

2.5.1 Practical Application   

The current study demonstrated that the composition of Model Statements affects the 

verbal behaviour of interviewees. This suggests that the optimal Model Statement to utilise 

depends in part on the interview’s objective. In applied settings where spatial information is 

required, a Spatial-MS may be the optimal selection. For example, if investigators require 

detailed information about layouts of buildings, including entrance and exit points, then a 

Spatial-MS may be useful. If the aim is to find the sequence of events leading up to a key 

event, a Temporal-MS may be most effective. In sum, Model Statements could be part of an 

investigator’s general ‘tool kit’ to be deployed according to the specific objectives of the 

interview in question. The notion that an investigator can influence the type of details an 

interviewee will report without an interviewee being aware of it is interesting, particularly if 

this also applies to other types of details that investigators may require, such as affective 

information or action details. Future research could examine this.   

2.5.2 Conclusion  

In conclusion, this research extends the existing literature in two critical respects. 

First, the results indicate that the composition of a Model Statement affects the verbal 

behaviour of interviewees. In each case, the provision of a certain type of details in a Model 

Statement resulted in interviewees reporting more of these details in their statement. Second, 

the administered Model Statement affected truth tellers and liars differently, facilitating lie 

detection. Thus, the current findings support the hypothesis that a Model Statement elicits 

additional information and facilitates lie detection.   
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3.1 Abstract 

Forensic interviewing involves gathering information from a suspect or eyewitness. 

Administering a Model Statement during an interview results in greater information 

elicitation, which can enhance lie-detection. Typically, a Model Statement is a highly detailed 

example statement on an unrelated topic to that of the interview. This study examined 

the effect of manipulating the modality of the MS, either by allowing participants to listen to 

(Audio-MS), or read (Written-MS) a Model Statement. A total of 162 (81 truth tellers, 81 

liars) participants were randomly allocated to one of three interviewing conditions where they 

received either the Audio-MS, Written-MS, or No-MS (control condition). Truth tellers 

honestly reported a ‘spy’ mission, whereas liars performed a covert mission, and lied about 

their activities. As expected, truth tellers and liars paid more attention to the Model Statement 

in the Written-MS condition, compared to the Audio-MS condition. Overall, both the written 

and audio Model Statements elicited significantly more information compared to a control 

condition. Accordingly, more truthful and fabricated statements could be accurately 

distinguished in both Model Statement conditions, compared to a control condition, therefore 

they were both equally effective.  
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3.2 Introduction 

If conversation partners do not know each other well, as is typical in forensic interviewing, 

they tend to provide short answers (Fisher et al., 2011). This makes lie-detection difficult as 

verbal differences between truth tellers and liars are more likely to occur in longer statements 

(Vrij et al., 2007). Proactively eliciting more information from interviewees can theoretically 

magnify such veracity differences (Vrij et al., 2015a; 2016). One technique for eliciting more 

detailed information from interviewees is via a Model Statement (Leal et al., 2015). 

The Model Statement itself is a detailed example of a statement, on an unrelated topic 

to that of the interview, designed to modify the interviewee’s expectations of the amount of 

detail required from their account. The Model Statement achieves this by directing attention 

to the social norm (and communication maxim) ‘be sufficiently detailed’ (see Eriksson et al., 

2015; Grice, 1975) by providing a concrete and highly detailed exemplar of the level of detail 

the interviewee should provide (Harvey et al., 2017; Porter et al., 2018). Theoretically in the 

absence of objective information, interviewees will compare themselves to others (Festinger, 

1954). Thus, when interviewees do not know the required level of detail to report, a Model 

Statement should be used as a point of reference (Harvey et al, 2017; Porter et al., 2018). 

Research has shown interviewees disclose more information after being presented with a 

Model Statement compared to control conditions (e.g., Ewens., et al, 2016; Hirn et al., 2012; 

Bogaard et al., 2014 c.f. Brackmann et al., 2017). Therefore, a Model Statement elicits 

additional information, especially from truth tellers, in alignment with the core objective of 

interviewing: to obtain as much information from an interviewee as possible (Bull, 2010; 

Fisher, 2010).  

Whereas truth tellers can use their memory to disclose information freely (adopting 

forthcoming ‘tell it as it is’ verbal strategies), liars must carefully manipulate the information 

they disclose to avoid detection, and thus prefer to adopt withholding ‘keep the story simple’ 
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strategies (Hartwig et al., 2010). Accordingly, liars may struggle to match a Model 

Statement’s level of detail compared to truth tellers (Porter et al., 2018). 

Previous research has presented the Model Statement as an audio recording (Leal et 

al, 2015; Porter et al., 2018). However, alternative presentation modalities can be employed, 

such as a written presentation. There are theoretical reasons to predict that the effectiveness 

of a Model Statement as an information elicitation technique will vary as a function of 

presentation modality.  

It is possible that an audio (versus written) Model Statement may more effectively 

draw interviewee’s attention to the ‘be sufficiently detailed’ norm (Grice, 1975), via acting as 

a more effective anchor for how detailed the statements should be. Anchoring is a reference 

point for a judgement typically associated with a stimulus or response scale (Markovsky, 

1988). Anchoring effects are likely when people estimate quantities not readily available 

(Oppenheimer et al., 2008) – as is the case with forensic interviewing when individuals must 

estimate the level of information to provide. Interestingly, anchoring effects are more 

pronounced when the modality of the anchor and outcome match (Strack & Mussweiler, 

1997). Arguably, the audio Model Statement (anchor in the audio modality) may elicit more 

detailed statements than the written Model Statement, by matching the modality of the 

outcome (the interviewee’s verbal statement).  

It is worth noting that anchoring effects can occur even when the modalities of the 

anchor and outcome differ (e.g., Oppenheimer et al., 2008). Furthermore, beyond anchoring 

effects, the written Model Statement may have additional features that increase its 

effectiveness relative to the audio Model Statement. Firstly, a written delivery modality of a 

Model Statement may influence the memorability of the information presented (compared to 

an audio modality) as reading and listening involve different cognitive processes (see; 

Penney, 1989). When tested after delays of even a few seconds, human memory appears to 
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have a bias towards remembering information presented in the visual (i.e. , written) modality, 

compared to the acoustic (i.e., auditory) modality (Cohen et al., 2009; Larsson & Bäckman, 

1998; Sanchez et al., 2008). Modality literature has also shown that listening (compared to 

reading) often resulted in more idiosyncratic responses (Kintsch & Kozminsky, 1977), less 

accurate recall (Bigelow & Poremba, 2014; Lund, 1991), and more confabulations (Walker, 

1975). This is perhaps because a deeper level of information processing takes place when a 

subject is reading content, compared to listening to content (Green, 1981; Penney, 1989). As 

such, a written Model Statement presented at the start of an interview may be better 

remembered by individuals during the actual interview, and therefore during the interviewees’ 

retrieval attempts. The written Model Statement may therefore provide a superior point of 

reference because interviewees can better remember how detailed the exemplar objectively 

was, and therefore how detailed they should be. This rationale should apply to truthful 

interviewees who pay attention to the Model Statement, as it should encourage them to adopt 

a more forthcoming verbal strategy (Hartwig et al., 2007). 

Secondly, relative to the Audio-MS, the Written-MS may provide advantages to 

interviewees by allowing individuals to control and regulate the time invested in 

comprehending information. Whereas the Audio-MS affords no opportunity for individuals to 

control the pace of comprehending the material (known as self-paced learning; see Tullis & 

Benjamin, 2011), this is not the case for the Written-MS. In the latter case, individuals can 

read the material at their optimal pace for learning, potentially more than once if desired (i.e., 

re-studying; see Nelson et al., 1998). Previous research has shown self-paced learning 

(compared to situations when learning is not self-paced) can produce beneficial effects (e.g., 

Benjamin & Bird, 2006; Kornell & Bjork, 2007, Kornell & Metcalfe, 2006), including greater 

memory performance for ‘difficult’ studied material (see Tullis et al., 2011). Based upon both 

theoretical rationales presented above, it is plausible a Model Statement administered in a 
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written modality may be more effective than a Model Statement administered in an audio 

modality.     

Truth tellers and liars are likely to respond differently to a Model Statement. Truth 

tellers are likely to process the Model Statement and then adopt forthcoming verbal 

behaviours and disclose information accessible from memory. However, liars will typically 

prepare and rehearse their lies in anticipation of being questioned (Colwell et al., 2007; 

Granhag et al., 2004; Hartwig et al., 2007). For liars, the Model Statement provides a clear 

indication that the level of detail they should provide needs to be greater than anticipated. 

This explains why liars in some Model Statement studies become more detailed than those in 

the control conditions where no Model Statement is used (e.g., Leal et al., 2015). While 

deceptive interviewees often have time to prepare their stories in advance, the unanticipated 

requirement to disclose additional detail (elicited by the Model Statement) requires liars to 

provide spontaneously generated, unrehearsed, fabricated information. Critically, 

spontaneous deceptions typically contain more veracity cues (e.g., sensory information as 

indexed using RM criteria) compared to deception than rehearsed (DePaulo et al, 2003).  

Plausibly, liars’ verbal behaviour may vary as a function of Model Statement 

presentation modality. An unanticipated Model Statement is only a threat to liars’ credibility 

if they cannot disclose sufficient detail to match it. Therefore, while listening to the Model 

Statement, astute liars – cognitively sophisticated – may realise that to appear innocent, they 

must provide more detailed information to make their story sound plausible (as seen in Leal 

et al., 2015).  

Strategically, ignoring the majority of the subsequent Model Statement content (after 

realising more detail may be required) provides liars with the time and opportunity to 

elaborate, finalise and rehearse their story. Liars may appear suspicious if they openly and 
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explicitly ignore much of the Model Statement. Thus, liars may attempt to ignore most of the 

Model Statement’s content (after the need to prepare more information to report becomes 

apparent) covertly, i.e., whist appearing compliant to the investigators.  

Covertly ignoring much of the Model Statement (whist not appearing to do so) may 

not be easy for liars, and this difficulty may vary as a function of presentation modality. 

Speculatively, it may be more difficult for liars to covertly ignore the majority of a Model 

Statement presented in a written (compared to an audio) modality whist concurrently 

preparing a more detailed statement. Preparation is cognitive demanding and involves; (a) 

anticipating the questions that will be asked; (b) remembering the general cover story; and (c) 

deciding what additional information to include.  

In the case of a Written-MS modality, liars must actively engage and read the 

statement while being watched by an interviewer (making ignoring the Model Statement 

covertly, whist also planning a detailed lie, difficult). Conversely, in the latter case of an 

Audio-MS modality, liars can passively listen to the Model Statement (making it easier to 

covertly ignore the Model Statement whilst planning a detailed lie). High-quality preparation 

of a detailed statement, whilst covertly ignoring much of a Model Statement, may be more 

difficult when the Model Statement is presented in a written (compared to audio) modality. 

As a result of the reduced preparation afforded by a written Model Statement, liars may be  

forced to disclose more spontaneous statements, containing more cues to deception (DePaulo 

et al., 2003; Vrij & Granhag, 2012; Vrij et al., 2009). 

Based upon the above theoretical considerations (and in line with literature), it is 

predicted at more information (in terms of overall detail) will be elicited when the audio 

recorded Model Statement (Audio-MS) is presented compared to a control condition (no-MS) 

(Hypothesis 1A), particularly for truth tellers (Hypothesis 1B). Based on these predictions, 
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veracity classification rates will be higher in the Audio-MS condition compared to the control 

(Hypothesis 1C). 

Similarly, more information will be elicited when the written version of a Model 

Statement (Written-MS) is presented, compared to a control condition (no-MS) (Hypothesis 

2A), particularly for truth tellers (Hypothesis 2B). Based on these predictions, veracity 

classification rates will be higher in the Written-MS condition compared to the control 

(Hypothesis 2C). 

Finally, a direct comparison of both Model Statements should reveal a stronger effect 

of information elicitation in the Written-MS condition compared to the Audio-MS condition 

(Hypothesis 3A), particularly for truth tellers (Hypothesis 3B). Veracity classification rates 

should be higher in the Written-MS condition compared to the Audio-MS condition 

(Hypothesis 3C). 

3.3 Method 

3.3.1 Design 

A 2 (Veracity: Truth teller vs. Liar) × 3 (Model Statement Modality: Written-MS vs. 

Audio-MS vs. No-MS) between factors design was used. The No-MS condition contained a 

standard ‘tell me everything’ instruction only. The Written-MS and Audio-MS conditions 

contained the same report everything instruction – with the addition of the Model Statement.   

3.3.2 Participants 

A power analysis using G*Power (Faul et al., 2007; for justification see Head et al., 

2015), assuming a medium effect size of f = 0.25 (a = 0.05) for six groups, indicated a sample 

size of 158 would be sufficient for an acceptable power of 0.80 (Cohen, 1992). A total of 162 

participants (54 females, 108 males) aged between 18 and 60 (M = 21.90, SD = 6.47, 95% CI 

[20.89, 22.90]) from the University’s student (n = 150) and staff communities (n = 12) took 
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part in this study. A medium effect size was used as this is typical within the Model Statement 

literature (e.g., Ewens et al., 2016; Porter et al., 2018; Vrij et al, 2017). 

3.3.3 The Model Statements 

The Model Statements used in this study were a variation of the emphasised spatial 

and temporal Model Statement (derived from Leal et al. 2015, see Porter et al., 2018). The 

written and audio recorded Model Statement contained the same content. The Written-MS 

consisted of 328 words, the Audio-MS recording played for one minute and 51 seconds. The 

audio recorded Model Statement was narrated by a 28-year-old, British, male from the 

Psychology department. The content of the Written-MS and Audio-MS were entirely the 

same. 

3.3.4 Procedure 

Participants were recruited via adverts on the University’s online participant pool and 

posters placed around the University. Individuals arrived at the laboratory at pre-arranged 

times and were informed that the study involved taking part in a secret mission and that they 

would have to report details about this mission to an intelligence officer. Each participant was 

then given an information sheet about the study and was asked to sign an informed consent 

form if he/she was happy to take part. After providing informed consent, each participant was 

randomly assigned to either the truthful or deceptive condition and to a Model Statement 

condition (see below). The same procedure was used from chapter 2.   

Truth tellers (n = 81) were informed that they would take part in an intelligence-

gathering mission involving the monitoring of a ‘female target’ at a nearby location. They 

were provided with a photograph of the female target they should monitor and instructed to 

buy a drink in the café where the target was expected to be (after returning the receipt to the 

experimenter they were reimbursed). Participants were then told that if the target arrived to 
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observe her actions closely but without attracting suspicion. It was explained to them that 

there was a small window of opportunity in which the target would be at that location, and if 

she did not arrive within 15 minutes then they should return to the laboratory. In reality, the 

target never arrived. 

Liars (n = 81) were informed that they would take part in an intelligence-gathering 

mission involving the retrieval of a vital USB stick containing ‘sensitive’ data. They were 

instructed to go to a pickup point and to locate an academic book without raising suspicion. 

Concealed inside the book was the USB stick with ‘secret data’ on it, which they were 

instructed to retrieve and return to the experimenter. 

 Upon completing the mission participants were given a pre-interview questionnaire 

that collected demographics such as age, gender, and motivation levels 'to  what extent do you 

feel motivated to appear convincing during your interview’ (7-point Likert scale ‘1- not at all’ 

to ‘7- completely’). Next, participants were instructed that they would have to convince the 

interviewer that they were telling the truth, and if they failed to do so then they would be 

asked to hand write their statement (this would never occur). Truth tellers were instructed to 

be honest and report what they remembered from their mission. Liars were instructed not to 

reveal details of their mission but to come up with a cover story based on bullet points from 

the truth teller task indicating (i) what the target looked like, (ii) details about the location, 

(iii) details of any items purchased to avoid suspicion, (iv) the approximate time spent at the 

location, and (v) to assume the target never arrived. Liars could freely add details that could 

encourage the interviewer to believe them. Procedures where liars are provided with 

information they should use as the basis of a cover story (often a task completed by 

participants in a truth telling condition) are common in deception research (e.g., Nahari & 

Vrij, 2014; Granhag et al., 2003; Porter et al., 2018; for a similar comparison see Hudson, et 

al., 2019). 



 

81 
 

All participants were given the opportunity to prepare before the interview. A 

significant effect emerged for accepting preparation time χ2 = (1, n = 162) = 102.55, p = 

<.001, Cramer’s V = .86 (which corresponds to a large effect size, Cohen, 1988) with most 

truth tellers (n = 76/81) declining preparation time and most liars (n = 69/81) accepting 

preparation time. Furthermore, for those who decided to prepare themselves, no significant 

difference emerged between truth tellers (M = 384.20 seconds, SD = 157.56, 95% CI [188.56, 

597.83]) and liars (M = 373.14 seconds, SD = 164.17, 95% CI [333.71, 412.58]) for the 

duration of preparation time, t(72) = .15, p = .885, d = 0.07, 95% CI [-0.84, 0.97]. 

After preparation, each participant was then taken to a different room to be 

interviewed by an ‘intelligence officer’ (who was blind to veracity condition). The 

interviewer was a 24-year-old-male from the Psychology department. Next, each participant 

was randomly allocated to one of three conditions: an (i) Audio-MS condition (n = 54), (ii) a 

Written-MS condition (n = 54), or a (iii) control condition (n = 54) where No-MS was used. 

In all conditions, the participants were informed that the interviews would be audio 

recorded to allow for transcribing. All three interviewing conditions used the same free-recall 

instruction: “Please could you tell me, in as much detail as you possibly can, everything that 

happened between the time you left the experimenter next door and the time you returned 

back to her. Don’t worry about repeating yourself and just focus on telling me everything. I 

will not ask you any further questions so please tell me everything you remember.” The 

Model Statement conditions included one sentence introducing the Model Statement before 

this question, and one sentence after hearing or reading the model statement, instructing them 

to take this into account, but everything else remained the same (see below). 
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Audio-MS 

Participants in the audio-MS condition received the following sentence before being 

played the Model Statement: “Now, I know it’s sometimes difficult to know exactly how 

much detail I am looking for, so before you provide your answer, I will play a recording of a 

Model Statement about a race day event. Listen carefully and make a mental note of the 

amount of detail included.” After listening to the Model Statement, the following sentence 

was used, before the free-recall question: “As you could hear, he included a lot of detail about 

a lot of different things”.   

Written-MS 

Participants in the Written-MS condition received the following sentence before being 

given the Model Statement to read: “Now, I know it’s sometimes difficult to know exactly 

how much detail I am looking for, so before you provide your answer, I will show you a 

written Model Statement about a race day event.  Read this carefully and make a mental note 

of the amount of detail included.” After reading the Model Statement, the following sentence 

was used, before the free-recall question: “As you can see, he included a lot of detail about a 

lot of different things”. 

Participants in the Written-MS condition were presented with the Model Statement 

script to read. The interviewer secretly recorded the time it took each person to read the 

Model Statement. No differences emerged between truth tellers (M = 58.33 seconds, SD = 

29.86, 95% CI [44.74, 71.92]), and liars (M = 57.48 seconds, SD = 22.72, 95% CI [47.13, 

67.82]) in the time it took them to read the written version of the Model Statement, t(40) = 

.11, p = .917, d = 0.03, 95% CI [-0.50, 0.57]. A Pearson correlation was conducted to 

determine the relationship between reading time and correct Multiple-Choice Questions total 
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for liars and truth tellers. No correlation emerged for liars (r = -.264, n = 27, p = .192), or 

truth tellers (r = -.188, n = 27, p = .349). 

After the interview 

Upon completion of the interview, a post interview questionnaire was provided, which 

gathered information on motivation levels ‘To what extent did you feel motivated to appear 

convincing during your interview’ (7-point Likert scale ‘1- not at all’ to ‘7- completely’); 

likelihood of handwriting their statement ‘What did you think was the likelihood of having to 

handwrite your statement’ (7-point Likert scale ‘1- not at all’ to ‘7- completely’); truthfulness 

rating ‘To what extent did you tell the truth during your statement’ (percentage scale ranging 

from 0% to 100%), and whether or not they saw the target in the café ‘Did you see the target’ 

(yes/no). 

Participants in the Model Statement conditions were assessed on how much 

information they could remember using multiple choice questions, e.g. ‘Please circle two of 

the following, which you heard during the model statement recording’ (a) Kath the marketing 

director took a photo, (b) two cars collide, it was loud, (c) Tom owned the vehicle, the person 

recalling the event gave him a thumbs up, (d) Jason owned the vehicle, the person recalling 

the event gave him a thumbs up, (e) there was an ice-cream truck where cold drinks could be 

purchased. (In the example provided answers [a] and [c] are correct). 

Next, participants were asked if they prepared a strategy for the interview and if so to 

elaborate on this. Finally, participants were debriefed, thanked, and compensated for their 

time. 

3.3.5 Coding 

All statements were rated by one coder (blind to the experimental conditions) who 

scored the occurrence of total detail. Total detail refers to the combined total of: i) spatial 
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detail, ii) temporal detail, iii) perceptual detail, iv) and action detail. Spatial details relate to 

information about locations or the spatial arrangements of people and/or objects, e.g. , ‘I went 

towards the café'; temporal details relate to information about when the event happened or 

explicitly describes a sequence of events, e.g., ‘then I ordered a drink’; perceptual details 

relate to information about what was seen, heard, felt, tasted, and smelt during the described 

activities, e.g., ‘The woman said “do you want milk”’; and action details relate to 

information that explicitly describes an action or the process of actions performed by the 

interviewee, e.g., ‘I walked back from the café’. 

 A second coder (also blind to the experimental conditions) coded a random selection 

of 30 statements (25%). Inter-rater reliabilities between the two coders for the occurrence 

frequency of details were measured via intra/class correlation coefficients (ICC). The ICC 

was high and therefore satisfactory for total detail (ICC = .88). 

 One coder read all the strategies reported by the participants and designed a coding 

scheme system based on these answers. A total of 17 separate answer categories emerged for 

strategies, and a further eight emerged as reasons why the participant did not prepare a 

strategy. A second coder, after being informed about the coding scheme, was given a sample 

of 63 participants’ responses to code. The inter-rater reliability between the two coders was 

good, Kappa = 0.79, 95% CI [0.67, 0.83] (p <.001). Discrepancies in coding were identified 

and resolved by both coders, during a meeting. 

3.4 Results 

3.4.1 Analysis Plan 

 The effect size for each ANOVA is reported using Cohen’s f, f= √[ηp2/(1- ηp2)], for 

Model Statement conditions, and I used Cohen’s d for all other contrasts, as recommended by 

Lakens (2013) and Cohen (1988). Cohen’s f is an extension of Cohens d which allows for a 

comparison of more than 2 groups.  
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3.4.2. Supplementary Analysis 

A verbal description of (i) the veracity manipulation check, (i) participant motivation 

scores, (iii) the Model Statement manipulation check, (iv) target manipulation check, and (v) 

the information manipulation check is provided.  

Truth tellers reported that they predominantly spoke the truth (97.53% truthfulness), 

whereas liars reported that they predominantly lied (9.51% truthfulness). If a participant had 

failed the veracity manipulation check, then their data would have been excluded from the 

dataset. The participants were highly motivated to appear convincing during the interview (M 

= 5.80 on a 7-point Likert scale), with no differences emerging between truth tellers and liars. 

Truth tellers thought more than liars that they would be believed by the interviewer and liars 

thought more than truth tellers that they would be asked to produce a handwritten statement. 

There was no significant difference between truth tellers and liars who reported observing the 

target.  

Participants paid sufficient attention to the Model Statement and answered most 

multiple-choice questions about it correctly. No difference emerged between truth tellers and 

liars, or between the Model Statement conditions. Truth tellers said more (in terms of the 

number of words) than liars. Participants in the No-MS condition used fewer words than 

those who listened to a Model Statement (Audio-MS), or those who read a Model Statement 

(Written-MS). The Model Statement conditions did not differ from each other.  

Participants in the Model Statement conditions reported that hearing or reading a 

Model Statement did not make them say more details that they normally would have – had 

they not received the exemplar. Similarly, participants in the Model Statement condition 

reported that the Model Statement did not result in them providing less detail than they 

normally would have. Thus, the Model Statement’s effectiveness at prompting more details 

was not recognised by those participants who heard or read it.  
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Manipulation checks 

Motivation scores. Overall, the participants were highly motivated to appear 

convincing in the interview (M = 5.80, on a 7-point Likert scale, SD = 1.05, 95% CI [5.63, 

5.96]). A 2 (Veracity) × 3 (Model Statement Modality) ANOVA revealed no significant main 

effects or interaction effect, all F’s < 1.63, all p’s > .204.  

Veracity manipulation check. A 2 (Veracity) × 3 (Model Statement Modality) 

ANOVA with truthfulness as dependent variable revealed a main effect for Veracity F(1, 156) 

= 2149.91, p < .001, d = 7.23, 95% CI [6.36, 8.04]), with truth tellers reporting to have been 

more honest (M = 97.53% truth reported , SD = 9.69, 95% CI [94.88, 100.18]) than liars (M = 

9.51% truth reported, SD = 14.22, 95% CI [6.86, 12.16]). The MS-Modality main effect and 

the Veracity × MS-Modality interaction effect were not significant, all F’s < 2.68, all p’s > 

.72. 

Likelihood of being believed. A 2 (Veracity) × 3 (Model Statement Modality) 

ANOVA with the likelihood to be believed as the dependent variable revealed a main effect 

for Veracity F(1, 156) = 49.92, p < .001, d = 1.12, 95% CI [0.78, 1.44]), with truth tellers (M 

= 5.44, SD = 1.25, 95% CI [5.13, 5.76]) thinking that the interviewer believed them more 

than liars (M = 3.85, SD = 1.58, 95% CI [3.54, 4.17]). The MS-Modality main effect and 

Veracity × MS-Modality interaction effect were not significant, all F’s <.60, both p’s > .548.  

Likelihood of being asked to handwrite their statement. A 2 (Veracity) × 3 (Model 

Statement Modality) ANOVA revealed a main effect for Veracity F(1, 156) = 24.70, p < .001, 

d = 0.74, 95% CI [0.42, 1.06]), with liars being more inclined to believe that they would be 

asked to handwrite their statements (M = 4.30, SD = 1.62, 95% CI [3.96,4.63]) than truth 

tellers (M = 3.10, SD = 1.62, 95% CI [22.76, 3.44]). There was also a main effect of Model 

Statement Modality, F(2, 156) = 9.63, p < .001, f = 0.35. A Tukey post-hoc test revealed that 
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participants in the Written-MS condition (M = 2.96, SD = 1.40) believed they were less likely 

to have to handwrite their statement than those in the Audio-MS condition (M = 4.18, SD = 

1.71), p < .001, or the No-MS condition (M = 3.94, SD = 1.83), p = .003. The Audio-MS and 

No-MS condition did not differ, p = .694. The Veracity × Model Statement Modality 

interaction effect was not significant, F(2, 156) = 2.13, p = .122, f  = 0.17. 

Did you see the target? There was no difference between truth tellers and liars who 

reported observing the target, χ2 = (1, n = 162) = 1.03, p = .311, Cramer’s V = .08. Truth 

tellers never actually saw the target. Liars were told to assume the target did not arrive. Three 

truth tellers and one liar reported that they observed the target in the café. The three truth 

tellers who circled ‘yes’ to observing the target were asked again by the experimenter if they 

were sure. One truth teller was confident that s/he saw the target, the other two were unsure. 

Model Statement effectiveness  

 Perceived effects of the Model Statement on detail. Participants were asked to rate 

whether the Model Statement encouraged them to provide more details than they normally 

would. Overall, the participants were indifferent when rating how effective they perceived the 

Model Statement to be in prompting them to provide more detail (M = 3.66, on a 7-point 

Likert scale, SD = 1.99, 95% CI [3.28, 4.04]). A 2 (Veracity) × 2 (Model Statement Modality) 

ANOVA with effectiveness rating as the dependent variable was conducted. Veracity , Model 

Statement Modality main effect and the Veracity × Model Statement Modality interaction 

effect were not significant, All F’s < .1.70, both p’s > .195. 

 Participants were asked to rate whether the Model Statement encouraged them to 

provide fewer details than they normally would have. Overall, the participants were 

indifferent when rating how effective they perceived the Model Statement to be in prompting 

them to provide less detail (M = 2.28, on a 7-point Likert scale, SD = 1.62, 95% CI [1.97, 
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2.59]). A 2 (Veracity) × 2 (Model Statement Modality) ANOVA with effectiveness rating as 

the dependent variable was conducted. Veracity, Model Statement Modality main effect, and 

the Veracity × Model Statement Modality interaction effect were not significant, All F’s < 

2.39, both p’s > .125. 

Number of words. On average, participants articulated M = 242.46 words (SD = 

171.13, 95% CI [218.27, 266.65]). A 2 (Veracity) × 3 (Model Statement modality) ANOVA 

revealed a main effect for Veracity F(1, 156) = 22.70, p < .001, d = .72, 95% CI [.40, 1.04]), 

with truth tellers using more words (M = 300.81, SD = 191.85, 95% CI [266,60, 335.03]) than 

liars (M =184.11, SD = 123.42, 95% CI [149.90, 218.32]. A main effect for Model Statement 

Modality was also found, F(2, 156) = 7.02, p = .001,  f = 0.30. Tukey post-hoc testing 

revealed that participants in the No-MS condition (M = 178.24, SD = 139.48, 95% CI [136.34, 

220.14]) used fewer words than participants who listen to a Model Statement (Audio-MS) (M 

= 266.65, SD = 178.33, 95% CI [224.75, 308.55]), p = .010, or read a Model Statement 

(Written-MS) (M = 282.50, SD = 176.83, 95% CI [240.60, 324.40]), p = .002. The Written-

MS and Audio-MS did not differ from each other, p = .858. The Veracity × Model statement 

modality interaction effect was not significant, F = 0.66, p = .519. As there was no interaction 

effect, there was no need to include word count as a covariate in further analyses. 

Information Manipulation Check 

Statement Memorability. Participants were asked to answer a series of multiple-

choice questions about the Model Statement content, with ‘6’ as the highest score possible 

(all answers correct). A 2 (Veracity) × 2 (Model Statement Modality) ANOVA revealed no 

significant main effects for Veracity, F = .008, p = .928, d = 0.02, 95% CI [0.36, 0.39]. A 

statistically significant main effect emerged for Model Statement modality, F(1, 104) = 10.19, 

p = .002, d = 0.60, 95% CI [0.21, 0.99], with those in the Written-MS answering more 
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answers correctly (M = 4.93, SD = 1.10, 95% CI [4.64, 5.21]), than those in the Audio-MS 

condition (M = 4.28, SD = 1.05, 95% CI [3.99, 4.56]). This finding was expected, as I 

predicted that the Written-MS would be more memorable than the Audio-MS.  

The Veracity × Model Statement modality interaction effect was significant, F (1, 

104) = 6.06, p = .015, f = 0.24. Truth tellers answered more questions correctly when they 

read the Model Statement (Written-MS) (M = 4.67, SD = .83, 95% CI [44.26, 5.07]) than 

when they heard the Model Statement (Audio-MS) (M = 4.52, SD = 1.16, 95% CI [4.12, 

4.92), d = 0.15, 95% CI [0.39, 0.68]. The same was found for liars. Liars answered more 

questions correctly when they read the Model Statement (Written-MS) (M = 5.19, SD = 1.27, 

95% CI [4.78, 5.59]), compared to when they heard the Model Statement (Audio-MS) (M = 

4.04, SD = 0.90, 95% CI [3.63, 4.40]) condition, d = 1.75, 95% CI [0.46, 1.60]. This was 

expected as I proposed that liars would have to pay more attention to the Written-MS, 

compared to liars who listened to the Model Statement.  

Interview strategies 

The verbal interview strategies were analysed to assess differences between truth 

tellers and liars when preparing for an interview. A significant difference emerged between 

veracity conditions for preparing an interview strategy with more liars (n = 38/81, 46.91%) 

than truth tellers (12/81, 14.81%) reporting to have implemented a strategy, χ2 = (1, n = 162) 

= 19.556, p <0.001, Cramer’s V = .35. 

Out of 17 strategies reported, eight were related to the amount or type of information 

disclosed (see Table 1). Liars widely differed in the strategies they reported using during the 

interview, but the four most popular strategies reported by liars were to ‘embed lies’ (19.0%), 

‘control body language’ (16.7%), ‘provide spontaneous answers’ (14.3%), and ‘rehearse a 
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story’ (14.3%). Truth tellers overwhelmingly reported using the ‘just tell the truth’ strategy 

(77.3%). 

As Table 2 shows, liars who did not use a strategy often felt they did not know what 

the interviewer would ask (38.0%) or that they did not know any effective strategies to use 

(33.3%). Truth tellers overwhelmingly reported they did not use a strategy because they felt 

they did not need one (81.8%), consistent with the transparency literature (Gilovich et al., 

1998).  

Table 1  

Interviewees Self-reported Strategies as a Function of Veracity.  

 

 

Liars (n = 42) 

 

Truth tellers (n = 22) 

Strategy Frequency Percentage† 

 
Strategy Frequency Percentage† 

 

Embedding 

Report minimal detail 

Report uncheckable details 

Provide plausible details 

Consistency 

Don’t hesitate 

Remain confident 

Maintain eye contact 

Controlled facial expressions 

Control body language 

Provide spontaneous answers 

Rehearse a story 

Pause to imitate remembering  

 

8 

1 

3 

2 

3 

1 

2 

4 

5 

7 

6 

6 

2 

 

19.0 

2.4 

7.1 

4.8 

7.1 

2.4 

4.8 

9.5 

11.9 

16.7 

14.3 

14.3 

4.8 

 

Just ‘tell the truth’ 

Maintain eye contact 

Report lots of details 

Provide spontaneous   

answers 

 

 

 

 

 

17 

3 

1 

1 

 

 

 

77.3 

13.6 

4.5 

4.5 

 

† The sum exceeds 100.0% as each individual liar could contribute more than one strategy.   
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Table 2  

Truth tellers’ and liars’ rationale for not preparing a strategy prior to the interview.  

 
 

Liars (n = 18) 

 

Truth tellers (n = 44) 

Strategy Frequency Percentage† Strategy Frequency Percentage† 

 

Felt they are too complicated  

Unsure what the interviewer 

would ask 

Don’t know any strategies 

Didn’t need one (“as I’m 

convincing”) 

 

3 

7 

 

6 

3 

 

 

16.7 

38.9 

 

33.3 

16.7 

 

Don’t know any strategies 

Wanted to be natural 

Preferred to be 

spontaneous 

Didn’t need one (“as I’m 

convincing”) 

 

4 

1 

3 

 

36 

 

 

9.1 

2.3 

6.8 

 

81.8 

† The sum exceeds 100.0% as each individual liar could contribute more than one strategy.   

 

3.4.3 Hypothesis testing 

In addition to reporting Null Hypothesis Significant Testing (NHST), I also used Bayes 

Factor (BF) scores to determine how strongly the data supported the hypothesis (see Dienes, 

2016; Wagenmakers et al., 2016). As table 3 shows, unlike NHST, computing Bayes Factors 

allows researchers to interpret the strength of evidence for or against a given hypothesis.  

Table 3  

Interpretation scheme for the Bayes Factor (BF), as proposed by Jeffrey's (1961) and 

modified by Lee and Wagenmakers (2013). 

Bayes factor 

BF10 

Interpretation 

> 100 Extreme evidence for H1 

30 – 100 Very strong evidence for H1 

10 – 30 Strong evidence for H1 
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3 – 10 Moderate evidence for H1 

1 – 3 Anecdotal evidence for H1 

1 No evidence 

1/3 – 1 Anecdotal evidence for H0 

1/3 – 1/10 Moderate evidence for H0 

1/10 – 1/30 Strong evidence for H0 

1/30 – 1/100 Very strong evidence for H0 

< 1/100 Extreme evidence for H0 

 

Frequency of Total Details. 

A 2 (Veracity) × 3 (Model Statement Modality) ANOVA with the frequency of total 

details as the dependent variable showed a main effect for Veracity, F (1, 156) = 37.29, p < 

.001, d = 0.92, 95% CI [.59, 1.24], with truth tellers reporting more total detail than liars. For 

the means, SD, 95% CI, and effect sizes of each experimental condition, see Table 4. 

Additionally, there was a statistically significant main effect of Model Statement modality, F 

(2, 156) = 7.98, p = .001, f = 0.32. Tukey post-hoc testing revealed that participants in the 

Audio-MS condition provided more total detail than those in the No-MS condition, p = .001, 

thus supporting Hypothesis 1A. To examine how strongly the data supported the hypothesis, I 

also calculated a BF score. Bayesian analysis showed strong evidence in support of the 

alternative hypothesis (BF10 = 17.38), compared to the null hypothesis.  

The Written-MS also elicited more total detail than the No-MS condition, p < .001, 

thus supporting Hypothesis 2A. To examine how strongly the data supported the hypothesis, I 

also calculated a BF score. Bayesian analysis showed very strong evidence in support of the 

alternative hypothesis (BF10 = 30.93), compared to the null hypothesis. 

The Written-MS and Audio-MS did not differ from each other, p = .697. Thus, 

Hypothesis 3A was not supported. Bayesian analysis revealed that the data was more in 

support of the null hypothesis, rather than the alternative hypothesis (BF10 = 0.21). 



 

93 
 

There was no interaction effect for Veracity × Model Statement modality, F (2, 156) = 

1.85, p = .161, f = 0.15. However, this interaction effect was not an appropriate test for 

Hypothesis 1B and 2B, because the interaction statistic (p = .170) may refer to any type of 

interaction. Due to the prediction of a directional effect with specific group differences, a 

more informative test was required to statistically test for significant differences between 

truth tellers and liars in each of the three experimental conditions (see Nahari & Ben-Shakhar, 

2011). For truth tellers, a significant Model Statement modality effect occurred, F (2, 78) = 

5.45, p = .006, f = 0.37. Tukey post-hoc tests revealed that truth tellers in the Audio-MS 

condition reported more total details than those in the control condition (p = .042). This 

supports hypothesis 1B. To examine how strongly the data supported the hypothesis, a BF 

score was calculated. Bayesian analysis showed substantial evidence in support of the 

alternative hypothesis (BF10 = 4.22), compared to the null hypothesis.  

Truth tellers in the Written-MS condition also provided more details in total than 

those in the control condition (p = .007), thus supporting hypothesis 2B. To examine how 

strongly the data supported the hypothesis, I also calculated a BF score. Bayesian analysis 

showed strong evidence in support of the alternative hypothesis (BF10 = 19.04), compared to 

the null hypothesis. The Audio-MS and Written-MS did not differ significantly, p = .781, 

BF10 = 0.32, thus Hypothesis 3B was not supported. 

For liars, the Model Statement Modality main effect was not significant, F (2, 78) = 

2.97, p = .057, f = 0.28. Tukey post-hoc tests, revealed no differences between conditions, All 

P’s > .062. Thus, the Model Statements were not effective in eliciting more total details from 

liars. 
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Table 4  

Mean Total Detail reported as a function of Veracity and Interviewing Condition.  

  
Truth teller 

 
Liar 

 
Total 

   

Audio-MS                                  

M 
SD 

95% CI 

 

108.22 
63.55 

[90.50, 125.95] 

 

 

61.59 
34.36 

[43.87, 79.32] 

 

84.91 
55.81 

[72.37, 97.44] 

 

t(40.01)= 3.35, p = .001,  d = 0.91, 95% CI [.34, 1.46], BF10 = 22.26 

 

 

 

  

Written-MS                              

M 

SD 

95% CI 

 

118.89 

64.55 

[101.16, 136.61] 

 

57.93 

34.95 

[40.20, 75.65] 

 

88.41 

59.91 

[75.87, 100.94] 

 

 
t(40.04)= 4.32 p > .001, d = 1.19, 95% CI [.59, 1.75],  BF10 = 296.60 

 

 

 

  

No-MS                                         

M 

SD 

95% CI 

 

69.07 

45.00 

[51.45, 86.80] 

 

42.44 

20.30 

[40.20, 75.65] 

 

55.76 

37.10 

[43.23, 68.29] 

 

 

t(36.16)= 2.80, p = .008, d = 0.76, 95% CI [.20, 1.30],  BF10 = 6.27 

 

Note. Bayes Factor was conducted to show support for the prediction that truth tellers would 

provide more overall detail than liars. 

 

Classification rates 

The ability of total detail to discriminate between truth tellers and liars was tested in 

the (i) Audio-MS, (ii) Written-MS, and (iii) No–MS conditions by running a series of 

discriminant analyses. In all cases, veracity was the classifying variable. The cross-validated 

leave-one-out results are presented, as recommended by Kleinberg et al., (2019) as a 

safeguard against accuracy overestimation in verbal lie-detection research.  
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Table 5 

Discriminant Analysis for the frequency of Total Detail as a Function of Model Statement 

Modality 

  

Accuracy rate 

(%) 

Truths      Lies     Total 

 

 

Wilks 

Lambda 

 

 Chi 

square 

 

Canonical 

Correlation 

 

P value 

 

F value 

         

Audio 

Model Statement 

59.3 88.9 75.9 .822 10.08 .422 .001** 11.25 

         

 

Written 

Model Statement 

 

59.3 

 

81.5 

 

70.4 

 

.736 

 

15.77 

 

.514 

 

<.001*** 

 

18.63 

         

 

No  

Model Statement 

 

48.1 

 

81.5 

 

64.8 

 

.869 

 

7.25 

 

.362 

 

.007* 

 

7.86 

         

Note. Accuracy rates from significant discriminant function appear in * 0.05, ** 0.01, *** 0.001 

 

In Table 5, particularly interesting for Hypotheses 1C, 2C and 3B, are the 

comparisons between the Audio-MS, Written-MS and No-MS. As Table 5 shows, in the 

Audio-MS condition more truth tellers and liars were classified correctly based on total 

details (75.9%) than in the No-MS condition (64.8%), supporting Hypothesis 1C. In addition, 

in the Written-MS condition more truth tellers and liars were classified correctly based on 

total details (70.4%) than in the No-MS condition (64.8%), supporting Hypothesis 2C. The 

Audio-MS and Written-MS appeared equally effective at classifying veracity, therefore 

hypothesis 3C was not supported.  
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Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) analyses 

To complement the series of discriminant analyses, three ROC analyses were 

conducted. Assessing lie-detection efficiency can be challenging within lab-based research. 

Discriminant analysis enables the researcher to examine whether significant differences exist 

among the groups, in terms of the predictor variables (Fisher, 1936). In the case of deception 

research, classification rates are typically used to assess how effective a specific tool or 

technique is at eliciting more information from participants, compared to a control condition 

(Harvey et al., 2017; Porter et al., 2018). The use of classification rates is common in 

deception research (Kleinberg et al., 2019). They are visually easy to understand, which 

subsequently allows for a comparison of the effectiveness of different lie-detection tools or 

techniques across studies. 

Another approach for comparing lie-detection efficiency has been adapted from 

Signal Detection Theory (e.g., Green & Swets, 1966; Swets, Tanner & Birdsall, 1961), and 

applied to lie-detection (Harvey et al., 2017; Nahari, 2016; Morgan et al., 2011). According to 

this approach, detection efficiency is measured by a receiver operating characteristics (ROC) 

curve. ROC curves plot sensitivity or true-positive rate (i.e., the proportion of ‘lies’ whose 

detection score exceeds the cut-off point, so they are correctly classified as ‘lies’) on the Y-

axis versus 1 – specificity or false-positive rate (i.e., the proportion of ‘truths’ whose 

detection score exceeds the cut-off point, so they are misclassified as ‘lies’) on the X-axis, 

across a series of cut-off points. A test with perfect discrimination has an ROC curve that 

rises almost vertically from the lower left corner to the upper left corner, and then, along the 

top, to the upper right corner (the true-positive rate is 100% and the false-positive [1 – 

specificity] rate is 0%). Therefore, the closer the ROC curve is to the upper left corner, the 

higher is the overall accuracy of the test. Accordingly, a ROC curve lying on the diagonal line 
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reflects the performance of a diagnostic test that is no better than the chance level (see 

Nahari, 2016). 

Detection efficiency across all possible cut-off points is represented by the area under 

the curve. In this case, the area under the curve is a measure of how well a criterion can 

distinguish between lies and truths. The area under the curve values range between 0 and 1, 

where an area of 1 reflects a perfect detection efficiency, and an area of .50 reflects random 

classification. Consequently, the closer the ROC curve is to the upper left corner, the greater 

is the area under the curve, up to the maximum of 1 that represents a perfect accuracy.  

Figure 1 shows the ROC analysis for the audio Model Statement. Figure 2 shows the 

ROC analysis for the Written Model Statement. Figure 3 shows the ROC analysis for the 

control condition. 

Figure 1 

Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve with area under the curve (AUC) for total 

detail in the audio-MS condition. 

 

Figure 2  
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Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve with area under the curve (AUC) for total 

detail in the Written-MS condition. 

 

Figure 3  

Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve with area under the curve (AUC) for total 

detail in the No-MS condition. 
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As Figures 1-3 show, the AUC was larger for the Audio-MS (AUC = .78, SE = .07) and 

Written-MS (AUC = .83, SE = .08), compared to the standard ‘tell me everything’ instruction 

used in the control condition (AUC = .70, SE = .07). These findings support the assumption 

that the Audio-MS and Written-MS are both more effective at discriminating between truth 

tellers and liars using total detail.  

3.5 Discussion 

This study examined the effect of presentation modality on the Model Statement’s 

ability to elicit information, and cues to deception, from honest and deceptive interviewees. 

Contrary to predictions, no differences emerged between the classical audio recorded Model 

Statement format, and a written version. That is, both Model Statements were similar in how 

much detail they elicited from interviewees, which allowed for similar accuracy rates when 

distinguishing between truth tellers and liars.   

The written Model Statement was predicted to be more effective than the audio 

recorded version. Specifically, it was predicted that participants would pay more attention to 

the Model Statement when they are tasked with reading the content, compared to participants 

who passively listened to this content. By paying more attention to the Model Statement, this 

was expected to enhance its memorability. This works by supporting truth tellers to be more 

detailed, as they can more easily remember the level of detail provided by the Written-MS 

(compared to the Audio-MS). For liars, this effect differs; they are forced to provide more 

spontaneous information. This means that their statement contains less detailed information 

(i.e., fewer overall details).  

Typically, in the Model Statement literature participants are provided with an audio 

recording of a Model Statement (Leal et al., 2015; Harvey et al., 2017; Porter et al., 2018). 

Unfortunately, liars can choose to ignore the recording, and to instead focus on adding 
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information to their stories. In the first lie-detection Model Statement study liars and truth 

tellers both provided additional information compared to a control condition (see Leal et al., 

2015). Perhaps this was because liars (who were provided with this unanticipated 

requirement to be more detailed) were able to cleverly use this time to add additional 

information into their stories. This study proposed that the Written-MS would be more 

effective because the task does not provide for any additional planning time. Participants 

being watched by the interviewer likely increased their willingness to engage with the task. If 

a participant was not looking at the script or appeared not to be reading this (i.e., their eyes 

not moving across the page), then the interviewer (sitting less than 1 meter away) would spot 

this. This was predicted because the unanticipated requirement to disclose additional detail 

requires liars to provide spontaneously generated, and unrehearsed information (DePaulo et 

al., 2003). This can result in less detailed statements.  

To test this conjecture, liars’ memory performance concerning the Model Statement as 

a function of presentation modality was analysed. Liars answered more questions about the 

Model Statement correctly in the written condition, compared to those in the audio condition. 

Thus, although liars who were presented with a written Model Statement did indeed pay more 

attention to their task (i.e., the Model Statement), this increased memorability did not result in 

enhanced Model Statement effectiveness. It is possible that the task of being more detailed 

was equally difficult for liars who read a Model Statement compared to those who listen to 

one. This would be consistent with the finding that liars in both Model Statement conditions 

provided statements containing fewer details, compared with truth tellers.  

It was predicted that a written Model Statement would be more memorable than an 

audio recorded version, which should help truth tellers to be more informative. There is a 

substantial body of empirical research suggesting written material should be easier to 

comprehend and remember when compared with an audio format (Bigelow & Poremba, 
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2014; Cohen et al., 2009; Park, 2004). The data support this conclusion: interviewees who 

read the Model Statement remembered more about the Model Statement content (using 

multiple choice questions) than those who listened. This shows support that the written 

Model Statement was more memorable. However, based on these findings, it appears that 

memorability is not a feature responsible for the effectiveness of the Model Statement in 

eliciting more information.  

On the other hand, it was suggested that an audio Model Statement would function as 

a more effective anchor (compared to the written Model Statement) by better directing 

interviewees’ attention to the need to be detailed. Theoretically, individuals need to focus 

their attention to an anchor for it to have an effect (Chapman & Johnson, 2002; Mussweiler & 

Strack, 1999), and this should vary as a function of allocated attention. These findings show 

that participants paid less attention to the Audio-MS, compared to the Written-MS. This was 

tested using multiple choice questions regarding the Model Statement story. It is therefore 

especially curious that no effect of interview condition on the level of detail reported by 

suspects was found. This suggests that attention allocation is also not a feature responsible for 

the effectiveness of the Model Statement.  

Another possibility is that the manipulation check used in the current study did not 

test attention. Rather it may have only assessed memory. Participants may have benefited 

from the Written-MS because they were given more time to process this compared to the 

Audio-MS. In the Written-MS condition participants were provided with as much time as 

they wanted to read the script. However, in the Audio-MS condition participants heard the 

recording just once, at the pace of the speaker. Arguably, this created a difference in the 

participant’s ability to process the content of the Model Statements. Future research should 

test this possibility.   
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Previous research has found that the Model Statement resulted in greater elicitation 

for all interviewees, regardless of their veracity condition (e.g., Bogaard et al., 2014; Ewens 

et al., 2016; Leal et al., 2015). The current findings break from this pattern. As hypothesised, 

only truth tellers reported additional information in the Model Statement conditions 

compared to the control condition where a standard ‘tell me everything’ instruction was used. 

This is a novel interaction effect, only reported by one previous study in the deception 

literature (Porter et al., 2018; for similar observations, see Vrij et al., 2018; Leal et al., 2018). 

One possible explanation for this is that the variation in Model Statement content (i.e. , type of 

detail) has a direct effect on interviewees’ verbal reporting. Porter and colleagues (2018) 

constructed a Model Statement to be denser in either spatial or temporal information. This 

study used a variation of their Model Statement, but without specifically emphasised content. 

As such, this balance of spatial and temporal information may still be more detailed than 

previously used Model Statements (e.g., Ewens et al., 2016; Leal et al., 2015) and may 

account for the current findings. Future research should empirically test this hypothesis.   

3.5.1 Practical implications  

Research indicates that the Model Statement technique is being used by police and 

intelligence officials (Vrij et al., 2015b;.Vrij et al., 2018). The Centre for Research and 

Evidence on Security Threats (CREST) website provides advice on how to create a Model 

Statement (see https://crestresearch.ac.uk/resources/model-statement-technique/). Yet, it 

remains unclear how a Model Statement functions. Specifically, the dimensions of a Model 

Statement used by interviewees to regulate their own statements are not yet known. That is, 

we do not know which features of a Model Statement are responsible for the information 

elicitation effect. As the critical features of a Model Statement are unknown, I argue it is 

unlikely that a new Model Statement can be created and used in practice without risk. Most 

of the Model Statement literature is ineffective at aiding lie-detection (e.g., Ewens et al., 
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2016; Vrij et al, 2017), with some studies showing that the Model Statement helped liars to 

prepare statements that made them look more like truth tellers (e.g., Bogaard et al., 2014; 

Harvey et al., 2017; Leal et al., 2015). Future research should address this concern.  

3.5.2 Study limitations 

In the current study, liars were asked to create a fabrication based on a cover story. 

However, empirical research has shown that when liars have the chance, their preferred 

strategy is to create fabricated statements by embedding lies within truthful information 

(Leins et al., 2013). My data shows that some liars used an embedding strategy - revealing 

that 9.51% of the liars’ statements contained truthful information. Additionally, the most 

popular strategy reported by liars (19%) was to embed their lies within truth. However, in 

certain scenarios liars will be able to use embedding strategies more readily, and therefore the 

findings of the current study may not necessarily apply to these examples. Future research 

should explore this possibility.  

3.5.3 Conclusion 

This study compared the effectiveness of two Model Statements, specifically a written 

version of the Model Statement, compared to the classical audio recorded format. This 

research extends the existing literature in three critical respects. First, Model Statements 

presented in either written or audio form affected the verbal reporting behaviour of 

interviewees equally. This was despite the written Model Statement being more memorable 

and suggests that this dimension of the Model Statement is not critical to its success as an 

information elicitation technique and/or lie detection aid. Second, the Model Statements in 

this study affected truth tellers and liars differently, facilitating lie detection. This finding 

contrasted with previous research showing both truth tellers and liars report more information 

after a Model Statement (Leal et al., 2015; Ewens et al., 2016; Harvey et al., 2017; see Vrij et 

al., 2018). Third, these results demonstrate a need for researchers to identify the mechanism 
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by which the Model Statement elicits information from interviewees. To provide robust 

principles to direct optimal Model Statement construction and usage, researchers should 

identify the features of a Model Statement interviewees use to calibrate their verbal output. 

Therefore, although practitioners may find the Model Statement technique useful in their 

work field, the scientific mechanism and/or features underpinning its effectiveness remain 

unknown and open to further investigation.  
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4.1 Abstract 

Investigators need to elicit detailed statements from interviewees to find potential leads, 

whilst simultaneously judging if a statement is genuine or fabricated. Researchers have 

proposed that the Model Statement can both a) increase information elicitation from 

interviewees, and b) amplify the verbal differences between liars and truth tellers; thereby 

enhancing lie detection accuracy. Based upon a critical analysis of the Model Statement 

literature, this tool is not currently ready for practical usage, as its utility has not been fully 

established. The diverse range of Model Statements scripts and dependent measures 

employed by researchers is unhelpful for determining why the technique is effective. 

Furthermore, robust independent replications of these experiments are required. Additionally, 

this chapter critically discusses why some measures (such as complication coding) of verbal 

Model Statement content may be unsuitable outcome measures in applied contexts and 

suggest that future research could use the well-established Reality Monitoring criteria to 

facilitate standardisation across studies.  
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4.2 Introduction 

Lies are typically difficult to detect (Vrij, 2008). Theoretically, this is because only small and 

unreliable differences exist between genuine and fabricated statements (DePaulo et al., 2003; 

Hartwig & Bond, 2011). As such, researchers have begun developing interviewing techniques 

to magnify available cues to deception and improve lie detection performance (Vrij & 

Granhag, 2012). Built upon the insight that longer, more detailed statements typically contain 

more cues to deception than shorter ones (Vrij et al., 2007), at the core of these approaches is 

the goal of obtaining as much information as possible from an interviewee (Bull, 2010; 

Fisher, 2010; Fisher et al., 2011). One example of such a tool is the Model Statement.  

The Model Statement is an example of a detailed statement (on an unrelated topic to 

that of the interview), designed to encourage interviewees to report more detailed statements 

(Porter et al., 2018). Researchers have indicated that the Model Statement technique is 

currently being used by practitioners (Leal et al., 2019), such as police and intelligence 

officials (see Vrij et al., 2015; Vrij et al., 2018a). Additionally, the Centre for Research and 

Evidence on Security Threats (CREST) website also provides advice on how to create your 

own Model Statement (https://crestresearch.ac.uk/resources/model-statement-technique/). It 

therefore seems opportune to assess how well this approach translates into practice. For this 

reason, a critical analysis of the literature is conducted, in which the following issues are 

highlighted: the diverse range of dependent measures used within Model Statement research 

(see Table 1); the variation in Model Statement scripts (see Table 2), and the lack of a 

theoretical rationale for using the Model Statement (see Table 3). Based on the above issues, 

the Model Statement should not be used in practice in the current form. Recommendations 

for the development of the Model Statement are provided.  

  

https://crestresearch.ac.uk/resources/model-statement-technique/
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The Model Statement 

The Model Statement is an example of a highly detailed statement, on an unrelated topic 

to that of the interview, designed to prompt interviewees to be more detailed. Originally, the 

Model Statement was developed as part of a hybrid interview method for encouraging 

cooperative individuals (truth tellers) to provide more detailed statements (Hirn, Fisher, & 

Carol, 2012). This approach was subsequently applied to lie-detection settings with the aim 

of (i) encouraging individuals to provide more information; and (ii) improving verbal lie-

detection performance (Leal et al., 2015).  

4.3 Method 

Overview  

I searched for relevant articles in ResearchGate, PsycLit, PsycInfo, Google Scholar, and 

Web of Knowledge, using a combination of key words such as ‘Model Statement’, ‘prime’ 

‘example statement’ ‘lie’ ‘lying’ ‘detection’ ‘interviewing’ ‘information elicitation’ and 

‘encouraging interviewees to say more’. I also checked the websites of journals that have 

published work in this area (Applied Cognitive Psychology, Acta Psychologica, Journal of 

Applied Research in Memory and Cognition, Journal of Investigative Psychology and 

Offender Profiling, Legal and Criminological Psychology, Psychology, Crime, & Law). I 

found 17 published studies, one conference presentation and one conference poster.   

4.3.1. Included studies 

Inclusion criteria were (1) that the study employed some form of Model (or example) 

Statement, (2) used individual adult samples, (3) was written in English, (4) contained both 

truth telling and deceptive participants, and (5) was published in a peer reviewed journal. 

This resulted in 14 relevant experimental studies, the details of which are summarised in 

Table 1. Table 2 summarises the characteristics of each of the Model Statements used in this 
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literature. Table 3 summaries the theoretical rationale, findings, and interpretations of the 

Model Statement literature.  

4.4 Results 

To date, there have been 17 published studies using a Model Statement, and two reported 

at conferences (Hirn et al., 2012; Körner & Urban, 2018). One study used pairs of 

participants, and although the Model Statement appeared useful for facilitating lie-detection, 

this has only been tested once (Vernham et al., 2018). As I was interested in individual 

participants this study has not been included in the review. When tested with children, the 

Model Statement failed to magnify the differences between liars and truth tellers, and failed 

to elicit any additional information from interviewees, compared to interviewees in a control 

condition (Brackmann et al., 2017). As the present focus is on adults, this study was excluded 

from the review. Boon and colleagues (2020) created a conceptually similar technique to the 

Model Statement. The authors provided participants with a demonstration of the level of 

detail investigators sought by describing an innocuous object. But, as the present focus is on 

truth telling and lie telling differences, this study was also excluded from the analysis.  

Of the 14 published Model Statement studies remaining, information elicitation 

effects were observed (Bogaard et al.,2014, 2019; Ewens et al., 2016; Harvey et al 2017, 

2019; Kleinberg et al.,2018; Leal et al. 2015, 2018, 2019; Porter et al., 2018, Porter & 

Salvanelli, 2020; Vrij et al., 2017, 2018, 2020). However, in general, a review of the literature 

reveals that the Model Statement has been largely unsuccessful at enhancing lie-detection 

performance (see Table 3). This is because both honest and deceptive individuals tended to 

add a similar amount of detail when exposed to a Model Statement (but for an exception see 

Porter et al., 2018; Porter & Salvanelli, 2020). This critical review therefore explores some of 

the characteristics of these studies, as well as providing potential explanations for their 

findings.   
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4.4.1 Theoretical explanations for the use of the Model Statement 

In the first paper to use the Model Statement for lie-detection purposes, Leal and 

colleagues (2015) suggest that (i) when truth tellers hear a Model Statement, they can easily 

provide more information, while (ii) liars find adding such additional information more 

cognitively demanding2, resulting in less plausible statements. The resulting difference in the 

quantity and quality of information disclosed is predicted to facilitate more accurate lie-

detection. This makes theoretical sense because more detailed statements are more likely to 

be perceived as credible (Bell & Loftus, 1989; Johnson, 2006; Johnson et al, 1988), and we 

know from the deception literature that longer statements do result in greater lie-detection 

accuracy (Vrij 2008; 2015).  

However, there are two problems with the above explanation. Firstly, the prediction is 

not empirically supported in the Model Statement literature. In fact, most of Model Statement 

studies reveal that liars can match the level of information truth tellers provide (e.g., Bogaard 

et al., 2014, Ewens et al., 2016; Leal et al., 2015). Secondly, cognitive load is not measured 

within Model Statement research, so it is unknown whether this is a factor in the tool’s 

effectiveness. Future research could investigate this by using either participant self-reports or 

physiological indices (e.g, pupil dilation, blink rate, and/or heart rate variability) to assess the 

cognitive load on liars when a Model Statement is presented (versus when no Model 

Statement is used). 

Leal and colleagues (2018) later suggest that the Model Statement may be more 

effective at information elicitation because examples are easier to follow compared with a 

“report all detail” instruction. Unfortunately, this assumption was not tested. However, this 

 
2 Cognitive demand (or cognitive load) refers to the amount of working memory resources used by a 

task. For more on lie-detection and cognitive load see Vrij et al 2011; Vrij, Fisher, & Blank, 2017.  
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could be explored by using self-report scales to assess both interviewing instructions in terms 

of relative simplicity, informativeness and clarity. In their newer research Leal et al (2019) 

refrain from providing any theoretical rationale for the Model Statement, with the 

justification that this tool is already being used in practice (see also Vrij et al., 2015; 2018).  

 Another explanation for how the Model Statement functions is through the application 

of social comparison theory (e.g., Harvey et al., 2017; Leal et al., 2018; Porter et al., 2018). 

This implies that in the absence of objective information, interviewees will compare 

themselves to others (Festinger, 1954, see also Cialdini’s, 1994, social proof). Interviews are 

unusual experiences, and because of this it can be difficult for interviewees to determine 

objectively how detailed they should be (Porter et al., 2018). Future research could test the 

validity of a social comparison argument by investigating the impact of social relevance on 

the Model Statement’s effectiveness. A Model Statement from a socially relevant individual 

should be more effective for drawing social comparison, compared to a Model Statement 

from a less socially relevant individual, and should therefore have a stronger Model 

Statement effect. For example, from the perspective of an undergraduate interviewee, a peer 

or student union representative may be a more relevant social comparison compared to a 

political bureaucrat. Future research could explore this possibility.  

Other possible explanations of the Model Statement’s effectiveness in eliciting 

information include its use as a social learning tool (Brackmann et al., 2017) or interviewee 

priming mechanism (Bogaard et al., 2019; Leal et al., 2015; Porter et al., 2018). If priming is 

responsible for the Model Statement's efficacy then its influence would likely be unconscious 

(i.e., implicit). Porter et al. (2018) investigated this by asking participants to rate the types of 

details they heard when listening to the different Model Statements. Interestingly, the authors 

found that participants were unable to detect the detail that had been emphasised, suggesting 

the Model Statement functions as an implicit prime. Future research could investigate this 
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finding by emphasising different types of verbal information. For example, one possibility is 

to emphasise the number of complications making up the content of a Model Statement. This 

could then be coded using the proportion of complications (see Vrij et al., 2017; 2018). 

To date, no published research has attempted to isolate and test competing theoretical 

explanations for the Model Statement’s function. However, such research would be of 

significant utility when applying Model Statements to practice. After all, if practitioners are 

to generate their own Model Statements, the tool would be more reliable if they understood 

the mechanism underpinning its effectiveness. This may also help to explain the inconsistent 

findings regarding the Model Statement’s ability to enhance lie-detection (Leal et al., 2015; 

Porter et al., 2018; Porter & Salvanelli, 2020). Additionally, these limited effects may be 

because the research itself varies in dependent variables, experimental realism, and the 

content and composition of the Model Statement employed (see Tables 1 and 2). These 

elements are discussed in more detail below.   

4.4.2 Different Model Statement scripts 

A range of different scripts have been used with the Model Statement literature. These 

scripts include a surprise helicopter flight (Bogaard et al., 2014), race day event (Leal et al., 

2015; Vrij et al., 2017), day at the beach (Ewens et al., 2016; and the first day of university 

(Kleinberg et al., 2018). In addition, other studies have adapted or manipulated existing 

Model Statement scripts in novel ways (Porter et al., 2018; Harvey et al., 2017; Bogaard et 

al., 2019). This is problematic for practitioners as often it is unclear which Model Statements 

are most useful for information elicitation and lie-detection purposes. On a theoretical level, 

it is also unclear what factors underpin the effectiveness of the Model Statement (i.e., the 

length of the statement, the type of detail, the proportion of detail included). That is to say, 

the dimensions of the Model Statement responsible for increased information disclosure from 

interviewees have not been tested. This appears to reduce the development of new Model 
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Statements to a ‘trial and error’ approach, rather than one derived from empirically robust 

psychological principles.   

4.4.3 Variation in dependent variables  

As one of its two core functions, the Model Statement is designed to amplify the verbal 

difference between truth tellers and liars. However, to date, the Model Statement literature 

has been characterised by examining a broad range of different dependent variables (see 

Table 1, column 2 for the 18 different cues examined over 14 published studies).  

Bogaard and her colleagues (2014) explored the effectiveness of the Model Statement 

using three different coding schemes: Scientific Content Analysis (SCAN), Criteria Based 

Content Analysis (CBCA) and Reality Monitoring (RM) criteria. They found that the Model 

Statement was ineffective at amplifying the verbal differences between truth tellers and liars 

across all three coding schemes. Leal et al (2015) also found the Model Statement to be 

ineffective at detecting deception when CBCA was used. Instead, plausibility was used to 

demonstrate that although liars provided longer statements, they appeared implausible. Ewens 

and her colleagues (2016) coded statements using overall detail (assessed using RM criteria; 

Johnson, 2006), and reminiscence (i.e., detail not initially included in an interviewee’s 

statement, but subsequently added during later recall attempts; see Payne 1987) but found the 

Model Statement to be ineffective as a lie-detection tool. Vrij and his colleagues (2017; 

2018b) also found overall detail to be ineffective with the Model Statement (c.f. Porter & 

Salvanelli, 2020). 

From 2017 onwards the Model Statement was used with measures ranging from 

verifiable information (see Harvey et al., 2017) to person and location references (see 

Kleinberg et al., 2018). Additionally, between 2017 and 2019 the Model Statement literature 

introduced new dependent variables: complications (part of the CBCA criteria), common 
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knowledge details, self-handicapping strategies, and the separation of core and peripheral 

information. Vrij and colleagues (2017) introduced the concept of coding using 

complications. Such details are expected to be included more within truthful statements, 

compared to deceptive ones. This variable appears useful, with truth tellers providing almost 

three times the number of complications, compared with liars (Vrij et al., 2017). 

Subsequently, Vrij and colleagues (2017) created a formula for the ratio of complications, 

which is stated as: complications/(complications + common knowledge details + self-

handicapping strategies). In 2018, Vrij and colleagues then changed this formula to be the 

proportion of complications, which they argue is a superior measure. In this paper they state 

that to calculate the proportion of complications, you need the following formula: total 

score/(number of complications + number of common knowledge details + number of self-

handicapping strategies). In 2020, Vrij and colleagues decided to make a distinction between 

complications low in complexity versus other complications (medium/high complexity) to 

explore whether liars were inclined to report complications low in complexity. Although 

some support was found for this new coding scheme, a very small frequency of details 

emerged, ranging from a mean of 0.48-4.80 (in the Model Statement condition). Given these 

low numbers, applying such techniques to real world contexts may be difficult, especially for 

non-experts coders.  

Leal and colleagues (2018; 2019) made a distinction between core and peripheral 

detail reported by interviewees after hearing a Model Statement. Core details include 

information about the main event, whereas peripheral details include information that is 

irrelevant to the main event. It is important to note that Leal et al (2018) only found 

peripheral information to be an effective measure for detecting liars, and unfortunately this 

effect was not replicated (see Leal et al., 2019).  
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4.4.4 Emphasised Model Statements 

One way of extending Model Statement research is to emphasise a specific class (or 

classes) of information that the investigators want interviewees to report. Porter and 

colleagues (2018) emphasised spatial and temporal information within a Model Statement. 

They found that this produced an information elicitation effect particularly for truth tellers, 

which increased the lie-detection accuracy (for similar observations, see Vrij et al., 2018; 

Leal et al., 2017). This interaction effect (veracity × interviewing condition) was driven by a 

change in the verbal output of truth tellers. That is, the Model Statements resulted in truth 

tellers (but not liars) providing more information (compared to a control condition). A similar 

effect was found in Chapter 3 which used a written and audio version of the Model Statement 

containing a balance of emphasised spatial and temporal detail.  

Note, that while the four Model Statements investigated by Porter and colleagues 

(2018; 2020) were effective at information elicitation and deception detection, we cannot 

ignore that (1) both papers fail to explain why this is the case, (2) neither study has been 

replicated, (3) no research to date has investigated what drives the Model Statement’s effects, 

and finally (4) there remain a large number of unsuccessful results (e.g., Leal et al, 2015; Vrij 

et al, 2018). Future research should therefore isolate and test the components which may be 

responsible for making the Model Statement effective. 

  Harvey and colleagues (2017) created a Model Statement that emphasised verifiable 

information. They found that combining this new Model Statement with an Information 

Protocol ‘IP’ (part of the verifiability approach; Nahari, Vrij, Fisher, 2014) prompted truth 

tellers to provide more verifiable information, resulting in greater lie detection accuracy. 

However, this combination was later retested by Körner and Urban (2018), and appeared 

ineffective at eliciting more information, including verifiable details. Although this study 

remains unpublished, it nevertheless represents another inconsistent replication, perhaps due 
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to a lack of understanding of how the Model Statement functions, and what drives interviews 

to be more detailed in some instances. Unfortunately, it is not known if Harvey et al., (2017) 

created a Model Statement that resulted in this enhanced eliciting of verifiable information, or 

if it was instead the combination of both the Model Statement and the IP. Bogaard et al., 

(2019) later tested a Model Statement containing an overwhelming amount of verifiable 

information. This Model Statement was ineffective as a tool for detecting deception, but this 

could be because they did not use an IP. Future research should test these components 

separately. 

4.4.5 Applying the Model Statement to real world contexts 

In real-world contexts people are likely to be interviewed after a delay, or may be 

interviewed about events that were, at the time, unimportant to them. By failing to recall – or 

originally encode – events, individuals may have less access to detailed information in 

memory than is commonly assumed by Model Statement researchers. Theoretically, the 

amount of information an individual can accurately report is limited by the amount of 

information they can recall. This limited access to memory information may constrain the 

effectiveness of the Model Statement as an information elicitation tool.  

From a socio-pragmatic perspective (Grice, 1975), in most real-life contexts 

(including investigative interviews) individuals are motivated to provide both informative and 

accurate statements. However, according to the dual-satisficing model of memory regulation 

(Ackerman & Goldsmith, 2008), individuals may be in a state of either high-satisficing 

knowledge (able to provide both accurate and informative statements, e.g., due to having a 

strong memory) or low-satisficing knowledge (unable to provide both accurate and 

informative statements, e.g., due to having a weak memory). Whereas most previous Model 

Statement research involves laboratory methodologies where individuals have strong, robust, 

and detailed memories of events (and therefore high-satisficing knowledge), it is likely that a 
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substantial proportion of forensic interviews occur when individuals are in a state of low-

satisficing knowledge (e.g., because of delay and forgetting, weapons-focus effects, 

incidental encoding). 

When individuals are in low-satisficing knowledge states they must either sacrifice 

informativeness to preserve accuracy (i.e., provide fewer detailed, but more correct 

statements), or sacrifice accuracy to preserve informativeness (i.e., provide fewer correct, but 

more detailed statements). Previous research has shown that in low-satisficing states 

individuals tend to sacrifice statement accuracy to preserve informativeness (Ackerman et al., 

2008). According to this memory-regulation model, the Model Statement presumably 

functions via encouraging interviewees to prioritise being informative (rather than accurate). 

If so, the Model Statement may cause individuals in low-satisficing knowledge states to 

further prioritize informativeness at the cost of accuracy. Interview protocols that induce 

inaccurate reporting are dangerous in forensic contexts. Investigators may waste resources 

following wrong leads and by highlighting inaccuracies in court, lawyers may undermine 

witness credibility.   

Harvey and colleagues (2019) were the first to use the Model Statement after a 3-

week delay. They found that introducing a Model Statement (after an initial interview) 

prompted both truth tellers and liars to provide more information. Interestingly, in the second 

phase of their study they had participants recall what they could remember from a video and 

coded the accuracy of that reported information. The authors found that although the Model 

Statement made truth tellers say more, they were less accurate in the new information they 

provided. Specifically, in the Model Statement condition (and after a delay) truth tellers were 

less accurate (.54) compared to when no Model Statement was present (.81), p = .010. 
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4.5 Discussion 

Overall, the Model Statement literature reviewed here only partially supports its utility. 

Although the Model Statement is somewhat successful at encouraging interviewees generally 

to report more information, its usefulness as a lie-detection tool is less clear. In terms of 

information elicitation, empirical research shows that the Model Statement does prompt 

interviewees to say more (Bogaard et al., 2019; Ewens et al., 2016; Harvey., et al, 2017, 

2019; Kleinberg et al., 2018; Leal et al., 2018, 2019; Vrij et al., 2017, 2018). That is, typically 

participants provided more detailed statements in the Model Statement conditions, compared 

to a control condition where no Model Statement was present. A review of the literature has 

shown that in most Model Statement studies liars (as well as truth tellers) were able to report 

more detailed statements (e.g., Leal et al., 2015; Bogaard et al., 2014), making detecting 

deception difficult (cf. Porter et al., 2018; Porter & Salvanelli, 2020).  

The exception to this is shown in chapter 2 and 3 where these Model Statements were 

able to prompt truth tellers (but not liars) to be more detailed. One explanation for this is the 

highly detailed content used within these specifically adapted Model Statements. In chapter 2 

the Model Statements were adapted to be spatially or temporally emphasised, which resulted 

in greater information elicitation (for truth tellers) and more accurate discrimination between 

veracity conditions. In Chapter 3 an audio and written version of the Model Statement were 

created to test the effects of modality (adapted from Chapter 2, taken originally from Leal et 

al., 2015). No modality effects emerged. However, I found a greater information elicitation 

and lie-detection accuracy similar to that reported in Chapter 2. While these results are 

promising, most Model Statement research does not yield similar results.  

 Prompting interviewees to provide more information is only useful in forensic 

contexts if the information is accurate and relevant to the investigation. Harvey and 

colleagues (2019) were the first researchers to investigate the accuracy of information 
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provided when a Model Statement was used. They found that although the Model Statement 

was effective as an information elicitation tool it introduced errors.  

The published Model Statement literature reveals few interaction effects between 

veracity (whether the interviewee is truthful or deceptive) and interviewing condition 

(whether a Model Statement is present or not). This indicates that verbal differences (e.g.,  

reported detail) between liars and truth tellers are of similar magnitude regardless of 

providing (or not providing) a Model Statement. For a large class of dependent variables, the 

Model Statement did not reliably enhance the ability to distinguish between genuine and 

fabricated verbal output (Bogaard et al., 2014, 2019; Ewens et al., 2016; Kleinberg et al., 

2018; Leal et al., 2015; 2018; 2019; Vrij et al., 2017; 2018). To allow for comparisons 

between Model Statement studies, overall detail (based upon RM criteria; Johnson, 2006) 

should be included in future research. This is because RM criteria, specifically overall detail, 

has been used extensively within the lie-detection literature (Vrij 2008; 2015) and in many 

Model Statement studies (Bogaard et al., 2019; Ewens et al., 2016; Harvey et al., 2019; Porter 

et al., 2020), so would allow for standardised comparisons across studies.  

 The studies where a Model Statement enhanced lie-detection, researchers employed 

subjective measures, such as plausibility (see Leal et al., 2015), as well as measures that are 

difficult for investigators to classify, such as peripheral information (Leal et al., 2018; for 

failure to replicate see Leal et al., 2019), and common knowledge details (Vrij et al., 2018). 

Harvey and colleagues (2017) established that combining a Model Statement containing 

verifiable information in conjunction with the IP (of the verifiability approach) appeared 

effective, though this needs to be more robustly tested as the effect has also not been 

replicated (Bogaard, Meijer., & Van der Plas, 2019; Körner & Urban, 2018). One of the key 

problems with these comparisons is that the researchers have all used different Model 

Statement scripts, making accurate replication – and meaningful comparison – difficult. 
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Future research could more robustly examine the differences between the Model Statement 

scripts and could provide a collection of such scripts to permit independent replications.   

On the basis of this critical review, the Model Statement appears to be a useful 

information elicitation tool, but in most research its effectiveness is investigated under sub-

optimal conditions (i.e., when interviewing occurs without delay and when interviews are 

questioned about intentionally encoded events). The utility of the Model Statement to elicit 

additional information under more realistic conditions therefore warrants further study (see 

Harvey et al., 2019). The Model Statement only amplifies certain verbal cues, with multiple 

studies showing it to be ineffective at aiding lie-detection (see Bogaard et al., 2014; Leal et 

al., 2018; Vrij et al, 2018). Troublingly, when ‘detail’ is examined as a cue, the Model 

Statement has even made liars appear more like truth tellers, by encouraging them to provide 

similar levels of information within their statements (see Bogaard et al., 2019; Harvey et al., 

2017; Vrij et al., 2018). In practical terms this is problematic and may lead to increased 

classification errors.  

Based on the current state of the literature and owing to the mixture of different 

dependent measures (see Table 1), the heterogeneity of Model Statements in circulation (see 

Table 2), the lack of theoretical underpinning (see Table 3), and the effects of delay on 

interviewees’ memory performance, the Model Statement should not be used by police 

officers and other investigators. As it stands, the Model Statement can do more harm to 

investigations by prompting liars to produce statements that are similar in length to truth 

tellers, making their story appear more credible (e.g., Leal et al., 2015), or by encouraging 

truth tellers to provide more information that is inaccurate (Harvey et al., 2019).  

In respect to the above, one option is for lie-detection research to develop a new 

approach for information elicitation (see Blandón-Gitlin et al., 2014). Instead of eliciting 
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more information from both truth tellers and liars, researchers could instead develop new 

tools that encourage truth tellers to provide more information, while simultaneously 

encouraging liars to withhold information. Such tools would thus focus on manipulating the 

strategies of liars and truth tellers asymmetrically. One of the limitations of current Model 

Statements are that both truth tellers and liars tend to provide more information in response to 

them (Leal et al., 2015). Perhaps researchers could instead develop tools that encourage liars 

and truth tellers to adapt different verbal strategies upon hearing the same instructions, thus 

causing their verbal behaviour to diverge. One example of this is the Asymmetric Information 

Management ‘AIM’ technique (see Porter et al., 2020), which is introduced in Chapter 5.  

4.5.1. Conclusion  

The Model Statement scripts currently used by researchers differ vastly in terms of 

length, duration, and story types. Attempts at optimising the Model Statement could start with 

the development of an investigation into their density of detail (i.e., the number of discrete 

details reported relative to a set number of words used). Such topics warrant future research 

and could help us to understand what drives the Model Statement to prompt the reporting of 

additional information. I therefore advocate a ‘deepening’ rather than ‘broadening’ of Model 

Statement research. As Vrij and Granhag (2012) recommend, “…[t]ools should be 

empirically tested thoroughly before [being] taught to practitioners, and these tests should be 

published in high quality peer-reviewed journals…” (pp 115).  
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Table 1  

A summary of the Model Statement research. 

Citation  Measures Experim
ental 

design  

Model Statement (MS) information Results  Limitations  

Bogaard et al., 2014 SCAN  
Reality Monitoring  
CBCA 

Between 
subjects  

A written MS designed to elicit more 
information.  

All participants provided 
more CBCA, SCAN and 
RM related information. 

The example statement 
was not useful in aiding in 
lie-detection, as both truth 

tellers and liars provided 
more information when the 
example was provided.  

 

Leal et al., 2015 Plausibility 
CBCA 

Between 
subjects 

An audio recorded MS designed to make 
liars provide more spontaneous details, that 

are less plausible.  

All participants provided 
longer statements, though 

liars were rated as less 
plausible.   

The MS was not useful in 
aiding in lie-detection, as 

both truth tellers and liars 
provided more 
information. Plausibility is 

a subjective and measure 
which may led to a lack of 
consistency across 

investigators.  
 

Ewens et al., 2016 Overall detail 

Reminiscences 

Within 

subjects 

Two audio recorded MS used to prompt 

additional information, and aid in deception 
detection. 

All participants provided 

longer statements, and 
reminiscence did not 
enhance lie-detection.   

 

Neither MS was useful in 

aiding in lie-detection. 
Reminiscence was not an 
effective measure.  

Harvey et al., 2017 Verifiable information Between 
subjects 

The MS used contained additional verifiable 
information within it, which aimed to 
enhance the amount of verifiable 

information truth tellers disclosed.  

The MS resulted in the 
elicitation of greater 
verifiable information for 

truth tellers (compared to 
liars). Liars instead 

reported more unverifiable 
information. The 
percentage of verifiable 

detail was used to enhance 
lie-detection accuracy. 

Whether the Model 
Statement is driving this 
effect is unknown as this is 

combined with part of the 
verifiability approach. 
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Vrij et al., 2017 Overall detail Within 

subjects 

MS used to prompt additional information, 

and aid in deception detection. 

Both truth tellers and liars 

provide more information 
when a MS is present.  
Truth tellers provide more 

complications (and less 
common knowledge details 
and self-handicapping 

strategies) than liars.  
 

Common knowledge 

details and self-
handicapping strategies are 
highly subjective, difficult 

to code, and hard to ensure 
consistency with. 
 

There is no theoretical 
rationale for the formula 

for ratio of complications 
stated as: (complications / 
(complications + common 

knowledge  
details + self-handicapping 
strategies). 

 

Porter et al., 2018 Spatial detail  
Temporal detail  
Perceptual information 

Between 
subjects 

A spatially (or temporally) emphasised MS 
was used to elicit more information from 

truth tellers, and to enhance lie-detection. 
Both were audio recorded. 

The spatial-MS enhances 
information elicitation and 

lie-detection when spatial, 
temporal, or perceptual 
information is used as a 

dependent variable.  
 
The temporal-MS only 

aids lie-detection when 
temporal information is 

used as a dependent 
measure.  
 

The spatial-MS enhances 
information elicitation and 

lie-detection using a 
combination of measures. 
In contrast the temporal-

MS only works when 
temporal information is 
used as a dependent 

measure. This is following 
an initial non-significant 

interaction effect.  
 

Kleinberg et al., 2018 Person references 

Location references 
Temporal information 
Date 

Time references 
Spatial information 

 

Between 

subjects 

MS introduced to test its effectiveness.  The MS was not useful at 

eliciting more information.  

This study uses a different 

range of measures. The 
MS did not enhance 
elicitation, or aid in lie-

detection.   
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Vrij et al., 2018 Complications/ Common 
knowledge  
 

Within 
subjects 

MS used to prompt additional information, 
and aid in deception detection. 
 

The proportion of 
complications appears to 
be an effective measure.  

Using measures such as 
common knowledge 
details and self-

handicapping strategies are 
highly subjective, difficult 
to code, and hard to ensure 

consistency with. 
 

There is no theoretical 
rationale for why this 
formula for the proportion 

of complications was 
created, or why this 
differed from the previous 

formula. Calculation: 
(number of complications 

+ number of common 
knowledge details + 
number of self-

handicapping strategies) 
and the number of 
complications was divided 

by this total score. 
 

Leal et al., 2018 Core/peripherical detail Within 

subjects 

An audio recorded MS designed to raise the 

level of detail reported by both truth tellers 
and liars 

All participants provided 

more information after 
hearing a MS, and the 
reverse order + MS did not 

enhance lie-detection. The 
only difference emerged 
between liars who reported 

more peripheral 
information in the MS 

condition.  
 

The MS was not useful in 

aiding in lie-detection, as 
both truth tellers and liars 
provided more 

information. Peripheral 
information is a subjective, 
and difficult measure to 

use in practical terms, as 
investigators may not 

know which information is 
core to their investigation.  
 

Leal et al., 

2019 

Core/peripherical detail Within 

subjects 

An audio recorded MS designed to raise the 

level of detail reported by both truth tellers 
and liars 

All participants provided 

more information after 
hearing a MS, and the 

The MS was not useful in 

aiding in lie-detection, as 
both truth tellers and liars 
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reverse order + MS did not 
enhance lie-detection. 

provided more 
information. Using 
peripheral information as a 

measure failed to replicate 
in this study. 
 

Harvey et al., 2019 Overall detail Between 

subjects 

An audio recorded MS designed to raise the 

level of detail reported by liars. 
 

Liars provided more 

unique detail after hearing 
a MS compared to liars 

who heard no MS. When 
new detail was used both 
liars and truth tellers said 

more after hearing a MS.  
 

The second phase of the 

study found that truth 
tellers were less accurate in 

the MS condition.  
 

Bogaard et al., 2019 Overall detail 
Verifiable detail 

Mixed 
factors 

design 

The Model Statement used contain 
additional verifiable information.  

 

The MS resulted in greater 
information elicitation, 

specifically for verifiable 
information. 

 

Lie-detection accuracy was 
not improved. In fact, the 

MS helped liars to appear 
more convincing by adding 

similar levels of verifiable 
information as truth tellers. 

Porter & Salvanelli, 
2020 

Overall detail  Between 
subjects 

An audio and written MS were used to elicit 
more information from truth tellers, and to 

enhance lie-detection.  
 

Only truth tellers provided 
more overall detail when 

either MS was presented. 
Lie detection accuracy was 
enhanced.  

Both Model Statements 
were equally effective at 

eliciting more detailed 
statements, and aiding 
deception detection which 

was not predicted.  
Vrij et al., 2020 Detail (defined as a 

nonredundant unit of 

information about the trip the 
interviewee allegedly had 
made) 

Between 
subjects 

An audio recorded MS designed to raise the 
level of detail reported by both truth tellers 

and liars 

Truth tellers provided more 
new details, complications, 

common knowledge 
details, and self-
handicapping strategies.  

The mean for the 
dependent variables ranged 

between 0.02-4.80 details 
for truth tellers, and 0.13-
2.99 for liars. Although the 

MS was effective at 
eliciting more detail, the 
frequency of each detail 

criterion was very small.   
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Table 2  

 

An overview of the Model Statements (MS) characteristics. 
 

  

Citation Adapted or newly 
created 

Script / story Length of MS Presentation modality Manipulation checks 

Bogaard et al., 2014 New Surprise helicopter flight in 
New York 

 

1291 words, approximately 
3 pages of writing 

Written None included 

Leal et al., 2015 New Race day event 734 words Audio None included 

Ewens et al., 2016 1 New 

1 from Leal et al (2015) 
 

Each MS was translated 

into Russian, Korean, 
and Hispanic 

 

Day at the beach 

Race day event 

1 minute 30 seconds 

1 minute 30 seconds 

Audio 

Audio 

None included 

Harvey et al., 2017 Adapted from Leal et al 
(2015), with verifiable 

information 

incorporated. 
 

Race day event 377 words Written None included 

Vrij et al., 2017 Adapted from Leal et al 
(2015).  

 
Each MS was translated 

into Russian, Korean, 
and Hispanic 

 

Race day event 
 

1 minute 30 seconds 
 

Audio 
 

None included 
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Porter et al., 2018 Spatial-MS 
Temporal-MS 

 

Adapted from Leal et al 
(2015), with spatially or 
temporally emphasised 

detail. 
 

Race day event 
Race day event 

265 words 
261 words 

Audio 
Audio 

Multiple choice questions 
were used to ensure the 

participants paid attention to 

the MS 

Kleinberg et al., 2018 New First day at university 527 words Written Multiple choice questions 

were used to ensure the 
participants paid attention to 

the MS 
Vrij et al., 2018b MS from Leal et al 

(2015) 

Race day event 

 

1 minute 30 seconds 

 

Audio 

 

None included 

Leal et al., 2018 Likely to be the same 
MS as Leal et al, 2015 

 

Race day event 1.3 minute long Audio None included 

Leal et al., 2019 MS used in Leal et al., 

2018 

Race day event 1.3 minute long Audio None included 

Harvey et al., 2020 Adapted from Leal et 
al., 2015 

Race day event 1 minute 34 seconds 
346 words 

Audio None included 

Bogaard et al., 2019 Same Model Statement 

as Bogaard et al., 2014 

Surprise helicopter flight in 

New York 
 

1291 words, 297 of which 

contain verifiable detail 

Written None included 

Porter & Salvanelli, 2020 Written-MS 
Audio-MS 

 
A variation of the 

emphasised spatial and 

temporal MS (derived 
from Leal et al., 2015, 

see Porter et al., 2018) 
 

Race day event 
Race day event 

328 words 
1 minute, 51 seconds 

Written 
Audio 

Multiple choice questions 
were used to ensure the 

participants paid attention to 
the MS 

Vrij et al., 2020 MS used in Leal at al., 
2015 

Race day event 1 minute 34 seconds 
346 words 

Audio None included 
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Table 3  

The rationale for using a Model Statement, the findings, and interpretations.   

Citation Theoretical 
Rationale 

Hypothesis/hypotheses  Supported  Interpretation 

Bogaard et al., 2014 No rationale 
provided. 

Participants who received the example statement 
would give more comprehensive statements, 

resulting in higher scores on CBCA, RM and 
SCAN. 

  
This effect would be more pronounced in truth 
tellers than in liars, thereby increasing 

discriminability of these methods. 
 

Yes  
 

 
No  

More information was 
elicited from all 

interviewees, which does 
not support lie-detection.  

Leal et al., 2015 The MS imposes 
cognitive load on 

liars. Adds 
pressure for liars 

to include more 
spontaneous detail 
than they have 

initially prepared.  
 

Truth tellers will provide more detailed 
statements, compared to liars.  

 
Liars statements will be less plausible than 

statements provided by truthtellers.  

No 
 

 
Yes 

More information was 
elicited from all 

interviewees, which does 
not support lie-detection. 

Ewens et al., 2016 No rationale 
provided. 

The MS would lead to more additional detail 
(reminiscences) from truth tellers than from liars. 

 
 

 

No More information was 
elicited from all 

interviewees, which does 
not support lie-detection. 

Reminiscence was an 
ineffective measure.  

Harvey et al., 2017 Social comparison 
theory is used to 

explain how in the 
absence of 
objective 

information (such 
as in an interview 
setting), people 

Truth tellers will report more verifiable detail 
than liars, particularly in the Verifiability 

Approach (VA) with model statement (MS) 
condition.  
 

Liars will report more unverifiable details than 
truth tellers, particularly in the VA with MS 
condition.  

Yes 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
Yes 

The MS resulted in the 
elicitation of greater 

verifiable information for 
truth tellers (compared to 
liars), which when 

transformed into 
percentages, enhances lie-
detection.  
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will look to others 
to provide a basis 
for social 

comparison.  

 
The percentage of verifiable detail (verifiable 
detail / total detail [verifiable plus unverifiable]) 

to be more diagnostic of veracity in the VA with 
MS condition than in the VA without MS 
condition. 

 

Vrij et al., 2017 No rationale 
provided. 

A MS will increase the total amount of detail 
provided by truth tellers and liars. 

 
A MS will increase the number of complications 
in a statement but will not affect common 

knowledge details or self-handicapping 
strategies, due to the expected opposite effect of 
a MS on truth tellers and liars for these cues.  

 
Truth tellers in the MS condition will include 

more complications (a), fewer common 
knowledge details (b) and fewer self-
handicapping strategies (c) than liars.   

 
The ratio of complications will be higher for 
truth tellers than liars in the MS condition.  

 

Yes 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
 
 

 
Yes 

 
 
 

Yes 

Both truth tellers and liars 
provided more information 

when a MS is present.  
 
Truth tellers provided more 

complications than liars. 
Truth tellers provided less 
common knowledge details 

and self-handicapping 
strategies than liars.  

Porter et al., 2018 A social 
comparison 

between truth 
tellers and the MS 
takes place.  

 
The MS acts as a 
prime to 

encourage 
interviewees to be 

more detailed.  

The MS will elicit more detailed statements, 
particularly for truth tellers.  

 
Participants in the Spatial-MS condition will 
provide more spatial details than participants in 

the control condition (MS  
main effect), particularly for truth tellers 
(Veracity X MS interaction effect) 

 
Based on these predictions, we expect 

classification rates of truth tellers and liars based 
on spatial details to be higher in the Spatial-MS 
condition than in the control condition.  

 

Yes 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
 
 

Yes 
 

 
 
Partially 

 
 

The MS elicits more 
information from truth 

tellers, aiding in deception 
detection.  
 

The spatial-MS enhances 
information elicitation and 
lie-detection when spatial 

information is used as a 
dependent variable.  

 
The temporal-MS is 
effective when temporal 

information is used as a 
dependent measure, 
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Similarly, the Temporal-MS condition should 
elicit more temporal details than the control 
condition (MS main effect), again this should be 

particularly noticeable with truth tellers (Veracity 

× MS interaction effect).  
 

Based on these predictions, we expect 
classification rates of truth tellers and liars based 
on temporal details to be higher in the Temporal-

MS condition than in the control condition. 
 

Yes however the interaction 
effect was not significant.  

Kleinberg et al., 2018 No rationale 

provided. 

The differences in linguistic and verbal content 

variables between truthful and deceptive 
statements are larger when a MS is provided, 
than when it is not. 

 
Classification accuracy will be higher in the MS 
condition.  

 

No 

 
 
No 

The MS did not enhance the 

verbal output of 
interviewees. Detecting 
deception was not possible.   

Vrij et al., 2018b No rationale 
provided. 

Truth tellers will report more total details, more 
complications, and fewer common knowledge 

details in Phase 2, post-model statement recall 

phase, than in Phase 1, initial recall phase. 
 
Liars will report more total details, more 

common knowledge details, and more self-
handicapping strategies in Phase 2 than in Phase 
1. 

 
Differences between truth tellers and liars in the 
proportion of complications will be more 

pronounced in Phase 2 than in Phase 1 of the 
interview. 
 

Yes 
 

 
 
Partially 

 
 
Yes 

Truth tellers provide more 
information in their second 

recall phase. Liars did the 
same but only for specific 
types of detail. 

Leal et al., 2018 The MS raises 

expectations of 
how much 

information to 

The MS will elicit more core and peripheral 

information, compared to a control, in the second 
recall.  

 

Yes  

 
 

No 

More information was 

elicited from all 
interviewees which does 

not aid lie-detection.  
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report via a social 
comparison.  
 

The MS is an 
example, and 
examples are 

easier to follow, 
compared to 

instructions. 
 

Truth tellers will report more new core details 
than liars in the second recall, particularly in the 
MS condition. 

 
Liars will report more new peripheral details 
than truth tellers in the second recall, particularly 

in the MS condition.  
 

Liars will report fewer new core and peripheral 
details than truth tellers in the reverse order 
recall, particularly in the MS condition. 

 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

No 

 
The only difference in the 
type of detail was that liars 

report more peripheral 
information – this is 
information that is 

perceived to be irrelevant to 
the core event.  

 

Leal et al., 

2019 

The MS raises 

expectations of 
how much 
information to 

report. 

The MS will elicit more core and peripheral 

information, compared to a control, in the second 
recall.  

 

Truth tellers will report more new core details 
than liars in the second recall, particularly in the 

MS condition. 
 

Liars will report more new peripheral details 

than truth tellers in the second recall, particularly 
in the MS condition.  

 

Liars will report fewer new core and peripheral 
details than truth tellers in the reverse order 

recall, particularly in the MS condition. 
 

Yes 

 
 
No 

 
 

No 
 
 

No 

More information was 

elicited from all 
interviewees which does 
not aid lie-detection.  

 
Using peripheral 

information as a measure 
failed to replicate in this 
study. 

Harvey et al., 2019 The Model 
Statement directs 

attention to the 
social norm ‘be 
sufficiently 

detailed’ 

Interviewees in the Model Statement-present 
condition will report statements containing more 

overall detail than interviewees in the Model 
Statement-absent condition.  
 

In the delayed interviewing condition, liars will 
report more details than truth tellers in the Model 

Statement-present condition, but liars and truth 
tellers will report a similar number of details in 
the Model Statement-absent condition. 

Yes 
 

 
 
Yes 

Liars in the MS condition 
provided more unique detail 

compared to liars in the no 
MS condition. Both liars 
and truth tellers provided 

more new detail after 
hearing a MS.  

 
Truth tellers were less 
accurate in the MS 

condition.  
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Bogaard et al., 2019 The MS acts as a 
prime to 
encourage 

interviewees to be 
more detailed. 

False statements to be shorter and less detailed 
than truthful statements. 
 

False statement to include more non-verifiable 
and fewer verifiable details than truthful 
statements 

 
A Model Statement to prompt more detailed 

accounts 
 
A Model Statement to increase the difference in 

the number of verifiable and non-verifiable 
details between false and truthful statements 
specified under expectation above.  

 

No 
 
Yes 

 
 
Yes 

 
 

No 

The Model Statement 
resulted in more 
information being provided, 

but not more verifiable 
information.  

Porter &  Salvanelli, 2020 Social comparison 
takes place 

between truth 
tellers who are 
presented with a 

MS. 

More information will be elicited when the audio 
recorded Model Statement (Audio-MS) is 

presented compared to a control condition, 
particularly for truth tellers. 
 

Based on these predictions, veracity 
classification rates will be higher in the Audio-
MS condition compared to the control. Similarly, 

more information will be elicited when the 
written version of a Model Statement (Written-

MS) is presented, compared to a control 
condition, particularly for truth tellers. 
 

A direct comparison of both Model Statements 
should reveal a stronger effect of information 
elicitation in the Written-MS condition compared 

to the Audio-MS condition, particularly for truth 
tellers. Veracity classification rates should be 

higher in the Written-MS condition compared to 
the Audio-MS condition. 

Yes 
 

 
 
 

Yes 
 
 

 
 

 
 
No 

 
 
 

The written and audio 
recorded MS elicited more 

information from 
interviewees, particularly 
truth tellers. This resulted in 

greater classification of 
truth tellers and liars.  
 

Both Model Statements 
were equally effective at 

eliciting more detailed 
statements, and aiding 
deception detection.  

Vrij et al., 2020 The MS prompts 
truth tellers to 

provide more 
detail and puts 

The authors predicted that liars will be able to 
use countermeasures effectively in a Model 

Statement interview (i.e., produce verbal 
responses that sound like truth tellers’ 

No The authors state in their 
article that the hypothesis 

was rejected. They found 
no evidence that liars 
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pressure on liars 
to include more 
detail than they 

have initially 
prepared. 

responses), and that this is most likely to happen 
when they are informed about (i) the types of 
detail examined and (ii) the amount of 

information they are supposed to give. 
 

sounded like truth tellers 
after being informed about 
the Model Statement and/or 

types of detail examined. 
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Chapter 5: Lie-detection by strategy manipulation: Developing an 

Asymmetric Information Management (AIM) technique. 

 

 

 

This chapter draws from the following manuscript: 

Porter, C. N., Morrison, E., Fitzgerald, R. J., Taylor, R., & Harvey, A. C. (2020). Lie-

detection by strategy manipulation: developing an Asymmetric Information 

Management (AIM) technique. Journal of Applied Research in Memory and 

Cognition, 9(2), 232-241. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2020.01.004  
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5.1. Abstract 

Liars can, when prompted, provide detailed statements. Ideally, interview protocols to 

improve lie-detection should (a) encourage forthcoming verbal strategies for truth tellers and 

(b) encourage withholding verbal strategies for liars. Previous research has investigated (a) 

but not (b). I designed an Asymmetric Information Management (AIM) instruction - 

informing interviewees, inter alia, that more detailed statements are easier to accurately 

classify as genuine or fabricated - to encourage truth tellers to be verbally forthcoming and to 

encourage liars to be verbally withholding. Truth tellers (n = 52) and liars (n = 52) took part 

in one of two counterbalanced missions and were assigned to either the AIM or control 

interviewing condition. Truth tellers provided (and liars withheld) more information in the 

AIM condition (compared to the control condition), and thus, discriminant analysis 

classificatory performance was improved. Therefore, a simple instruction can simultaneously 

modify the respective strategies of liars and truth tellers.  
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5.2 Introduction 

For effective investigative or information gathering interviewing to take place, the 

investigator must elicit information from eyewitnesses and potential suspects (Bull, 2010; 

Fisher, 2010). To do this they must gather information, while trying to assess the credibility 

of the interviewee’s statement. As such, gathering information should be the primary 

intention, with detecting deceit as a secondary, yet important objective. To do this, new tools, 

techniques, and approaches should ensure greater information elicitation from truth tellers, 

without also prompting liars to make such a detailed recall. If liars are also prompted to be 

more detailed, then comparing truthful and deceptive statements based on the quantity of 

detail (see Ewens et al., 2016), or by using specific veracity tool such as Criteria-Based 

Content Analysis (CBCA; see Bogaard et al., 2014; Leal et al., 2015) becomes difficult. 

Although it is true that both the quality and quantity of information is important for forensic 

interviewing, in the following study I focus exclusively on the amount of information 

elicited. This study investigates a new interviewing technique which focuses upon creating an 

information management dilemma that is different for truth tellers and liars. This is known as 

the Asymmetric Information Management (AIM) technique.  

5.2.1 Information eliciting literature 

Lie-detection research predicts that truth tellers and liars should behave differently 

when interviewed using information elicitation techniques (e.g., Vrij et al., 2017; Colwell et 

al., 2002; 2007). The rationale for this prediction comes from the different mental states that 

truth tellers and liars may have during an interview. Truth tellers should be able to freely 

disclose information they can retrieve from memory and report, thus adopting a forthcoming 

strategy (Hartwig et al., 2007; 2010). In contrast, liars are predicted to behave differently 

based upon several influential factors. Firstly, some researchers argue that liars must 

successfully manipulate the information they disclose to maintain their fabrication (Colwell 
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et al., 2007; McCornack, 1992). One explanation for this is because liars are strategically 

unwilling to provide highly detailed statements due to fears of reporting information that 

provides investigators opportunities to falsify their statement (Nahari, Vrij, & Fisher, 2014a; 

2014b). Alternatively, liars may be unable to fabricate such detailed information due to the 

increased cognitive burden that can be associated with lying, together with the limited 

processing capacity of working memory (e.g., Vrij et al., 2006; Blandón-Gitlin et al., 2014; 

Walczyk et al., 2013), or due to lacking the imagination to falsify such information 

(Köhnken, 1989; 2004). 

Unfortunately, empirical research has provided mixed support for the above 

predictions. In some contexts, liars can report detailed statements, for example when 

prompted to be more detailed via tools such as a Model Statement (Bogaard et al., 2014; 

Ewens et al., 2016; Harvey et al., 2017a; Leal et al., 2015; Vrij, et al., 2017; Kleinberg et al., 

2017; but also see Brackmann et al., 2017). As a result, statements from truth tellers and liars 

appear highly similar making it hard to distinguish between them.   

5.2.2. The AIM technique 

If liars can report detailed statements when prompted, then an alternative, and arguably 

more effective, approach is to develop an interviewing instruction that reduces liars’ 

willingness to be detailed whist simultaneously encouraging truth tellers to report more 

information. In other words, the strategic differences (with respect to information 

manipulation) between truth tellers and liars should not just be used as a basis for credibility 

assessment (as is the case in the encouraging interviewees to say more literature: e.g., 

Bogaard et al., 2014; Ewens et al., 2016; Leal et al, 2015). Rather, such strategic differences 

should be proactively exaggerated by a credibility assessment tool. As the content of verbal 

statements is influenced by the mental strategies interviewees adopt, encouraging honest and 
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dishonest respondents to use diverging strategies should maximise reporting differences, 

compared to exclusively targeting (and magnifying) the strategies of either truth tellers or 

liars.  

The goal of the pre-retrieval AIM technique is to establish an information 

management dilemma for truth tellers and liars that has different, veracity-dependent, 

solutions. In the deception literature, an information management dilemma refers to a  

situation (usually established via an interviewing instruction) whereby the information 

presented to the interviewees leads to a conflict of motivations (the dilemma), usually for the 

liar, about what information to report during the subsequent interview. This manipulation of 

interviewee’s mental strategies causes the verbal behaviour of truth tellers and liars to 

diverge, enhancing available cues to deception. By focusing on the different verbal strategies 

adopted by liars and truth tellers in response to an information management dilemma, the 

AIM technique is conceptually like the informing manipulation used with the Verifiability 

Approach (VA; Nahari et al., 2014b). On a conceptual level, the AIM technique and VA are 

similar in that they both inform interviewees of the relationship between credibility and 

information reported. Previous research has shown that interviewees can regulate their 

memory outputs (Ackerman, & Goldsmith, 2008; Fisher, 1996), especially when provided 

with specific information by the interviewer (Koriat & Goldsmith, 1996), which can result in 

the elicitation of additional cues to deception (Nahari et al., 2014b).  

The AIM and VA techniques also have important differences. In the VA, providing 

participants with the information protocol (an instruction informing interviewees of the 

importance of reporting verifiable information) amplifies the use of asymmetric information 

management strategies by both truth tellers and liars (Harvey et al., 2017a; 2017b). 

Specifically, truth tellers provide more verifiable details whereas liars do not. In contrast, the 
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AIM instruction attempts to disrupt the willingness of liars (but not truth tellers’) to report 

detailed statements. The AIM technique is more general than the VA and establishes an 

information management dilemma that encourages liars to withhold information and truth 

tellers to be forthcoming. The crux of this new technique is to inform interviewees about the 

conceptual association between a) reporting detailed statements, with b) an increased chance 

of being accurately judged as truthful or deceptive . For truth tellers, being accurately judged 

(i.e., as honest) is rationally beneficial (i.e., being judged as truthful is their objective). 

Therefore, truth tellers are provided with a reason to adopt forthcoming verbal strategies.  

Based upon the above theoretical considerations I predict that truth tellers in the AIM 

instruction condition will report statements containing significantly more overall detail 

compared to truth tellers in the control condition (Hypothesis 1). Furthermore, it is 

hypothesised that liars in the AIM instruction condition will report statements containing 

significantly less overall detail compared to liars in the control condition (Hypothesis 2). 

Consequently, it is predicted that accurate discrimination between truth tellers and liars will 

be enhanced in the AIM condition, compared to the control condition (Hypothesis 3).  

5.3 Method 

5.3.1. Pre-registration 

This study was pre-registered (see https://osf.io/a76vx). 

5.3.2 Design 

A 2 (veracity: truth teller vs. liar) × 2 (interviewing condition: Asymmetric 

Information Management ‘AIM’ technique vs. control condition) between factors design was 

used. The control condition contained a standard ‘report everything’ instruction. 

Experimental task location was counterbalanced across two locations.  

https://osf.io/a76vx
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5.3.3 Participants 

A total of 104 participants (68 females, 35 males, one other) aged between 18 and 38 

years (M = 20.64, SD = 5.02, 95% CI [19.67, 21.62]) from the University’s undergraduate (n 

= 93), postgraduate (n = 5) and staff communities (n = 6) took part in this study. 

5.3.4 Sample size rationale 

A power analysis using G*Power (Faul et al., 2007), assuming a medium effect size 

of f = 0.30 (alpha = 0.05) for four groups, indicated a sample size of 90 would be sufficient 

for an acceptable power of 0.80 (Cohen, 1992). For tests that examine interaction effects 

(e.g., the Veracity × Interview type explored in the current study), G*Power tends to provide 

over-generous power estimates by underestimating the number of required participants to 

achieve 80% power (for more information, please see 

https://approachingblog.wordpress.com/2018/01/24/powering-your-interaction-2/). To 

account for this and to compensate for any potential participant attrition (i.e. , participants not 

following experimental instructions and requiring exclusion), an additional 14 individuals 

(approximately 15% of the original G*Power estimate) were recruited (allowing for n = 26 

participants per experimental cell). 

5.5.4 Procedure 

Most participants were recruited via a psychology department participant pool. These 

participants received partial course credit for taking part. Additional participants were 

recruited via posters displayed within the psychology department, or via the staff website, 

allowing individuals to volunteer for the research via email. All participants were informed 

that they must be at least 18 years old and have good spoken English to take part in the study, 

due to the interview requirement. 
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Individuals arrived at the laboratory at pre-arranged times and were informed that the 

study involved taking part in a secret mission, whereby they would have to report details 

about this mission to an intelligence officer. Each participant was given an information sheet 

about the study and was asked to sign an informed consent form if he/she was happy to take 

part. After providing informed consent, each participant was randomly assigned to either the 

truthful or deceptive condition using a pre-registered random allocation grid.  

For the purposes of counter-balancing participants were randomly allocated to one of 

two missions: 

1) For Mission 1, participants (n = 52) were tasked with making an intelligence 

drop off via email. They were provided with a USB stick, and instructed to go to the 

university library, to log onto a computer, and to send an email to the experimenter with 

an encrypted file labelled ‘PROJECT BLACK HORSE’. The briefing for this drop-off 

was that they would not be suspected by any other hostile agents, but that they should 

remain discreet in case they were spotted.  

2) In Mission 2 (n = 52) participants were provided with a room key, and were 

instructed to retrieve an intelligence file (in the form of a sealed brown envelope) from 

the building they were in. Next, they were instructed to take the file to a nearby creative 

arts university building where they were to make a drop off. The briefing for this drop- 

off was that another agent would arrive shortly after them to collect the file, but that 

they should remain discreet in case they were spotted by any hostile agents.  

 Upon their return, truth tellers were informed that, in their absence, one of the agents 

had been involved in a data breach. The data breach involved either 1) confidential 

information being leaked to an unknown person or persons, which had been linked to the 

university network, or 2) the brown envelope going missing from the pickup zone. Truth 
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tellers were informed that as they were not with the experimenter during the time of data 

breach, they were a suspect and so would be interviewed. Their task was to be completely 

honest during the interview, and to convince the analyst they were being truthful and had 

nothing to do with the data breach.  

 Upon their return, liars were informed about the same breach, but as they were on a 

covert mission and could disclose their real whereabouts at the time, they must instead 

convince the interviewer that they were in the location of the alternative mission, doing a 

different task. That is, liars who completed Mission 1 lied about their whereabouts using a 

cover story based upon Mission 2. Alternatively, liars who took part in Mission 2 built a 

cover story based upon Mission 1.  

 Liars were instructed to convince the analyst they were being truthful and that they 

had nothing to do with the data breach. Liars were instructed not to reveal details of their 

mission and instead to come up with a cover story based on bullet points from the truth teller 

task indicating (i) details about the secure drop off, (ii) information about the file, (iii) details 

about the location, and (iv) the approximate time spent at the location. Liars could freely add 

details that could encourage the interviewer to believe them during their preparation time. 

More specifically,  

• Liars who were sent to the library building (Mission 1) were provided with an outline 

of a cover story detailing the task involved in the creative arts building (Mission 2).  

• Liars who were sent to the creative arts building (Mission 2) were provided with an 

outline of a cover story detailing the library task (Mission 1).  
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Pre-interview stage 

 All participants were offered time to prepare themselves before the interview (10 

minutes maximum). To help with preparation, participants were offered a pen and paper if 

they wanted to make notes – though it was explained that notes could not be taken into the 

interview. A significant difference emerged between accepting preparation time χ2 = (1, n = 

104) = 87.75, p = <.001, Cramer’s V = .91 (which corresponds to a large effect size, Cohen, 

1988) with all truth tellers (n = 52/52) declining preparation time and most liars (n = 47/52) 

accepting preparation time.  

 Once participants indicated they were prepared they completed a pre-interview 

questionnaire. This included participant demographics such as age, gender, and motivation 

levels 'to what extent do you feel motivated to perform well - i.e., appear convincing - during 

your interview’ (7-point Likert scale ‘1- not at all’ to ‘7- completely’), as well as how 

prepared they felt. Next, all participants were instructed that their task was to convince the 

interviewer that they were telling the truth, and if they failed to do so then they might have to 

wait and be interviewed by a second analyst (though this would never occur).  

After preparation, each participant was taken to a different room to be interviewed by 

an ‘intelligence analyst’ (who was blind to veracity condition and the experimental 

hypotheses). Each participant was randomly allocated to one of two conditions: (i) a control 

condition (n = 52), or (ii) the AIM condition (n = 52). In all conditions, the participants were 

reminded that the interviews would be audio recorded to allow for transcribing.  

Interview 

The interviewer began with the following introduction, regardless of interviewing condition:  
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“As you are aware, sensitive information has gone missing from a routine drop-off 

mission. I am told that as you were one of the agents active and operating alone in the 

field at the time of this breach you are suspected of involvement. I do not know if you 

are involved or not. It is simply my task to collect your statement for analysis by our 

lie-detection software.” 

In the AIM condition (n = 52), the AIM instructions were provided verbally.  

 

In the control condition (n = 52), or after hearing the AIM instructions, one standard 

free recall question was asked. The interviewer was a male, British, 32-year-old postgraduate 

student. To control for interviewer bias, the same interviewer was used throughout the entire 

study.  

Upon completion of the interview, a post interview questionnaire was provided, which 

gathered information on motivation levels ‘How motivated were you overall to perform well 

– i.e. provide a convincing statement – during this study’ (‘7-point Likert scale ‘1- extremely 

unmotivated’ to ‘7- extremely motivated); the likelihood of being interviewed by a second 

AIM instructions 
 
First, however, please pay close attention to the following information. 

 
During interviews, individuals frequently over-estimate how easily an analyst can determine if they 
are being deceptive or honest. 
 

Actually, lie detection is not easy and I cannot take your honesty for granted. However, you can 
make it easier for us to determine if you are being honest or lying. 
 
This is because our lie detection techniques become more accurate and reliable the more information 

you provide. 
 

If you provide a longer, more detailed statement, we will be better able to classify you as either 
honest or lying. 
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analyst’ (7-point Likert scale ‘1- not at all’ to ‘7- completely’); and a rating of truthfulness 

‘To what extent did you tell the truth during your statement’ (percentage scale ranging from 

0% to 100%). Finally, participants were asked ‘How difficult were the interviewer’s 

instructions to follow’ (7-point Likert scale ‘1- not at all’ to ‘7- very difficult); if they 

believed the instruction made them report more information (7-point Likert scale ‘1- not at 

all’ to ‘7- to a great extent’); if they had prepared a strategy for the interview and, if so to 

elaborate on this.  

At the end of the procedure participants were debriefed, thanked, and invited to ask 

the experimenter questions.  

5.5.5 Coding 

The transcribed audio-recorded interviews were used as the basis of all coding. All 

statements were then rated by one coder (blind to the experimental conditions and 

hypotheses) who scored the occurrence of overall detail. That is the combined total of: i) 

spatial detail, ii) temporal detail, iii) perceptual detail, iv) and action detail. Spatial, temporal 

and perceptual detail are part of the Reality Monitoring framework (see  Jonson & Raye, 

1981), commonly used in the lie-detection literature (Vrij, 2008). Action details (details about 

others' or one's own activities) are not included in the Reality Monitoring's coding scheme 

(Memon et al., 2010, Vrij, 2008; 2015), but depict sensory information that should be 

included in analysis (for a similar observation see Porter et al., 2018). Spatial details refer to 

information about locations, or arrangements and/or objects (e.g. “I went left, towards the 

park, then turned right and seen the place I was supposed to be at”), temporal details relate to 

information about when the event happened or explicit descriptions of the sequence of 

various events (e.g. “I arrived at the building, around 2pm and then looked for the package”), 

perceptual details relate to information about what was seen, heard, felt, tasted, and smelt 
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during the described activities (e.g., “I saw a woman at the reception area who spoke to me”), 

and action details relate to information that explicitly describes an action or the process of 

actions performed by the interviewee (e.g., “I stole a mobile phone from the building”). 

Reliability coding 

A second coder (also blind to the experimental conditions) coded a random selection 

of 26 statements (25% of the sample). Inter-rater reliabilities between the two coders for the 

occurrence frequency of details were measured via intra-class correlation coefficients (ICC). 

The ICC was high and therefore satisfactory for overall detail [ICC] = .94.  

5.6 Results 

Counterbalancing manipulation check (experimental task location).  Typically, 

deception research involves truth tellers and liars performing different tasks. To ensure any 

veracity differences could not be attributed to the completion of different tasks, I 

counterbalanced this factor. A 2 (veracity: truth teller vs. liar) × 2 (experimental task location: 

library vs. creative arts building) between-subjects ANOVA was conducted to examine the 

effect of experimental task location. A main effect emerged for veracity, F(1, 100) = 17.85, p 

< .001, d = 0.82, 95% CI [0.41, 1.21]), with truth tellers reporting more information (M = 

64.58, SD = 46.17, 95% CI [54,78. 74.37]) than liars (M = 35.08, SD = 21.49, 95% CI [25.28, 

44.87]).  A main effect of task location emerged, F(1, 100) = 4.09, p = .046, d = 0.37, 95% CI 

[0.02, 0.75]) with more information being provided by participants who took part in a library 

task (M = 56.88, SD = 40.45, 95% CI [47,09, 66.68]), compared to those who were sent to the 

creative arts location (M = 42.77, SD = 36.05, 95% CI [32.97, 52.57]). The interaction effect 

for veracity × interviewing condition was not significant, F(1, 100) = .23, p = .633, f = 0.05.  

Veracity manipulation check. Truth tellers reported being overwhelmingly truthful 

(M = 96.92, SD = 6.42) whereas liars did not (M = 17.50, SD = 26.71). This difference was 
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significant, t(56.89) = 20.85, p < .001, d = 4.09, 95% CI [3.39, 4.73]. The finding that liars 

reported they were somewhat truthful was not surprising and fits well with the notion that 

liars, where possible, try to embed their lies in truthful stories (Leins et al., 2013).  

Motivation. Prior to the interview, truth tellers (M = 5.69, SD = 1.04, 95% CI [5.40, 

5.98]) and liars (M = 5.92, SD = .76, 95% CI [5.71, 6.14]) reported similar motivation to 

perform well, F(1, 103) = 1.66, p = .200, d = 0.25, 95% CI [0.14, 0.64]. After the interview, 

the motivation scores between truth tellers (M = 5.64, SD = 1.16, 95% CI [5.31, 5.96]) and 

liars (M = 5.94, SD = .70, 95% CI [5.75, 6.14]) remained similar, F(1, 103) = 2.70, p = .103, 

d = 0.32, 95% CI [0.07, 0.71].  

Perceptions of instructions. To test whether the information elicitation effect of the 

AIM technique was implicit or explicit, A 2 (veracity: truth tellers vs. liars) × 2 (interview 

condition: AIM technique vs. control) ANOVA was conducted using the perceptions of 

whether the interviewing instructions encouraged participants to report more detail. A main 

effect emerged for veracity, F(1, 100) = 12.60, p = .001, d = 0.67, 95% CI [0.27, 1.06]), with 

truth tellers displaying a stronger belief that the instruction prompted additional information 

(M = 5.73, SD = 1.25, 95% CI [5.34, 6.12]), compared to liars (M = 4.75, SD = 1.64, 95% CI 

[4.36, 5.14]). A main effect of interviewing condition also emerged, F(1, 100) = 8.95, p = 

.003, d = 0.56, 95% CI [0.16, 0.95]). Participants who heard the AIM instruction held a 

stronger belief that the instruction prompted additional information (M = 5.65, SD = 1.52, 

95% CI [5.27, 6.04]), compared to those in the control condition (M = 4.83, SD = 1.45, 95% 

CI [4.44, 5.22]). The interaction effect for veracity x interviewing condition was not 

significant, F(1, 100) = 0.82, p = .368, f = 0.09.  

Instruction difficulty. A 2 (veracity: truth tellers vs. liars) × 2 (interview condition: 

AIM technique vs. control) ANOVA was conducted with the difficulty rating for the 

interviewing instruction as the dependent measure. A main effect for veracity emerged, F(1, 
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100) = 13.94, p < .001, d = 0.74, 95% CI [0.34, 1.13]), with truth tellers (M = 6.52, SD = .64, 

95% CI [6.25, 6.80]) finding the instruction easier to understand, compared to liars (M = 

5.79, SD = 1.24, 95% CI [5.51, 6.06]). There were no main effects for interviewing condition, 

or for veracity × interviewing condition, all Fs < .04, all ps > .845. 

Likelihood of being believed. A 2 (veracity: truth tellers vs. liars) × 2 (interview 

condition: AIM technique vs. control) ANOVA with the likelihood to be believed as 

dependent variable revealed a main effect for veracity, F(1, 100) = 68.87, p < .001, d = 1.64, 

95% CI [1.18, 2.07]), with truth tellers (M = 5.98, SD = .85, 95% CI [5.66, 6.31]) reporting 

that they felt more likely to be believed by the interviewer, compared to liars (M = 4.06, SD = 

1.42, 95% CI [3.73, 4.38]). There were no main effects for interviewing condition, or for 

veracity × interviewing condition, all Fs < .11, all ps > .741. 

Second interviewer. A 2 (veracity: truth tellers vs. liars) × 2 (interview condition: 

AIM technique vs. control) ANOVA with the likelihood of being interviewed by a second 

interviewer, as dependent variable, revealed a main effect for Veracity, F(1, 100) = 24.03, p < 

.001, d = 0.96, 95% CI [0.54, 1.36]), with truth tellers (M = 2.87, SD = 1.17, 95% CI [2.51, 

3.22]) reporting that they felt less likely to be interviewed for a second time, compared to 

liars (M = 4.10, SD = 1.39, 95% CI [3.74, 4.45]). There were no main effects for interviewing 

condition, or for veracity × interviewing condition, all Fs < 2.84, all ps > .095. 

5.6.1 Hypothesis testing 

Due to the ongoing concern in psychological science regarding the usefulness of null 

hypothesis significance testing as a data analysis strategy (e.g., Cohen, 1994; Cumming, 

2014), a Bayes Factor (BF) score using JASP software was calculated to determine how 

strongly the data supported the hypothesis (see Dienes, 2016; Wagenmakers et al., 2016).  
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Table 1  

Suggested interpretation scheme for the Bayes Factor (BF), as proposed by Jeffrey's (1961) 

and modified by Lee and Wagenmakers (2013). 

Bayes factor 

BF10 

Interpretation 

> 100 Extreme evidence for H1 

30 – 100 Very strong evidence for H1 

10 – 30 Strong evidence for H1 

3 – 10 Moderate evidence for H1 

1 – 3 Anecdotal evidence for H1 

1 No evidence 

1/3 – 1 Anecdotal evidence for H0 

1/3 – 1/10 Moderate evidence for H0 

1/10 – 1/30 Strong evidence for H0 

1/30 – 1/100 Very strong evidence for H0 

< 1/100 Extreme evidence for H0 

 

Frequency of Overall Detail 

A 2 (veracity: truth tellers vs. liars) × 2 (interview condition: AIM technique vs. 

control) ANOVA, with overall detail as a dependent variable, revealed a main effect for 

veracity, F(1, 100) = 23.83, p < .001, d = 0.80, 95% CI [0.40, 1.20]), and interviewing 

condition, F(1,100) = 11.16, p = .001, d = 0.54, 95% CI [0.14, 0.92]). Truth tellers reported 

more than liars, and the AIM technique elicited more overall detail than the control condition. 

A significant interaction for veracity × interview condition emerged, F(1, 100) = 28.10, p < 

.001, f = 0.53. A follow up t-test revealed that truth tellers reported more overall detail in the 

AIM condition compared to truth tellers in the control condition, t(30.90) = 4.92, p < .001, d = 

1.36, 95% CI [0.74, 1.95]. This analysis supports hypothesis 1. Bayesian analysis showed 
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strong evidence in support of the alternative hypothesis, compared to the null hypothesis 

(BF10 = 10.90). In contrast, liars in the AIM condition reported fewer overall details than liars 

in the control condition, t(42.61) = -2.05, p = .023 (one-tailed), d = 0.57, 95% CI [0.01, 1.11]. 

This analysis supports hypothesis 2. Bayesian analysis showed anecdotal evidence in support 

of the alternative hypothesis, compared to the null hypothesis (BF10 = 2.93). 

 

 

 
 
Figure 1 

Bar graph showing the overall detail for truth tellers and liars in the AIM and control 

conditions. Error bars represent 95% CIs.  

Classification rates 

Discriminant analyses tested the ability of “overall detail” to differentiate between 

truth tellers and liars in the AIM technique and control conditions. In all cases, veracity was 

the classifying variable. Cross-validated leave-one-out results are presented as they are 

considered more stable.  
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Table 2  

Discriminant analysis for the frequency of Overall Detail as a Function of interview 

condition.    

  

Accuracy rate  

(%) 

 

Truths     Lies    Total 

 

 

Wilks 

Lambda 

 

 Chi 

square 

 

Canonical 

Correlatio

n 

 

P value 

 

F value 

          

AIM 

Technique 

69.2 92.3 80.8 .593 25.86 .64 <.001 34.31 

         

          

Control  

Condition 

61.5 34.6 48.1 .996 .18 .06 .673 .18 

         

 

 Veracity classification rates were higher in the AIM condition (80.8%), compared to 

the control condition (48.1%). Findings support Hypothesis 3 in that the AIM technique could 

be used to aid in deception detection. The discriminant analysis is here primarily for 

practitioners and nonspecialised readers. 

Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) analyses 

 To complement the series of discriminant analyses (and to formally test Hypothesis 

3), two Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) analyses were conducted for overall detail. 

This is because, unlike discriminant analysis, the Area Under the Curve (AUC) of a ROC 

curve (with 1 - specificity, i.e., false positive rate, plotted on the x-axis and sensitivity, i.e., 

true positive rate plotted on the y-axis) provides a measure of the diagnosticity of the 

criterion, and allows for a direct comparison of the AIM and control condition.  
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Figure 2 

ROC curve (with AUC) for overall detail in (a) the control condition and (b) the AIM 

condition. 

 

 

A direct comparison shows that the AIM instruction (AUC = .94, SE = .03) was more 

effective at correctly classifying truthful statements compared with the standard free recall 

question used in the control condition (AUC = .52, SE = .08), p < .001. Therefore, Hypothesis 

3 is supported.  

5.7 Discussion 

The current study demonstrated a new interviewing protocol enhances information 

elicitation for truth tellers, while simultaneously encouraging liars to withhold information. In 

the ‘encouraging interviewees to say more’ literature, tools (such as a Model Statement; 

Porter et al, 2017), techniques (such as sketching; Vrij et al, 2010), and protocols (such as a 

second interviewer; Mann et al; 2013) are designed with the single goal of prompting 
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additional information from truth tellers only, while ignoring the verbal strategies of liars. To 

extend previous literature, I created an AIM technique that consists of two pre-retrieval 

components: (i) providing information about how investigators cannot detect an individual’s 

inner mental state (as being honest or deceptive), and (ii) the association between lie-

detection accuracy and verbal disclosure.  

For truth tellers, the initial information emphasises how difficult lie-detection is and 

that longer, more detailed statements allow more accurate classification. They quickly realise 

that their credibility is not transparent, and that, by complying and providing more 

information they will more likely be viewed as innocent. This caused a shift in verbal 

strategies, towards become more forthcoming. The “report everything” instruction then acts 

as an illustration for the level of detail the interviewer is looking for.  

Liars, in contrast, were presented with the same information but had different 

strategies than truth tellers. The metacognitive shift is based upon the assumption that 

providing less information will make lie-detection techniques less accurate and less reliable. 

As a result of this instruction, liars believe that by providing less information, they can avoid 

detection. This caused a withholding strategy to be adopted. For liars, the report everything 

instruction is subsequently disregarded.  

My findings support this prediction, as truth tellers provided more information when 

the AIM technique was used, compared to truth tellers in the control condition. As such, my 

AIM technique is effective in eliciting more information from interviewees, which is a core 

principle of effective interviewing (Bull, 2010; Fisher, 2010; Fisher, Milne, & Bull, 2011). 

Additionally, and as predicted, liars provided less information when the AIM technique was 

employed than in the control condition.  
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Interestingly, this data suggests that the AIM technique – particularly regarding liars' 

verbal behaviours – may function implicitly, beyond awareness. I observed a dissociation 

between how liars subjectively believed they react in response to the AIM instruction, versus 

how they objectively reacted. Specifically, on their post interview questionnaire liars reported 

that hearing the AIM instruction made them report more information, compared to liars who 

received the control instruction. However, in terms of objective outcomes of the AIM 

instruction, liars reported less than those in the control condition.  

Furthermore, an inspection of the effective sizes show that the AIM technique 

(compared to the control condition) was more effective at eliciting additional information 

from truth tellers (d = 1.36), than it was at suppressing the amount of information reported by 

liars (d = 0.57). One explanation for this is that truth tellers can provide any information they 

can recall from memory. In contrast, liars may have been strategically unwilling to report too 

few details out of fear they will not appear as genuine. This makes theoretical sense because 

more detailed statements are more likely to be perceived as credible (Bell & Loftus, 1989; 

Johnson, 2006; Johnson et al., 1988). Thus, the AIM technique (versus a control condition) 

may have been less effective at suppressing the detail reported by liars due to a minimum 

disclosure limit in mind that they would not go below. Future research could investigate this.    

As well as eliciting more information from truth tellers, I wanted to test whether this 

technique could enhance lie-detection (using discriminant analysis) based upon the overall 

detail provided by interviewees. I found that it did. In practical terms, within the control 

condition where a standard “report everything” instruction was used, the accuracy rate was 

48.1%, consistent with the literature showing accuracy levels around chance expectancy 

(DePaulo, et al, 2003). In the AIM condition, accuracy levels reached 80.8%, demonstrating a 

much higher accuracy level for correctly classifying truth tellers and liars. I also tested this 
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effect using a more robust method: ROC analyses. This showed the AIM technique was more 

effective at classification of truth tellers and liars, based on the overall detail they provided 

within their statement. This conclusion is based upon statistical analysis. Whether or not 

similar findings would emerge if individuals were used to create credibility decisions remains 

unknown. Future research should explore this possibility.  

5.7.1 Practical implications 

Although in its early stages, the AIM technique appears to be a promising new 

approach. Unlike other tools in the lie-detection literature, investigators can introduce this 

technique without concerns that it will prompt liars into providing the same level of detail as 

truth tellers (e.g., the Model Statement, Leal et al., 2015). I recommend more research be 

conducted to ensure the technique’s replicability.  

The current AIM technique examined the difference between liars and truth tellers in a 

between-subjects’ design. In other words, lie-detection performance compared liars versus 

truth tellers. However, in real world settings, practitioners prefer within-subjects credibility 

assessment tools, i.e., techniques that allow credibly assessments to be made on the bases of a 

single individuals performance. As such, the results of the current study may be difficult to 

apply. Future research should examine within-subjects’ variants of the AIM technique. I also 

note that this design contained some ambiguity as to whether the interviewer or a software 

programme would be used to access the credibility of the interviewees. This may have had an 

impact on the strategies implemented by truth tellers and liars.  

Theoretically, the AIM technique could be further enhanced via the addition of a 

cognitive mnemonic component (Fisher & Geiselman, 1992; Memon, Meissner, & Fraser, 

2010). Whereas a mnemonic could enhance truth tellers genuine recall (and therefore 

reporting ability), liars may be unable or unwilling to disclose many additional details. For 
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example, liars may fabricate critical information regarding the transgression, and will 

therefore lack any genuine memory to enhance. As liars do not have the genuine memory 

they will be unable to add additional detail to their statements. Assuming liars use embedding 

strategies (see Leins, Fisher & Ross, 2013), a mnemonic may only enhance liars’ recall of 

truthful details (i.e., within which their lie is embedded), rather than core information about 

the transgression itself. Again this limits the amount of additional information that liars can 

add. In contrast, truth tellers are able to freely provide more detail.   

In conclusion, my findings shows that a simple instruction can prompt quite different 

behaviour from truth tellers and liars, allowing better discrimination between them. This 

instruction represents an advance over existing protocols that should be easy for practitioners 

to implement. 
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Asymmetric Information Management ‘AIM’ technique with 
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6.1 Abstract 

The Asymmetric Information Management (AIM) technique enhances lie-detection by 

encouraging truth tellers to adopt a verbally forthcoming reporting strategy and liars a 

withholding strategy. This study tested the AIM technique by having participants report 

details of a recent trip. Truth tellers (n = 65) gave an honest recollection while liars fabricated 

a story (n = 62). Next, participants were randomly assigned to the either the AIM or control 

condition (with no AIM instructions), prior to providing a second statement. As expected, 

truth tellers in the AIM condition provided more reminiscences (i.e., new detail) in the second 

statement than truth telling controls, whereas AIM instructions had no effect on liars’ 

statements. As the AIM instructions were effective in eliciting more new detail from truth 

tellers than liars, it shows great promise for lie detection. The findings from this study 

demonstrate that AIM instructions are easy to implement, easy to follow and covert in terms 

of their intended purpose.  
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6.2 Introduction 

Individuals typically display few cues to deception, making accurate lie-detection 

difficult (DePaulo et al., 2003; Bond & DePaulo, 2006). To address this, I present the 

Asymmetric Information Management (AIM) technique (Porter et al., 2020), a set of 

interviewee instructions discouraging liars (but not truth tellers) from reporting detailed 

statements (Porter et al., 2020). With this approach, prior to reporting, interviewees are 

essentially told that the truth is more readily detected in longer more detailed reports. Truth 

tellers wish to be accurately judged as credible; hence, they provide more information than 

usual. But liars are inclined to avoid this in fear of exposing their deceit.  The AIM technique 

therefore establishes an information management dilemma that (i) encourages truth tellers to 

be more forthcoming and (ii) encourages liars to withhold information.  

The first AIM study revealed that liars indeed respond to the instructions by 

withholding more information, relative to non-AIM controls (Porter et al., 2020). As 

predicted, truth tellers who received AIM instructions provided more detail than controls. 

However, Porter et al’s (2020) participants gave only one statement, so individual differences 

may have contributed to the effectiveness of AIM instructions (DePaulo & Friedman, 1998; 

Sullivan et al., 2008; Vrij et al., 2017a). This is supported by a meta-analysis into fake and 

honest personality responses, which found within-subjects experiments were more accurate 

than between-subject versions (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999). People therefore differ in the 

amount of information they provide. Women, for example, are more likely than men to report 

sensory and emotional information (Newman et al., 2008), which has implications for 

detecting verbal differences between statements, especially when considering richness of 

detail (Nahari & Pazuelo, 2015). Furthermore, public self-consciousness, ability to act and 

fantasy-proneness all affect how genuine liars can appear using different lie-detection 

variables (Merckelbach, 2004; Schelleman‐Offermans & Merckelbach, 2010; Vrij et al., 
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2001). Using a within-subjects (or mixed-factors) design allows researchers to assess the 

effectiveness of a lie-detection tool while accounting for individual differences. This 

approach is favoured by practitioners who often have small suspect pools (see Vrij, 2016).  

6.2.1 Statement-restatement Consistency 

Both legal professionals and laypeople view consistency as a sign of truthfulness and 

inconsistency as indicative of lying (Granhag et al.,2005; Vredeveldt et al., 2014). Evidence 

of inconsistency is typically used to discredit witnesses (e.g., Brewer et al., 1999; Granhag & 

Strömwall, 2000; Strömwall et al., 2003) and prosecutors may expose inconsistent 

information in courtrooms to impeach them (Aron et al., 1998). However, liars may be more 

consistent than truth tellers. According to Granhag and Strömwall’s “repeat versus reconstruct 

hypothesis”, liars are motivated to keep track of their story so will endeavour to repeat it 

carefully to remain convincing (Granhag & Strömwall, 1999, 2000, 2002; Granhag et al., 

2003). However, accurate repetition takes effort as memory is a reconstructive process (e.g., 

Baddeley et al. 2009; Loftus 2003) producing inconsistencies among even the most careful 

truth tellers. This makes sense since truth tellers provide their statements by recalling 

information from memory, which is susceptible to omissions (missing or forgetting to report 

details that were previously reported) and reminiscences (recollecting previously unreported 

details; Fisher et al., 2009). Granhag and Strömwall (1999; 2000) therefore suggest the 

“repeat” strategy used by liars will promote consistency, whereas truth tellers’ natural 

“reconstructive” process will undermine consistency. In other words, consistency may be a 

sign of lying, rather than truth telling.   

While some researchers argue that monitoring for consistency is not a useful aid for 

detecting deception (Fisher et al., 2013; Hudson et al., 2020), wide use of this approach in 
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legal contexts (e.g., Aron et al., 1998; Denne et al., 2020; Quas et al., 2005) makes it 

important for researchers to investigate.  

This study tested the efficacy of the AIM technique by asking participants to either lie 

or tell the truth about a trip they had taken in the previous 12 months. After a filler task , 

participants then recalled the trip for a second time. Immediately before this, half of the 

participants received the AIM instructions and half did not. Based upon the reasoning 

outlined above, I predicted the AIM instructions would prompt truth tellers to provide more 

reminiscences (i.e., new detail) compared to truth tellers in the control condition (Hypothesis 

1). This is because the AIM instructions typically prompt truth tellers to be more detailed (see 

Porter et al., 2020). This is aligned with the repeat versus reconstruct hypothesis, which 

suggests that truth tellers report more information during a second statement.  

In contrast, I expected AIM liars to make more omissions (details reported in the first 

but not second statement), fewer commissions (new details reported in the second but not 

first statement) and fewer repetitions (same details recalled in both statements) relative to 

liars in the control condition (Hypothesis 2). This is because the AIM instructions encourage 

liars to withhold information. I believe the AIM instructions will affect the outcome of liars 

more than the predictions formed from the repeat versus reconstruct hypothesis proposed by 

Granhag and Strömwall (1999; 2000). Support for these two hypotheses will thus facilitate 

discrimination between truth tellers and liars in the AIM condition relative to no-AIM 

controls (Hypothesis 3). 

6.2.2 Proportion of Complications  

An additional measure recently emerging from the lie-detection literature is the 

proportion of complications within statements (see Vrij et al., 2017; 2018). According to the 

Criteria-Based Content Analysis (CBCA) literature, a complication is a reported activity or 
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event that was not expected or planned (Steller & Kohnken, 1989). Vrij et al., (2017 , p.3) 

prefer a slightly more inclusive definition of a complication and argue that this is “an 

occurrence that makes a situation more difficult than necessary”. Research shows that 

complications, as one of the 19 CBCA criteria, are more likely to occur in truthful (rather 

than deceptive) statements (Amado et al., 2015, 2016; Vrij, 2008). Liars typically prefer to 

keep their stories simple (Hartwig et al., 2007) but adding complications makes their story 

more complex. Additionally, making up complications requires imagination, which liars often 

lack (Caso et al., 2006; Kohnken, 2004; Vrij, 2008). Instead, liars are assumed to either 

provide details based on common knowledge or justify why they cannot provide certain types 

of information (self‐handicapping strategies; Vrij et al., 2017; 2018).  

As a result, for truth tellers I expect the proportion of complications relative to 

alternative types of information (i.e., complications/[complications + common knowledge 

details + self‐handicapping strategies]) to be higher than for liars. I predicted that truth tellers 

given AIM instructions will provide more overall detail and a higher proportion of 

complications than truth tellers in the control condition (Hypothesis 4). In contrast, liars 

provided with AIM instructions were expected to provide less overall detail, more common 

knowledge details and use more self-handicapping strategies than liars in the control 

condition (Hypothesis 5). This prediction is due to the AIM’s implicit effect; encouraging 

liars to adopt a withholding strategy. Liars can withhold information but will need to justify 

doing so (hence the self-handicapping strategies).  

Based upon Hypotheses 4 and 5, I predict that accurate discrimination between truth 

tellers and liars will be enhanced in the AIM condition compared to the control condition, 

when proportion of complications is used as the dependent variable (Hypothesis 6). 

6.3 Method 
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6.3.1 Pre-registration 

This study was pre-registered (see https://osf.io/dpj86/).  

6.3.2 Design 

A 2 (veracity: truth teller vs. liar) × 2 (experimental condition: AIM instructions vs. 

control condition) × 2 (interview phase: phase 1 vs. phase 2) mixed-factors design was used. 

The within subject variable was the interview phase while the veracity and experimental 

conditions were both between subjects.  

Participants  

A total of 127 participants (103 females, 22 males, and 2 identifying as other) aged 

between 18 and 65 years (M = 25.25 years, SD = 8.93) from the University’s undergraduate, 

postgraduate and staff communities participated in this study. No difference in age, t(125) = 

0.53, p = .599, or gender, χ2 (2, n = 127) = 2.35, p = .308, emerged between truth tellers and 

liars.  

Excluded data 

Twelve participants did not provide a second statement and were therefore excluded 

from the dataset.  

Sample size rationale 

A power analysis using G*Power (Faul et al., 2007), assuming a medium effect size 

of f = 0.30 (alpha = 0.05) indicated a sample size of 90 would be sufficient for an acceptable 

power of 0.80 (Cohen, 1992). Previous research using the AIM technique found a medium-

large effect size for the Veracity × Interview condition interaction effect f = 0.53 (Porter et al., 

2020).  

https://osf.io/dpj86/
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For tests that examine interaction effects (e.g., the veracity × experimental condition 

explored in the current study), G*Power tends to provide over-generous power estimates by 

underestimating the number of required participants to achieve 80% power (for more 

information, please see Brysbaert, 2019). To account for this and to compensate for any 

potential participant attrition (i.e., participants not following experimental instructions and 

requiring exclusion), an additional 14 individuals (approximately 15% of the original 

G*Power estimate) were recruited (allowing for n = 26 participants per experimental cell).  

6.3.3 Procedure 

Participants were recruited via adverts placed on the lead researcher’s social media 

accounts (i.e., Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn), or via the Psychology department's participant 

pool. These participants received partial course credit for taking part.  Participants who were 

interested in the study were invited to click on a link to the Online Qualtrics page.   

All were informed that they should be at least 18 years old and have good written 

English to participate, the latter due to the requirement to provide a written statement. 

Participants firstly read an information sheet about the study and were then asked to complete 

an informed consent form. Participants could only continue onto the experiment after clicking 

the “approve consent” option. Demographic information (age, gender, and occupation) was 

collected along with the participants motivation scores: ‘How motivated are you to provide a 

convincing statement?’ (7-point Likert scale ‘1- extremely unmotivated’ to ‘7- extremely 

motivated’). Each participant was assigned to either the truthful or deceptive condition.  

Truth tellers (n = 65) were asked to provide an honest statement about a trip that they 

had been on within the previous 12 months. Their task was to provide a statement which 

convinced the lie-detection analyst that they were telling the truth. Liars (n = 62) were 

informed that for the purpose of this study they were a liar and that their task was to provide a 
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made-up statement about a trip that they had been on within the previous 12 months. Their 

task was to provide a statement which convinced the lie-detection analyst that they were 

telling the truth. Both truth tellers and liars then read the following free recall instruction: 

“Please provide a statement – in your own words and in as much detail as possible – about 

what happened during this trip.”  

All participants responded to a motivation and veracity question. To assess motivation 

participants were asked ‘How motivated were you overall to perform well – i.e., to provide a 

convincing statement?’ (7-point Likert scale ‘1- extremely unmotivated’ to ‘7- extremely 

motivated’). To assess veracity, participants provided a rating of how truthful their statement 

was using a percentage scale ranging from 0% (a complete lie) to 100% (the complete truth). 

Next, all participants watched a 4 minute 30 second video excerpt from the TV show House. 

This was designed as a filler task to prevent participants simply remembering what they had 

previous written. After watching this clip participants were randomly assigned to either the 

AIM (n = 60) or control (n = 67) condition. 

Truth tellers (n = 35) and liars (n = 32) in the control condition were informed that the 

researchers “we need to clarify some points from your first statement, which means you are 

being asked to provide your statement for a second time.” They were then provided with the 

same instructions they were given for the first statement. Participants were not permitted to 

view their first statement.  

Truth tellers (n = 30) and liars (n = 30) in the AIM condition were provided with the 

same instructions as those in the control condition but with the addition of the AIM 

instructions shown below (adapted from Porter et al., 2020).  
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 All participants then rated their motivation and veracity scores for a second time. To 

assess the ease of the instructions and their perceived effect participants were asked two final 

questions, (i) “How easy/difficult to understand did you find the interviewing instructions?” 

(7-point Likert scale ‘1- extremely easy to ‘7- extremely difficult), and (ii) “During the 

interview, to what extent did you believe providing more details would make determining the 

credibility of your statement easier?” (7-point Likert scale ‘1- not at all’ to ‘7- to a great 

extent’). Finally, participants were provided with a debriefing form, thanked, and invited to 

contact the experimenter if they had any questions.  

Coding for consistency  

Consistency was established using four main coding components: repetitions, 

omissions, reminiscences, and contradictions (see Fisher et al., 2013). Repetitions are details 

provided at phase one and then again at phase two of the interview. Omissions are details 

provided during phase one, but not phase two. Commissions are when new detail is provided 

AIM instructions:  

Please pay close attention to following information: 
  

Interviewees often overestimate how easily an analyst can determine if they are being 
deceptive or honest. 
  
Actually, lie detection is not easy and I cannot take your honesty for granted. However, 

you can make it easier for us to determine if you are being honest or lying. 
  
This is because our lie detection technique becomes more accurate and reliable the 
more information you provide. 

  
That is, if you provide a longer, more detailed statement, we will be better able 
to classify you as either honest or lying. 
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during phase two that was not mentioned during phrase one. Contradictions refer to 

information provided during phase one and phase two that contradict each other.  

Coding for proportion of complications  

 This coding scheme was adapted from Vrij et al. (2018). Complications are 

occurrences that make a situation more difficult than necessary. Common knowledge details 

refer to strongly invoked stereotypical knowledge about events. Self‐handicapping strategies 

refer to explicit or implicit justifications as to why someone is not able to provide 

information. I used the following formula to calculate the proportion of complications: 

complications/[complications + common knowledge details + self-handicapping strategies] 

Reliability coding 

A second coder (also blind to the experimental conditions) coded a random selection 

of 32 statements (25% of the sample). Inter-rater reliabilities between the two coders for the 

occurrence frequency of details were measured via intra-class correlation coefficients (ICC). 

The ICC was high and therefore satisfactory for detail in phase 1 [ICC] = .976, detail in phase 

2 [ICC] = .968, and overall detail [ICC] = .971. The ICC for statement-restatement 

consistency was high and therefore satisfactory for reminiscence [ICC] = .834, repetitions 

[ICC] = .799, omissions [ICC] = .606, and contradictions [ICC] = .874. The ICC for 

complication coding was high and therefore satisfactory for complications in phase 1 [ICC] = 

.851, and phase 2 [ICC] = .946, and common knowledge details in phase 1 [ICC] = .903 and 

phase 2 [ICC] = .880. Self-handicapping strategies were not calculated due to the low number 

in which they were reported. Average measures were used for all intraclass correlation 

coefficients. 

6.4 Results 
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Motivation. At the beginning of the study truth tellers (M = 5.14, SD = 1.53, 95% CI 

[4.79, 5.49]) and liars (M = 5.16, SD = 1.61, 95% CI [4.77, 5.55]) reported similar 

motivations to perform well, F(1, 123) = .026, p = .873, d = -0.01, 95% CI [-0.35, 0.34]. 

There were no differences between the experimental conditions (AIM vs. Control) and no 

veracity × experimental condition interaction effect emerged, all Fs < 3.11, all ps > .080. 

Participants rated their motivation scores after providing the first statement. There was no 

significant main effect of veracity or experimental condition and no significant veracity × 

experimental condition interaction, all Fs < 3.28, all ps > .072. Participants rated their 

motivation for a final time after they provided their second statement and, as above, no 

significant differences were found, all Fs < 3.81, all ps > .053.  

A 2 (veracity: truth tellers vs. liars) × 2 (experimental condition: AIM technique vs. 

control) mixed factors ANOVA revealed a significant drop in motivation between providing 

the first (M = 5.50, SD = 1.56) and second statement (M = 5.23, SD = 1.66), F(1,123) = 5.29, 

p = .023, f = 0.21. No other significant effects emerged from the motivation analysis, all Fs < 

5.28, all ps > .226. 

Veracity manipulation check. When providing the first statement truth tellers 

reported being overwhelmingly truthful (M = 96.31%, SD = 13.41, 95% CI [92.33, 98.85]) 

whereas liars did not (M = 31.61%, SD = 32.00, 95% CI [22.50, 38.09]). This difference was 

significant, t(81) = 14.74, p < .001, d = 2.66, 95% CI [2.04, 2.97]. A similar pattern emerged 

when participants provided a second statement. Truth tellers overwhelmingly reported being 

truthful (M = 96.46, SD = 13.40, 95% CI [92.46, 98.94]) whereas liars did not (M = 28.87, 

SD = 31.37, 95% CI [21.35, 36.83]), t(81.72) = 15.66, p < .001, d = 2.83, 95% CI [2.18, 

3.14]. The data showing that liars were somewhat truthful was not surprising and fits well 
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with the notion that liars, where possible, try to embed their lies in truthful stories (Leins et 

al., 2013). 

Perceptions of instructions. A 2 (veracity: truth tellers vs. liars) × 2 (experimental 

condition: AIM technique vs. control) between-subjects ANOVA was conducted on 

perceptions of whether the instructions encouraged participants to report more detail. This 

was to assess if information elicitation using the AIM technique was implicit or explicit. 

There were no main effects for veracity, experimental condition, or for the veracity × 

experimental condition interaction, all Fs < 2.05, all ps > .291, which suggests the AIM 

instructions operated implicitly. As I was particularly interested in the instruction perceptions 

for truth tellers, follow up t-test were conducted. No difference between truth tellers in the 

control condition versus truth tellers in the AIM condition emerged, t(62) = -.28, p = .778, d = 

0.07, 95% CI [-0.42, 0.56]. 

Instruction difficulty. A 2 (veracity: truth tellers vs. liars) × 2 (experimental 

condition: AIM technique vs. control) between subjects’ ANOVA was conducted to assess 

how easy the instructions were to understand. There were no main effects for veracity, 

experimental condition, or for the veracity × experimental condition interaction, all Fs < .67, 

all ps > .414, therefore the control instructions and the AIM instructions were equally easy to 

understand.  

6.4.1 Hypothesis testing 

Due to the ongoing concern in psychological science regarding the usefulness of null 

hypothesis significance testing as a data analysis strategy (e.g., Cohen, 1994; Cumming, 

2014), a Bayes Factor (BF) score using JASP software was calculated to determine how 

strongly my data support the hypothesis (see Dienes, 2016; Wagenmakers et al., 2016).  

Table 1 
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Suggested interpretation scheme for the Bayes Factor (BF), as proposed by Jeffrey's (1961) 

and modified by Lee and Wagenmakers (2013).  

Bayes factor 

BF10 

Interpretation 

> 100 Extreme evidence for H1 

30 – 100 Very strong evidence for H1 

10 – 30 Strong evidence for H1 

3 – 10 Moderate evidence for H1 

1 – 3 Anecdotal evidence for H1 

1 No evidence 

1/3 – 1 Anecdotal evidence for H0 

1/3 – 1/10 Moderate evidence for H0 

1/10 – 1/30 Strong evidence for H0 

1/30 – 1/100 Very strong evidence for H0 

< 1/100 Extreme evidence for H0 

 

Within statement consistency  

To test Hypothesis 1 (truth tellers will provide more reminiscences, i.e., new detail, in 

the AIM condition compared to truth tellers in the control condition), a 2 (veracity: truth 

tellers vs. liars) × 2 (experimental condition: AIM technique vs. control) ANCOVA was 

conducted using reminiscence as the dependent measure. As the amount of new detail in 

phase 2 is also affected by the frequency of detail provided during phase 1, I included amount 

of detail reported in phase 1 as a covariate. With this confounding influence controlled, no 

main effect of veracity was found, F(1, 122) = .49, p = .486, d = 0.09, 95% CI [-0.27, 0.43]). 

However, a main effect of experimental condition did emerge, F(1,122) = 16.54, p < .001, d = 

0.72, 95% CI [0.18, 0.32]), with the AIM technique (M = 23.30, SD = 30.57) eliciting more 
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new detail than the control instructions (M = 3.77, SD = 6.97). Means reported are ANCOVA 

adjusted. 

No significant veracity × experimental condition interaction emerged, F(1, 122) = 

3.20, p = .076, f = 0.16. As I was specifically interested in the effects of AIM on reminiscence 

in truth tellers, a follow up t-test wase conducted. Truth tellers reported more new detail in 

the AIM condition compared to truth tellers in the control condition, t(31.59) = 3.41, p = .001, 

d = 0.91, 95% CI [0.35, 1.36]. Bayesian analysis showed moderate evidence in support of the 

alternative hypothesis (BF10 = 5.13). This analysis therefore supports Hypothesis 1. 

To test Hypothesis 2 (liars in the AIM condition will provide fewer repetitions, more 

omissions, and fewer commissions, than liars in the control condition), a 2 (veracity: truth 

tellers vs. liars) × 2 (experimental condition: AIM technique vs. control) MANCOVA was 

conducted examining the number of repetitions, omissions, and commissions for liars in the 

AIM condition vs. liars in the control condition. The frequency of repetitions, omissions, and 

commissions in phase 2 may be affected by the frequency of details provided during phase 1. 

To account for this the amount of detail reported in phase 1 was used as a covariate. A main 

effect for experimental condition with commissions emerged, as did the veracity × 

experimental condition interaction effect (reported above). No other main effects or 

interaction effects emerged, all Fs < 2.39, all ps > .126.  

A follow up t-test revealed that liars in the AIM condition reported more commissions 

(i.e., new detail) than liars in the control condition, t(60) = 1.93, p = .029 (one-tailed), d = 

0.49, 95% CI [-0.04, 0.97]. Bayesian analysis showed anecdotal evidence in support of the 

null hypothesis (BF10 = 0.13). No difference for repetitions or omissions were found, all ts < 

-1.40, all ps > .167. Due to the small effect size and the anecdotal evidence in support of the 

null hypothesis with commissions, Hypothesis 2 is rejected.  

Classification rates 
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Discriminant analyses were used to test the extent to which the number of (i) 

reminiscences, (ii) omissions, (iii) contradictions, and (iv) repetitions, could be used to 

differentiate truth tellers from liars under AIM and control instruction conditions. In all cases, 

veracity was the classifying variable. As recommended by Kleinberg et al. (2019), cross-

validated leave-one-out results are presented below, as a safeguard against accuracy 

overestimation in verbal lie-detection research.  

Table 2 

Discriminant analysis for the frequency of consistency codes as a function of experimental 

condition.  

  

Accuracy rate  

(%) 

 

Truths     Lies    Total  

 

 

Wilks 

Lambda 

 

 Chi 

square 

 

Canonical 

Correlation 

 

P 

 

F 

          

Reminiscence 

 

       

   AIM  

 

30.0 66.7 53.3 .972 1.61 .16 .204 1.65 

   Control  
 

85.7 40.6 64.2 .962 2.52 .20 .112 2.59 

 

Omissions 
 

        

    AIM  

 

40.0 56.7 50.0 .999 .07 .04 .792 .07 

   Control  
 

77.1 46.9 62.7 .930 4.65 .26 .031 4.86 

 

Contradictions 
  

       

   AIM  

 

86.7 30.0 58.3 .968 1.89 .18 .169 1.94 

   Control  
 

97.1 21.9 61.2 .979 1.40 .15 .237 1.43 

 

Repetitions  
 

        

   AIM  

 

36.7 70.0 55.0 .995 .29 .07 .588 .30 

   Control  

 

28.6 37.5 43.3 1.00 .01 .01 .930 .01 
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The findings presented in Table 2 show the veracity classification rates for the AIM 

and control condition using consistency coding. Classification rates were around chance for 

all dependent variables: reminiscence (AIM, 53%; control, 64%), omissions (AIM, 50%; 

control, 63%), contradictions (AIM, 58%; control, 61%) and repetitions (AIM, 55%; control, 

43%). Based upon these data Hypothesis 3 was rejected.  

Coding for Complications 

To test Hypothesis 4 (truth tellers in the AIM condition will provide more overall 

detail, complications, and proportion of complications, compared to truth tellers in the control 

condition), a 2 (experimental condition) × 2 (phase: phase 1 vs phase 2) MANOVA was 

conducted to examine statement consistency as measures by the amount of overall detail, 

complications, and the proportion of complications3 for truth tellers in the AIM condition vs. 

truth tellers in the control condition. Experimental condition was the between-subjects factor 

and phase was the within-subjects factor. At the multivariate level, the analysis revealed no 

significant main effect for experimental condition, F(3, 61) = 1.12, p = .348, f = 0.23. 

However, a main effect emerged for phase, F(3, 61) = 4.65, p = .005, f = 0.48, and an 

interaction between experimental condition and phase was observed, F(3, 61) = 3.04, p = 

.036, f = 0.39. 

A univariate main effect (for phase) emerged for complications, F(1, 61) = 4.97, p = 

.029, f = 0.29. No effects for overall detail and the proportion of complications were 

significant, all Fs < 1.63, all ps > .207. An experimental condition × phase interaction effect 

was found for overall detail, F(1, 61) = 6.05, p = .017, f = 0.31 and complications, F(1, 61) = 

 
3 The correlation between number of complications and the proportion of complications score 

at phase two was r = .409, indicating that multicollinearity is not a concern.  
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5.74, p = .020, f = 0.31. No interaction effect emerged for the proportion of complications (F 

= .02, p = .881). 

Truth tellers in the control condition provided significantly more information (in 

terms over overall detail) during in phase 1 (M = 68.06, SD = 73.14) than in phase 2 (M = 

63.60, SD = 73.79), t(34) = 2.87, p = .007, d = 0.06, 95% CI [-0.41, 0.53]. Truth tellers 

provided less information during their second statement. Bayesian analysis indicated 

moderate evidence in support of the alternative hypothesis, (BF10 = 4.02).  Truth tellers in the 

AIM condition differed between phase 1 (M = 66.20, SD = 50.06) and phrase 2 (M = 74.17, 

SD = 58.94). Truth tellers appeared to provide more detail after receiving the AIM 

instructions, compared to those in the control condition, although this difference was not 

significant, t(29) = -1.55, p = .066, d = 0.15, 95% CI [-0.36, 0.65]. Bayesian analysis showed 

no evidence in support of the alternative hypothesis, compared to the null hypothesis (BF10 = 

1.05). 

Truth tellers in the control condition provided similar numbers of complications 

during phase 1 (M = 2.17, SD = 2.45) and phase 2 (M = 2.14, SD = 2.44), t(34) = .22, p = 

.831, d = 0.01, 95% CI [-0.46, 0.48]. Bayesian analysis indicated anecdotal evidence in 

support of the null hypothesis, (BF10 = 0.19). However, truth tellers in the AIM condition 

differed between phase 1 (M = 2.77, SD = 2.98) and phase 2 (M = 3.57, SD = 3.39). Truth 

tellers provided significantly more information about complications after receiving the AIM 

instructions compared to truthful controls, t(29) = -2.35, p = .013 (one tailed), d = 0.25, 95% 

CI [-0.26, 0.76]. Bayesian analysis indicated moderate evidence in support of the alternative 

hypothesis, (BF10 = 4.02). Analysis of the proportion of complications did not reveal a main 

effect or an experimental condition × phase interaction, all Fs < 1.66, all ps > .207. Based 

upon this data only partial support was found for Hypothesis 4.  
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To test Hypothesis 5 (liars who are provided with the AIM instructions are predicted 

to provide less overall detail, more self-handicapping strategies, and more common 

knowledge details than liars in the control condition), a 2 (experimental condition) × 2 

(interview phase) MANOVA was conducted examining overall details, self-handicapping 

strategies and common knowledge details across interviews for Liars in the AIM condition 

vs. Liars in the Control condition. Experimental condition was the between-subjects factor 

and phase was the within-subjects factor. At multivariate level, the analysis revealed no 

significant main effect for experimental condition, phase, or experimental condition × phase 

emerged, all Fs < 1.39, all ps > .255. 

No univariate main effects interaction effects emerged for self-handicapping 

strategies, common knowledge details, or overall detail with all Fs < 3.32 and all ps > .074. 

Thus, no support was found for Hypothesis 5.  

It is clear from Table 3 that the AIM and Control condition revealed similar 

classification accuracy for: detail (AIM, 57%; control, 61%), complications (AIM, 50%; 

control 61%), common knowledge details (AIM, 55%; control, 54%), or the proportion of 

complications (AIM, 60%; control, 61%). Only one significant difference emerged and that 

was in the control condition using the proportion of complications as the classifying factor, p 

= .046. No other differences were significant, all Fs < 4.12 and all ps > .214. Therefore, using 

the complications coding scheme, veracity discrimination was no more effective with AIM 

than when control instructions were used. Based upon this data Hypothesis 6 was rejected. 

Table 3 

Discriminant analysis for the frequency of complication codes as a function of experimental 

condition.  
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Accuracy rate  

(%) 

 
Truths     Lies    Total 

 

 
Wilks 

Lambda 

 
 Chi 

square 

 
Canonical 
Correlation 

 
P 

 
F 

          

Detail 
 

       

   AIM  

 

43.3 70.0 56.7 .980 1.13 .14 .287 1.15 

   Control  

 

74.3 43.8 61.2 1.00 .03 .02 .864 .03 

 

Complications 
 

       

    AIM  

 

40.0 56.7 50.0 .992 .435 .09 .510 .44 

   Control  

 

68.6 53.1 61.2 .983 1.13 .13 .289 1.15 

 

Common Knowledge Details 

  

      

   AIM  

 

43.3 66.7 55.0 .980 1.18 .14 .278 1.20 

   Control  
 

28.6 81.3 53.7 .976 1.55 .15 .213 1.58 

 

Proportion of complications 
 

      

   AIM 

 

60.0 60.0 60.0 .984 .93 .13 .336 .941 

   Control  
 

57.1 65.6 61.2 .940 3.96 .24 .046 4.12 

Note: Analyses of self-handicapping strategies were not conducted due to low frequencies. 

 

 

6.5 Discussion 

To date, only one study has investigated the new AIM technique as a method for 

detecting deception (Porter et al., 2020). The current study extends this in two ways. Firstly, 

to control for individual differences in statement length (e.g., DePaulo & Friedman, 1998; 

Sullivan et al., 2008; Vrij et al., 2017a), I tested the effectiveness of the AIM technique in the 

context of a within-subjects design. Participants gave two interview statements, the first with 

standard recall instructions and the second with AIM instructions. Secondly, I studied the 

effect of AIM instructions in an online interview context, whereas the first investigation of 

the AIM technique was in a face-to-face setting.  
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These findings show that truth tellers become more detailed following AIM 

instructions (between phase 1-2). Although my findings are not significant (p = .067) a trend 

in the expected direction emerged. However, when truth telling controls repeated their 

statement, they provided significantly less detail (p = .007). When investigating the effect 

sizes, as expected, the AIM condition (d = 0.15) was larger than the control condition (d = 

0.06). Furthermore, AIM instructions elicited more detail from truth tellers than liars and, 

unlike the original AIM study (Porter et al., 2020), had no effect on liars’ statements. This is 

interesting as the present AIM instructions were adapted from that study. One explanation for 

this is that AIM instructions have more power when issued verbally than when presented in 

written form, a speculation that requires testing in future experiments.  

To examine the utility of the AIM instructions I used two measures of interviewee 

report quality: statement-restatement consistency and the proportion of complications. In lie-

detection research interviewees often provide more than one statement to analyse report 

consistency. Inviting a second statement gives truth tellers the opportunity to report new 

information about the target events, referred to as reminiscences (Fisher et al., 2009). 

Reminiscences are common because memory retrieval is patchy and reconstructive, meaning 

interviewees seldom recall all key information in their first attempt (Granhag & Strömwall, 

1999; 2000). In contrast to liars, truth tellers may disclose new information without fear of 

appearing suspicious and be happy to do so as they have nothing to hide (Hartwig et al., 

2007, 2010). Such behaviour is typically attributed to the ‘phenomenology of innocence’ and 

its associated components: ‘the illusion of transparency’ – the belief that such mental states as 

innocence are obvious to others; and ‘belief in a just world’ – the view that bad things only 

happen to bad people, and good things only happen to good people (Gilovich et al., 1998).  
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Having received AIM instructions, I predicted truth tellers would be more willing than 

liars to provide new information to ensure their credibility is maximally transparent to the 

interviewer. I found that AIM truth tellers did provide more new information than truth telling 

controls, which is useful for legal investigators seeking new leads from victims or 

eyewitnesses. Future AIM research should therefore include memory retrieval techniques to 

capitalise on this willingness. In online settings, a timeline approach could be introduced to 

help interviewees report their trip in more detail. In the present study, most interviewees 

recalled minimal trip detail, rather than a day-by-day recollection. Explicitly directing 

interviewees to provide a day-by-day account of their trip may further augment the reports of 

truth tellers. Liars behave differently than truth tellers when asked to provide a second 

statement. They fear adding more information may reveal inconsistencies or additional leads 

used by investigators to expose them (Nahari et al., 2014a; 2014b). The AIM instructions 

have been shown to enhance this difference by covertly discouraging liars from elaborating 

on their reports, thus increasing lie detection (Porter et al., 2020). However, in the present 

study the reports of AIM and control liars did not differ. One explanation is all participants 

were unmotivated to provide a detailed second statement, a particularly hard unanticipated 

task for liars. Indeed, my data show all participants were slightly less motivated to provide 

their statement a second time.   

One possible confound in the present study is the experiment’s online setting. 

Typically, lie-detection researchers code for consistency using statements collected from face-

to-face interviews (Granhag et al., 2015; Leins et al., 2011; Vrij et al., 2012). but my 

participants provided a written statement about a trip taken in the previous 12 months.  

Perhaps the AIM instructions are less effective in online settings. Participants' motivation 

scores were recorded but these may not measure how much attention they paid to the AIM 
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instructions. Future research should therefore replicate this experiment in a face-to-face 

interview context. 

Such experiments may shed light on the findings from the consistency and 

complications coding schemes. Both measures revealed only weak increases in the amount of 

additional information from truth tellers, with no direct benefits to deception detection. 

Following the AIM instructions, truth tellers provided more overall detail (part of the 

complications coding scheme) and more reminiscences (part of the consistency coding 

scheme). It is therefore plausible the AIM technique is effective at eliciting general 

information from interviewees but that the instructions need to be adapted when used in 

combination with alternative coding schemes. For example, when adapting the AIM 

instructions to incorporate consistency, it may be advantageous to tell participants what is 

being assessed. AIM may be enhanced, for example, by advising participants that providing 

more new information can make it easier to determine their credibility.  

6.5.1 Practical considerations 

The AIM technique is easy to administer in any verbal information gathering context. 

Participants rated the instructions as easy to follow and there was no difference in difficulty 

scores between the ‘tell me everything’ instructions (used in the control condition) and the 

AIM instructions. Furthermore, the AIM effect appeared to operate implicitly; participants 

were unaware these instructions were designed to prompt additional information, particularly 

for truth tellers. While this new information elicitation technique is promising, more research 

is needed to investigate how to enhance it across different experimental paradigms. The 

present study shows the transfer from face-to-face interview settings (from the original study) 

to an online computer-mediated setting weakens AIMs lie-detection qualities. An 
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intermediate test of the AIM technique for use in online video interviewing is therefore 

needed.  
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7.1 General Discussion 

The principal objective of the current doctoral research was to contribute to the 

development of investigative interviewing techniques designed to amplify the verbal 

differences between truth tellers and liars. Across two experiments I manipulated the content 

and modality of the Model Statement, and successfully enhanced both information elicitation 

and lie-detection accuracy. In Chapter 2 I manipulated the Model Statement to either contain 

spatially or temporally emphasised detail. Both Model Statements were able to elicit 

significantly more information from truth tellers (but not liars) making discrimination 

between veracity conditions easier to detect. This study was the first of its kind to produce a 

veracity × interview condition interaction effect. In other words, the specifically emphasised 

spatial and temporal Model Statements resulted in truth tellers (but not liars) providing 

addition information, compared to those in the control condition (where no Model Statement 

was provided). For a similar observation see Leal et al., (2018), Porter et al., (2021), and Vrij 

et al., (2018). In Chapter 3, I tested the effectiveness of the modality either in the written or 

audio format. The results were similar to Chapter 2. Although an interaction effect was not 

present, truth tellers were more detailed than liars, and classification rates were enhanced 

because of it.  

I conducted an exploration into whether the Model Statement should be used in 

practice based upon the criteria proposed by Vrij and Fisher (2016). My initial results found 

some support for the Model Statement to be used in practice, as seen in the general 

introduction of this thesis (page 20). The Daubert guidelines are a set of criteria that must be 

met for a technique to be accepted as witness evidence in US criminal courts (Bernstein & 

Lasker, 2015; Faigman, 2013). Criteria 1-5 is based upon this and as not all of the criteria was 

met, this tool would not be allowed into US criminal courts. Vrij and Fisher argued that this 

was too restrictive and offered an alternative inclusion of investigative interviewing and lie -
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detection specific criteria. Collectively, Vrij and Fisher’s (2016) criteria and the Daubert 

guidelines offered some support for the Model Statement as a tool for use in practice. To 

verify this, a more in-depth critical analysis was employed (see Chapter 4). 

 The critical analysis of the Model Statement literature in Chapter 4 highlighted 

problems with the generalisability of the tool, and subsequently its recommended use in 

applied settings. The findings from this critical analysis suggest two possible research 

trajectories: (i) further examination of the Model Statement’s functionality, and/or (ii) 

development of a new approach to lie-detection built upon strategic differences between truth 

tellers and liars.  

I decided to create a new investigative interviewing and lie-detection tool, the 

Asymmetric Information Management (AIM) technique, which encourages truth tellers, but 

not liars, to report additional information. This was tested in two experiments. The first, a 

typical single (face-to-face) interview setting and the second in a computer mediated repeated 

statement study. Across all four experiments I tested and developed the ability of these 

alternative tools and techniques to elicit information from interviewees, and to subsequently 

enhance lie-detection accuracy. In this general discussion I provide an overview of the main 

findings, followed by a consideration of their theoretical and practical implications. I 

conclude by reviewing the limitations of the current research presented together with 

suggestions for future research. 

7.1.1 Summary of findings 

 This doctoral research was the first of its kind to produce a Model Statement that 

enhanced lie-detection accuracy. The data from Chapter 2 produced the first veracity × 

interview condition interaction effect. In other words, the newly designed spatial and 

temporal Model Statements resulted in truth tellers (but not liars) providing additional 
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information, compared to those in the control condition (where no Model Statement was 

provided). In Chapter 3, the modality of the Model Statements was manipulated, and 

consistent findings emerged. Both the written and audio version of the Model Statement 

resulted in greater information elicitation for truth tellers (rather than liars), which enhanced 

lie-detection accuracy. The critical analysis of the Model Statement literature in Chapter 4 

offers some explanation for why these Model Statements may be more effective than others. 

Firstly, there is a wide variety of Model Statement scripts and the theoretical underpinning of 

what drives information elicitation is unknown. Secondly, the Model Statement scripts used 

in Chapters 2 and 3 of this thesis were modified to be highly detailed. It is plausible that 

truthful interviewees are more effective than liars at emulating this enhanced level of detail, 

making the verbal output of truth tellers significantly greater than that of liars.  

7.1.2 Theoretical implications for the Model Statement 

The theoretical underpinnings of the Model Statement are not yet known (Porter et al., 

2021). Lie-detection researchers using the Model Statement generally agree that it fits within 

the encouraging interviewees to say more approach (Vrij & Fisher, 2016). Some researchers 

suggest that Model Statement effects may be explained by the application of social 

comparison theory (e.g., Harvey et al., 2017; Leal et al., 2018; Porter et al., 2018). According 

to this view, in the absence of objective information, interviewees compare themselves to 

others (Festinger, 1954, see also Cialdini's, 1994 social proof). Other suggestions are that the 

Model Statement is effective due to either social learning (Brackmann et al., 2017), acting as 

a prime (Bogaard et al., 2020; Leal et al., 2015; Porter et al., 2018), or being an easy-to-

follow example (Leal et al., 2018). These explanations have not been empirically tested. 

However, if a priming effect is responsible for the Model Statement’s effectiveness as an 

information eliciting tool then its effect should, in theory, be unconscious (i.e., implicit). In 
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Chapter 2, I investigated this by asking participants to rate the types of details they heard 

when listening to the different Model Statements. Interestingly, they were unable to detect 

which types of the detail had been emphasised, suggesting the Model Statement does indeed 

function as an implicit prime. Future research could explore the effectiveness of specifically 

emphasised Model Statements in eliciting specific types of detail. For example, as an implicit 

prime it is possible that introducing a verifiably Model Statement will subconsciously 

encourage honest interviewees to provide such desirable information.  

An alternative explanation for the Model Statement’s functionality is based upon its 

content and density. In this thesis, both experiments contained Model Statement that were 

modified to be highly detailed and used coding schemes based on RM criteria. It is therefore 

possible that these enhancements led to more accurate lie-detection. Spatial and temporal 

information are both part of RM criteria. In my experiments all four Model Statements 

included emphasised spatial and temporal detail. In other words, my Model Statements likely 

contained more spatial and temporal information than others (e.g., Leal et al., 2015). This can 

be supported by comparing my research with the other six Model Statement studies that used 

similar ‘overall detail’ coding schemes were less successful for lie-detection purposes 

(Bogaard et al., 2014; Ewens et al., 2016; Harvey et al., 2019; Kleinberg et al., 2018; Vrij et 

al., 2017). Overall detail is based upon RM criteria and is used for detecting differences 

between truth tellers and liars. The idea behind this is that truth tellers can be more detailed 

than liars when prompted. If this was the case all six Model Statements using a similar coding 

scheme should reveal similar results. However, this was not the case.  

The assumptions that modified content and specific coding schemes enhance the 

Model Statement’s capabilities as a lie-detection tool are consistent with previous studies. 

Harvey et al., (2017) used a Model Statement in which additional verifiable information was 
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emphasised. Unsurprisingly, they found that truth tellers in the Model Statement condition 

provided more verifiable information than liars. Similarly, truth tellers in the Model 

Statement condition provided more verifiable information than truth tellers in the control 

condition. This may explain why Bogaard et al (2020) were unable to find more verifiable 

information in their Model Statement study, as their Model Statement had not been modified. 

Future research should test this and the more general assumption that density of detail is 

responsible for the information elicitation effect for truth tellers (more so than for liars).  

7.1.3 Practical implications for the Model Statement 

 As shown by Chapter 4’s critical analysis of the Model Statement literature, this tool 

is currently not ready for use in practice. This is based upon the Daubert guidelines (for use 

of expert witness evidence in US federal courts; see Fournier, 2016), Vrij and Fisher’s (2016) 

recommendations, and my analysis. It should be acknowledged that the Model Statement is a 

promising tool that may be developed. Recent research revealed that the Model Statement 

appears unaffected by countermeasures (Vrij et al., 2019). In their study Vrij and colleagues 

informed participants about the Model Statement and types of detail they were interested in. 

This was done to assess whether such information made liars sound more like truth tellers. 

No differences were found between those who were informed about the rationale for the 

Model Statement, and those who were uninformed. Although promising, the effect of 

countermeasures informing participant about the Model Statement’s rationale has only been 

tested once.  

From a practical perspective if the Model Statement can be refined and made 

accessible to both researchers and practitioners it may be useful for aiding investigations via 

eliciting more detail and helping practitioners to detect signs of deception. Although more 

robust and transparent research needs to emerge, ideally from a range of different research 
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laboratories, this tool has potential. For example, a shared library of Model Statement scripts 

would allow for greater consistency and comparability across studies.  

7.1.4 The new AIM technique  

The AIM technique was developed as an alternative method for detecting differences 

between truth tellers and liars in information gathering interviews. It works by encouraging 

truth tellers and liars to respond differently to the information and instructions presented. This 

can be broken down into three components based upon (i) the illusion of transparency, (ii) 

disclosure-credibility association, and (iii) the report everything instruction.  

(i) The illusion of transparency component 

According to the ‘illusion of transparency’, individuals often over-estimate the extent 

to which others can observe their own private mental states (Gilovich et al., 1998). This 

concept is used in social psychology literature to explain some of the behaviour of truth 

tellers, such as waving rights when arrested (Kassin, & Norwick, 2004; Kassin, 2005). In the 

false confession literature, the illusion of transparency is one of the two components that 

make up the ‘phenomenology of innocence’ (i.e., the mental state of innocent truth tellers) 

that can place innocent individuals at risk of wrongful conviction. The illusion of 

transparency is the belief from truth tellers that other people can detect their honesty. Based 

upon this, I designed instructions which target this misconception. Firstly, I inform 

interviewees that during interviews, individuals frequently over-estimate how easily an 

interviewer (or analyst) can determine if they are being deceptive or honest. This highlights 

the problem with their belief. Secondly, I reinforce this point by telling interviewees that 

actually, lie detection is not easy and I cannot take their honesty for granted. Next, I tell them 

that that they can make it easier for us to determine if they are being honest or lying. Now 
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interviewees are aware of the problem with their belief but also know there is a way for them 

to help the interviewer assess their credibility.  

For liars however, being aware that their deception is not obvious to others is both 

beneficial and consistent with their objective to avoid detection. Therefore, liars have little 

reason to adopt more forthcoming verbal strategies as i) their mental state is not obvious to 

others by disclosing minimal information anyway; and ii) increasing the amount they disclose 

only serves to increase the probability of being detected by facilitating a more accurate 

credibility assessment. As such, liars resist becoming forthcoming and, instead, withhold 

information.  

(ii) Disclosure-credibility association component 

This component involves explicitly informing all interviewees about the conceptual 

association between a) reporting detailed statements, with b) an increased chance of being 

accurately judged as either truthful or deceptive. Put simply, the disclosure-credibility 

association component involves informing interviewees that the more information they 

provide, the easier it will be for investigators to work out if they are lying or not.  

For truth tellers, being accurately judged as honest is their objective. Therefore, truth 

tellers have reasons to adopt forthcoming verbal strategies, especially when combined with 

information about the illusion of transparency. However, for liars being accurately judged as 

deceptive is not beneficial because avoiding detection as lying is their objective. Therefore, 

liars have no reason to adopt forthcoming verbal strategies in response to the instruction. As 

such, explicitly informing suspects that reporting more detailed statements assists with 

making accurate credibility decisions, should have asymmetric effects on truth tellers and 

lairs. Liars (but not truth tellers) will be especially motivated to avoid providing additional 

detail, because they are led to believe this will increase the chance of being detected.  



 
 

220 
 
 

In section (i) I justified use of an interviewing component designed to encourage truth 

tellers (but not liars) to actively demonstrate their innocence (rather than assuming their 

innocence is self-evident) by challenging the illusion of transparency. In section (ii) I justified 

the use of an interview component designed to manufacture an inf ormation management 

dilemma for liars (but not truth tellers). This dilemma makes liars less willing to adopt 

forthcoming verbal behaviour. The final component of the AIM technique is to encourage 

interviewees to report as much detail as possible, therefore magnifying the predicted 

difference in information disclosed between truth tellers and liars caused by the preceding 

two instruction components.  

The report everything instruction  

The report everything mnemonic from the Cognitive Interview (CI) is a simple and 

effective means of encouraging interviewees to provide highly detailed statements (Davis et 

al., 2005; Paulo et al., 2013). Theoretically, as argued above (in sections i and ii), the 

interviewee’s own mental state (be it innocent or deceptive) should affect their willingness to 

provide detailed statements. When combined with the report everything instruction as the 

final component of the AIM technique, this should magnify the difference between truth 

tellers (forthcoming) and liars (withholding) verbal strategies (see Porter et al, 2020). 

Chapters 5 and 6 demonstrate that this is the case.  

To date, this technique has only been tested in two studies. Future lines of research 

could explore enhancing the memory components of the AIM technique by supplementing it 

with other instructions or techniques that encourage interviewers to say more. Milne and Bull 

(2002) found that the report everything instruction elicited more information from 

interviewees when combined with the context reinstatement component of the CI, compared 

to the components when used in isolation. Perhaps if the AIM instructions contained a 
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memory enhancing element the information elicitation effect for truth tellers would be 

enhanced, resulting in greater lie-detection accuracy.  

Another possible line of research includes adapting the AIM technique for use in 

other settings such as insurance claims. Previous research has shown that additional 

information can be useful when assessing for credibility using the verifiability approach (e.g., 

Harvey et al., 2017). Perhaps the AIM technique which is conceptually similar, could allow 

for greater detection of truthful versus fabricated insurance claims.  

7.1.5 Theoretical implications for the AIM technique  

 

 The AIM technique is built upon the assumption that the mental states and 

motivations of truth tellers and liars differ (Porter et al., 2020). In interview settings, truth 

tellers typically want to help investigators by reporting honest statements. However, they 

often assume (incorrectly) that their credibility is transparent (Gilovich et al., 1998), so 

therefore do not report all the information that they can remember (Vrij et al., 2014). In 

contrast, liars avoid providing detailed statements out of fear their deception may be revealed 

(Nahari et al., 2014a; b), or through an inability to add additional detail to their statements. 

Assuming the former, interviewing instructions can be used to exploit liars’ thinking. The 

AIM instructions do just this by targeting the illusion of transparency and making it explicitly 

clear to truth tellers that, to be perceived as honest, they must be more detailed. On hearing 

such instructions an information management dilemma is presumably created. I found 

support for the study presented in Chapter 5 in which truth tellers and liars clearly differed in 

their verbal output. Truth tellers in the AIM condition reported more information than 

controls. Liars in the AIM condition withheld more information than controls. Partial support 

for the AIM theory is also presented in Chapter 6, showing the results of an AIM experiment 

adapted for online administration. Truth tellers provided more new detail in a second 
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interview conducted after hearing the AIM instructions, but liars added nothing new. As such, 

these instructions encourage truth tellers to provide more information, while encouraging 

liars to withhold information.  

In is unclear why liars in the Chapter 6 experiment did not withhold information after 

hearing the AIM instructions, but one explanation is that the AIM instruction effects are 

weakened in an online experimental paradigm. Within investigative interviewing settings 

interviewers can build a rapport with interviewees (for a review see Gabbert et al., 2021; Abbe 

& Brandon, 2013), which can enhance the latter’s verbal output (Collins et al., 2002; Walsh 

& Bull, 2012). In online settings this is lost. Another explanation is that the information 

management dilemma is less salient if the participants are unsure who they are managing 

information for. The use of an online form removes the human interaction from the research 

so it is not surprising that this has weakened the AIM instruction’s effectiveness.  

Whatever the case, to effectively adapt the AIM technique for use in online settings 

future research must investigate why its online use is slightly less effective. As suggested in 

Chapter 6, an intermediate computer facilitated interview could help us to identify if rapport 

is responsible for reduction in the information elicitation effect, and subsequently the reduced 

lie-detection accuracy. Research into the use of therapy sessions in live online sessions show 

that rapport (and therapeutic support) can be as effective as face-to-face therapy sessions 

(Cook & Doyle, 2002) which come clients event prefer (Simpson et al., 2005). Theoretically, 

if rapport can be built during online live interviews, then employing the AIM technique 

online should result in greater information elicitation from truth tellers, and greater 

withholding of information from liars (similar to what was found in Chapter 5). In this 

instance, the researcher should explore how effective participants perceive the rapport 

between themselves and the interviewer to be.  
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7.1.5 Practical implications for the AIM technique  
 

 The AIM technique has produced promising results in the first two studies of its use 

(reported in Chapters 5 and 6). The instructions are easy to implement in any information 

gathering interview and can be further developed to include memory-based support for honest 

interviewees. However, more research should be conducted to test the robustness of the 

technique. I encourage other researchers to explore direct or conceptual replications of this 

research. A direct (or exact) replication refers to repeating an experiment following the same 

procedure and as many other background factors as closely to the original experiment as 

possible. This is arguably the most effective way to verify an effect (Simons, 2014), although 

some argue that the concept of an ‘exact replication’ is flawed given that respondents can 

change over time (Lynch et al., 2015). A conceptual replication refers to replicating the 

independent and dependent variables with variations from the original research. In sum, a 

conceptual replication is easier to administer (compared to a direct replication) and allows 

researcher to explore the effects of their tools or techniques in slightly different experimental 

paradigms.  

 

7.1.6 Conclusion 

Across two experiments I have demonstrated that existing tools such as the Model 

Statement can be enhanced to future support lie-detection, by implicitly creating verbal 

information output differences for truth tellers and liars. Using a critical analysis of the 

current literature I have demonstrated that despite some Model Statements that support lie-

detection, more robust investigations are needed before recommending tools for use in 

practice. Finally, following two studies of the AIM technique, I have demonstrated that 
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simple instructions can be used for use in investigative interviewing that elicit information 

from truth tellers and enhance lie-detection accuracy.  
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