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Abstract 

The ability to detect deception is of critical value in criminal and investigative contexts. This study 
has investigated beliefs about deception detection held by police officers (N = 63) and police stu-
dents (N = 130). The results show that there are inconsistencies when comparing the beliefs to em-
pirical research findings. One example is the belief that liars avert their gaze. The results are dis-
cussed and contrasted with the Truth-Default Theory. Instead of a focus on cues that are probabilis-
tically associated with deception, the Truth-Default Theory focuses on contextualized communica-
tion content. The theory recognizes that people are truth biased. Truth-Default Theory proposes that 
reliance on cues pushes the accuracy of deception detection to the level of chance.  
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Police Officers’ and Police Students’ Beliefs About Deception in the framework of the Truth-Default 
Theory 

The ability to detect deception is of critical value in criminal and investigative contexts. Police officers 
are often asked to do veracity judgements and one of many important tasks for officers is to conduct 
investigative interviewing. It has been estimated that 98% of the job is communicating with the public 
(Giles et al., 2006). One of the most common reasons for innocent people being sentenced for a crime 
in the United States of America is false eye-witness statements (Wells, 1993). Eyewitnesses can give a 
false positive and a false negative (Mojtahedi, et al., 2017; Carlucci et al., 2011). The consequences for 
a false positive or a believed lie is grave in the judicial context. This thesis focuses on beliefs about 
deceptive acts, i.e. the intentional act to communicate a message meant to mislead, meant to make 
someone believe what oneself do not believe. “Deception can be done through gesture, through dis-
guise, by means of action or inaction, even through silence” (Bok, 1979). 

Presumed expert groups’ beliefs about deception has been researched extensively (Akehurst, 
et al., 1996; Vrij & Taylor, 2003; Vrij et al., 2006; Bogaard et al., 2016). Mainly, studies used question-
naires to investigate differences between western university students’ and police officers’ beliefs 
about deception. In 2003 it was done on criminal court judges (N = 261), prosecutors (N = 158), and 
police officers (N = 104) in Sweden (Strömwall & Granhag, 2003). The 2003 questionnaire included 
seven aspects of “actual” deception detection cues. The experts were considered correct by the au-
thors of the study in believing that truthful statements tend to hold more details than deceptive state-
ments. The experts expressed a strong belief that truthful statements are more consistent in consec-
utive statements. Swedish case law by the Supreme Court refers to both consistency and the number 
of details as a criterion for veracity judgements (Schelin, 2007). However, research show that decep-
tive statements can be as consistent as truthful ones (Granhag & Strömwall, 2001a). Police officers 
expressed a higher degree of trust on consistency and gaze aversion as cues to deception in compari-
son to the judges and prosecutors. Also, police officers were the only group that relied more on non-
verbal cues than on verbal cues to deception (Strömwall & Granhag, 2003). 

Strömwall and Granhag (2003) concluded that people in general are not good at pinpointing 
the reasons for forming a certain impression about a person. Self-reported beliefs about cues to de-
ception does not necessarily mirror what experts de facto use to detect deception. Strömwall and 
Granhag expressed that legal experts rarely receive feedback on their veracity assessments; hence 
they do not become better (Vrij et al., 2010). The 2003 result showed a prominent level of incon-
sistency with research mapping “actual cues to deception”. When referring to actual cues, 
Strömwall and Granhag (2003) pointed towards the work of Vrij (2000). 

Studies have tried to pin down the differences between de facto cues for deception (DePaulo 
et al., 2003; Hauch et al., 2015) and stereotypical or believed cues for deception (Hartwig & Bond, 
2011). Regardless of cultural background people rely on the same cues for veracity judgements (The 
Global Deception Research Team, 2006). Both verbal and nonverbal behavior differentiates from cul-
ture to culture (Hall, 1976; Sauter et al., 2009; McDuff et al., 2017; Leal et al., 2018; Vrij et al., 2020). 
Stereotypical cues to deception impact veracity judgements (Boogard & Meijer, 2020). Further, there 
is empirical evidence showing that police are biased negatively towards minority groups (Smith & 
Alpert, 2007). Castillo and Mallard (2012) showed that cross-cultural bias in deception judgement can 
occur. The need for closure (Kruglanski et al. 1993) and the confirmation bias (Shepherd, 1995) are 
other known biases to consider in regard to investigative interviewing (Kronkvist, 2021).  

People are not good at veracity judgements (Ekman, 1996; Feeley & Young, 1998; Grubin & 
Madsen, 2005). A meta-study concluded an average of 54% chance to make a correct judgement on 
truth or lie (Bond et al., 2006). Age and experience are not significantly related to accuracy in decep-
tion detection. Also, police officers were not better at detecting deception in comparison to students 
and other citizens (Aamodt & Custer, 2006).  It has been suggested that one reason for people not 
making a correct veracity judgement is that they hold false beliefs on cues of deception (Strömwall & 
Granhag, 2003; Hartwig & Bond, 2011). 
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An alternative explanation could be that using cues to detect deception is simply not effective 
(Kraut, 1980; McCornak, 1997; Levine, 2018). Ekman (1985) had a significant impact on deception de-
tection theory with his work on facial micro expressions (Ekman & Friesen, 1978) and using high stake 
situations as a method of detecting deception cues (Frank & Ekman, 1997; O’Sullivan et al., 2009). 
Facial micro expressions do exist (Kring & Sloan, 2007) but they are not valid for detecting deception 
(Frank & Ekman, 2004; Levine, 2018). There are personal nonverbal repertoires in facial displays which 
accentuates individual differences (Ilgen et al., 2021). Also, there are cultural differences in the recog-
nition of emotion from facial expressions (Russel, 1994). 

 Other prominent cue theories include the interpersonal deception theory (Buller & Burgoon, 
1996) and Vrij’s theory on cognitive load (Vrij et al., 2006; Vrij & Granhag, 2012). 

The Truth-Default Theory (TDT) focus on contextualized communication content. Absent a 
trigger, people presume that other people are honest, i.e., people are truth-biased (Levine et al., 2021; 
Bond & DePaulo, 2006; Gilbert, 1991). This enables efficient communication and cooperation, as orig-
inally proposed by Grice (1989). However, this presumption of honesty can be actively abandoned 
when people expect a lie. TDT propose that reliance on cues pushes the accuracy of deception detec-
tion to the level of chance. 

Cues are probabilistically related to deception (Levine, 2018). Vocal pitch is a paralinguistic 
deception cue (DePaulo et al., 2003). People who lie tend to have a higher pitch. A high pitch voice is 
linked to anxiousness (Laukka et al., 2008). Vocal pitch is in other words linked to an emotion that 
some people experience when lying. Emotions can be difficult to observe (App et al., 2011; Frank & 
Ekman, 2004) and one gets easily tricked by sender demeanor (Burgoon et al., 2008; Bond & DePaulo, 
2008; Levine et al., 2011). Hence, cues do not improve the accuracy in detecting deception. Instead, 
improved accuracy comes from “comparing what is said to what is or what can be known, or through 
solicitation of a confession” (Levine, 2014). In contrast to earlier research done on beliefs about de-
ception where cue-theories have been dominant, this study will use the TDT as a framework for anal-
ysis. TDT is built on the following thirteen logically consistent modules that are based on data from 
research. 

A Few Prolific Liars: Few people lie often, and people in general are honest most of the time. 
Serota et al. (2010) used an internet survey on a national scale in the United States to ask 10.000 
adults to report the numbers of lies that they told in a 24-hour period. On average an American tells 
1-2 lies a day. 22.7% of all the lies in the 2010 sample were told by 1% of the population. Approxi-
mately 50% of all the lies were told by 5.3% of the population. The results have been replicated in 
Japan, giving further weight to the conclusions (Daiku et al., 2021).  

Deception motives: People deceive for a reason, while being honest does not require a rea-
son, absent psychopathology (Levine, Kim, Hamel, 2010). In three experiments (N = 66, 66, and 126) 
Levine et al. (2010) researched if people choose to tell the truth unless that is problematic for them. 
In line with the ethicist Bok (1979) Levine et al. (2010) showed that people are honest most of the 
time and naming this tendency “the veracity effect”. People simply do not lie for no reason. 

The Projected Motive Model: People are aware that deception is more likely to occur when 
the truth makes it difficult to be honest (Levine, Kim, Blair, 2010). During three experiments (N = 127, 
68, and 31) participants were asked to make veracity judgements on videotaped confessions and de-
nials. The results were consistent, confessions were more likely to be judged as true than denials. In 
one experiment that included police officers, true confessions were believed 86% of the time, and 
76% of false confessions were believed. On the other hand, 39.8% of true denials were believed. Re-
gardless of the actual veracity, confessions are more likely to be believed. 

The Veracity Effect: People are truth-biased and tend to believe what others are communi-
cating (Levine et al., 1999). Instead of using an average accuracy rate to assess judges’ ability to see 
whether a person is lying, Levine et al. (1999) designed four experiments (N = 104, 17, 2, and 177) to 
evaluate lies and truths separately. People are much more likely to make a correct judgement on 
truths than on lies. The conditional probability to assess a truth as being truthful ranged from .686 to 
.879 (M = .779). For lies it was .225 to .525 (M = .349). 
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The Park-Levine Probability Model: Building on the veracity effect, Park and Levine (2001) 
found that there is a positive correlation between the total accuracy rate and the base rate of 
truths/lies. Park and Levine (2001) argued that this positive correlation is the reason for the 54% - 57% 
accuracy rate across several experiments in deception detection. 

How People Really Detect Lies: Most lies are detected post factum (Park et al., 2002). In the 
main, people do not detect a lie using verbal or non-verbal cues at the time of the lie. Participants (N 
= 194) completed a questionnaire with five open-ended questions. 32% reported that the most com-
mon way of discovering a lie was through third party information. Only 2.1% responded that they had 
used verbal and or nonverbal cues as a means of detecting the lie. For the timings, 4.1% of the lies 
were detected within one hour, 20.6% in less than one day, 20.6% within one week, 20.6% in less than 
one month, and 1.5% were discovered more than one year after they were told. 

Sender Honest Demeanor: Demeanor is “a constellation of behaviors that conveys to others 
a sense of the sender’s character” (Levine et al., 2011). In a series of five experiments (N = 30, 113, 
182, 30, and 35), sender demeanor was varied to create demeanor–veracity matched and demeanor–
veracity mismatched conditions. Sender demeanor explained approximately 98% of the variance in 
detection accuracy. 

A Few Transparent Liars: A small amount of people are not good at lying, most people are 
good at lying if needed. Demeanor explains why experiments in deception detection tend to result in 
just above chance accuracy rate (Levine, 2010). Using meta-analyses to assess differences across indi-
viduals, Bond and DePaulo (2008) found that deception judgements depend more on the person doing 
the lying than on the person trying to detect the deceit. 

Content in Context: A working knowledge and understanding of the context aids in deception 
detection (Blair et al., 2010). In a series of experiments, using context to assess content, 176 judges 
made a total of 2,422 veracity judgements. With a weighted mean of 75% accurate judgements, the 
participants were 20% more accurate than the participants in the meta-analyses done by Bond and 
DePaulo (2006). 

Diagnostic utility: Some aspects of communication are more diagnostically useful in detecting 
deception than other aspects (Levine et al., 2014). Levine et al. (2014) designed six experiments (N = 
35, 20, 47, 132, 67, and 300) to test this hypothesis. Participants watched taped interviews where 
people either lied or told the truth when answering three different sets of questions. Experiment six 
was a 3 x 2 factorial design that checked three levels of questioning type with two levels of expertise as 
an independent group variable. Detection accuracy was the dependent variable. Using the questions 
with the highest value of diagnostically useful information the experts reached a 72,4% accuracy rate. 
This in comparison to a 29.2% accuracy rate in the level for questions with the least value regarding 
diagnostically useful information. 72.4% is significantly higher than the 54% accuracy rate reported in 
meta-analyses at p < .01 (Levine et al., 2014; Bond & DePaulo, 2006). 

Correspondence and Coherence: Consistency can be divided into two related concepts. Cor-
respondence occurs when a theory provides descriptions which corresponds with empirical facts. Co-
herence on the other hand, refers to the view that a valid theory cannot hold claims that contradict 
each other (Blair et al., 2018). In four experiments (N = 30, 51, 78, and 49) Blair et al. (2018) tested the 
effect of correspondence on the accuracy rate of deception. In experiment four, a mixed ANOVA de-
sign was used to assess the use of four levels of correspondence, which was manipulated inde-
pendently of veracity. Main effects were found for both correspondence (F(3,43) = 18.65, p < .001, par-
tial η2 = .57) and veracity (F(1,45) = 5,84, p < .05, partial η2 = .12). 

Question effects: How people use questions to prompt diagnostically useful information im-
pact the deception detection accuracy (Levine et al., 2014; Levine et al., 2010). In a 2 x 2 mixed exper-
iment Levine et al. (2010) showed participants (N = 128) 44 videotaped interviews. Half of the partic-
ipants were shown only background questions and the other half was also shown strategic interroga-
tive questions. Interviewee guilt (guilty N = 22 and innocent N =22) was used as a repeated factor 
crossed with question type. Overall accuracy for the participants that were shown the strategic 
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interrogative questions were at 68%. For the background condition the overall accuracy was at 44.1%. 
Both results significantly different from 50% (p < .001, two-tailed). 

Expert questioning: Deception detection expertise is highly dependent on the context and the 
knowledge of how to prompt useful information (Levine, Clare et al., 2014). In two experiments that 
were more valid from an ecological perspective, one expert had a 100% accuracy rate over 33 inter-
views. In the second experiment, five experts managed to have a 98% accuracy rate over 89 inter-
views. In the first experiment the expert had a fixed set of questions while in the second experiment 
the interviewers could use their own questions. The results are dependent on the ecology of the de-
ception detection task (Levine, Clare et al. 2014). In these studies, the experts were in a familiar con-
text and could ask questions that gave diagnostically useful information. Furthermore, no false con-
fessions were obtained. 

The present study is a conceptual replication of the 2003 study by Granhag and Strömwall. 
A cross-cultural dimension in line with a similar study (Granhag et al., 2005) is added to the present 
study. This study will expand on earlier studies using the Truth-Default Theory (Levine, 2014) as a 
framework for analysis and include a sample from students in Swedish police academies. The purpose 
of this study is to see whether contemporary research in deception has an impact on the training of 
police officers and on now working police officers’ beliefs. In this thesis the above-mentioned TDT 
modules will be used as a frame of reference for the data collected. The collected data will also be 
contrasted to the responses that were gained in 2003.  

The research questions are as follows: Has police officers’ beliefs about deception cues 
moved away from stereotypical beliefs towards what contemporary research shows us regarding de-
ception? Do police students hold a belief closer to what current research shows us regarding decep-
tion detection?  

For the present study it is hypothesized that the data collected will show that both police 
officers and police students still hold stereotypical beliefs about deceptive behaviour in line with sim-
ilar studies (Strömwall & Granhag, 2003; Boogard & Meijer, 2018). On the other hand, police training 
in Sweden is done by universities that contributes to contemporary research in many fields. This can 
push the police students’ beliefs from the stereotypical towards the scientifically proven.   
 
Method 
Participants 
Data from 193 completed questionnaires were analysed in this study. The data made up of 130 police 
students (Mage = 29.2, SD = 7.2, 45 women) and 63 police officers (Mage = 42.5, SD = 10.6, 17 women). 
The officers reported a mean of 11 to 15 years of experience on the job, ranging from 1 to 21 years or 
more.  
 
Instrument 
The instrument was developed by Strömwall and Granhag (2003) using at the time novel findings from 
deception detection studies (Vrij, 2000, Vrij & Mann, 2001) (see Appendix A). The data was collected 
anonymously and on a voluntary basis. Each participant was explicitly given the option to end his or 
her participation at any time.  Strömwall and Granhag (2003) included two verbal cues; (1) number of 
details and (3) consistency, and three nonverbal cues; (2) gaze behavior, (4) body movements, and (5) 
vocal pitch. Contemporary research showed that observers can be more accurate in deception detec-
tion when compared to an interviewer (Granhag & Strömwall, 2001b). To account for this, item six (6) 
was whether interrogators or observers are more accurate in deception detection. Three different oc-
cupational groups were surveyed in 2003, and item seven was included to see if the groups differed 
in their reliance on verbal or nonverbal cues. Item seven (7) was whether verbal or nonverbal cues are 
more reliable. 

For the present study, one inter-cultural aspect was added, given that an increasing amount 
of investigative work is done in a cross-cultural context. Item eight (8) comes from Granhag et al. 
(2005) and was whether the presence of an interpreter effects deception detection.  
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The instrument was translated from English to Swedish using the model questions that were 
detailed in Strömwall and Granhag (2003) and Granhag et al. (2005). A person fluent in English then 
made a back translation from Swedish to English. This translation was matched to the model questions 
in the two articles. All items were of multiple-choice character, where the participant chose one out 
of the four options. For items 1-5, the alternatives were in line with the following example: 

A. Liars make fewer body movements than truth-tellers 
B. Liars and truth-tellers do not differ in terms of body movements 
C. Liars make more body movements than truth-tellers 
D. Don’t know 

For item 6, the alternatives were: 
A. It is easier to detect deception when interrogating the suspect face-to-face 
B. It is equally difficult to detect deception when interrogating as when observing on video-
tape 
C. It is easier to detect deception when observing the same interrogation on videotape 
D. Don’t know 

For item 7, the alternatives were: 
A. It is more reliable to focus on nonverbal cues 
B. Nonverbal cues are about as reliable as verbal cues 
C. It is more reliable to focus on verbal cues 
D. Don’t know 

For item 8, the alternatives were: 
A. The use of an interpreter makes it easier to assess if a person is lying 
B. When it comes to making a correct veracity assessment the presence of an interpreter 

does not matter 
C. The use of an interpreter makes it more difficult to assess if a person is lying 
D. Don’t know 

 
The participants were asked if they had received any formal interview training. The participants also 
made a rating of how up to date they were on the scientific literature in deception detection on a scale 
from 1 (not updated at all) to 7 (very up to date). Finally, the participants answered demographical 
questions, such as gender and age.  
 
Procedure 
The instrument was replicated using Qualtrics Survey Platform (https://www.qualtrics.com). The invi-
tation to participate was distributed by email. Out of five police academies in Sweden, three agreed 
to ask their students to take part in the study. Regarding police officers a chain-referral sampling was 
used, reaching out by email to police officers in both local, regional and at the national level asking 
them to distribute the instrument. The participants answered the questionnaire online.  
 
Statistical analysis 
Data analysis was done following the example set by Strömwall and Granhag (2003). To investigate 
any differences in how the two groups used the ‘don’t know’ alternative, the data was recoded so that 
1 showed taking a stand (i.e., choosing either A, B or C) and 2 equaled the choice of ‘don’t know’. The 
data was then analyzed using chi-square. 

For the directional values and between-group comparison, the answers were recoded to the 
following, A = -1, B = 0 and C = 1. The ‘don’t know’ answers were left out of this analysis. Using the 
recoded values, a mean was calculated to give a directional value for the answers (Table 1). Following 
the example of Boogard et al. (2018), a one-sample sign test for each of the eight items was used to 
investigate the significance of the directional value in comparison to a zero result. For a significant 
result p < .01 was used. For a comparative perspective between the two groups, Mann Whitney U was 
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calculated. For within-group agreement, percentages were calculated (Table 2), excluding the ‘don’t 
know’ answers. As in the 2003 study, a 75% cut-off point is used.   
 
Results 
This section will present a distribution analyzes of the ‘don’t know’ answers and then move on to the 
differences between and within the groups of participants. 

Across all items, students used the ‘don’t know’ alternative 20.7% of the time, and the police 
officers used it 24.2% of the time. One of the items returned a significant chi-square (test of independ-
ence with continuity correction) and that was regarding the use of interpreter: (χ2 (1) = 4.07, p < 
.05, ϕ = .162). Only 4.8% of the police officers in comparison to 16.2% of the police students chose the 
‘don’t know’ alternative. The remaining chi-square results showed the following: Details (χ2 (1) = 
.109, p = .742), gaze behavior (χ2 (1) = .00238, p = .877), consistency (χ2 (1) = .4.51e-30, p = 1.000), 
body movements (χ2 (1) = 3.66, p = .056), vocal pitch (χ2 (1) = 3.18, p = .075), interview or ob-
serve (χ2 (1) = .994, p = .331), and verbal or nonverbal cues (χ2 (1) = 2.52, p = 0.113). 

The Mann-Whitney U tests showed a significant difference in the belief about the amount of 
details being a cue to deception (U = 2210, p < .001, rb = .337) when comparing the police officers’ 
belief (N = 56, M = -.39, SD = .78) with the police students’ belief (N = 119, M = .18, SD = .92). No 
other Mann-Whitney U was significant. Police officers expressed at a significant level that false state-
ments hold fewer details than truthful statements while police students expressed the opposite at a 
significant level, the within-group agreement was below 60% for both groups.  

Both police officers and police students expressed a significant belief that people who lie 
avoid eye-contact, this item showed just below 60% of agreement. Both groups expressed a signifi-
cant belief that deceptive statements are less consistent than truthful statements in consecutive 
statements. The police officers showed within-group agreement for this item. 

Both groups indicated that liars increase the amount of body movements, the answers to 
this item were very dispersed. For voice pitch, the most frequent answer was no difference, 22.2% of 
the police officers and 31.5% of the police students chose that alternative. However, the mean for 
both groups showed the belief that liars have a higher pitch of voice. The within-group agreement 
level was below 40% for the police officers and below 50% for the police students. The belief was at 
a significant level for the police students, despite the low level of within-group agreement.  

Both police officers and police students believed at a significant level that it is easier to de-
tect deception if you are interrogating someone face to face. Both groups had over 60% of within 
group agreement.   

Both groups relied more on verbal than nonverbal cues to deception, the within-group 
agreement was around 40% for both groups. The item pertaining to the presence of an interpreter 
showed the clearest and strongest significance and effect-size. Both groups showed within-group 
agreement in their significant belief that the use of an interpreter makes it more difficult to detect 
deceit. 

Directional scores from all items are shown below in Table 1. The p-value indicates whether 
the directional score is significantly different from a zero result (i.e., the option that there is no differ-
ence between a liar or a truth-teller).  
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Table 1 
            

Differences in beliefs about the items for the two groups        

Item   
Minus sign 
indicates Police officers N = 63 Police students N = 130 

   Mdn M SD p δa Mdn M SD p δa 
Details  Less when lying -1 -.39 .77 <.001 .304 1 .18 .92 .039 .592 
Gaze  Less when lying -1 -.47 .70 <.001 .263 -1 -.48 .67 <.001 .258 
Consistency Less when lying -1 -.60 .73 <.001 .198 -1 -.44 .88 <.001 .281 
Body 
movements Less when lying 0 .02 .86 1.0 .512 0 .22 .80 .012 .609 

Pitch of voice Lower when lying 0 .16 .73 .332 .581 0 .23 .68 .008 .608 

Interrogator/ 
observer 

Easier detect de-
ception when in-
terrogating 

-1 -.36 .86 .006 .321 -1 -.57 .68 <.001 .210 

Verbal/ 
nonverbal 

Nonverbal cues 
are more reliable 

0 .06 .85 .839 .529 0 .21 .79 .025 .603 

Interpreter 
Easier detect de-
ception when in-
terpreter is used 

1 .88 .37 <.001 .942 1 .82 .51 <.001 .908 

Note. Means that are in bold indicate a significant one sample sign test 

aδ is the effect size measurement proposed by Vargha and Delaney (2000). δ is an index of stochastic dif-
ference, it ranges from 0 to 1, where .5 indicates stochastic equivalence. A δ-value of .11 is considered a 
small effect, .28 a medium effect, and .43 a large effect.      

 
 

TABLE 2      

Within-group percentage shares for the most often ex-
pressed belief per item 

 
Item     Police officers Police students  

Details   57.1 52.9  

Gaze   59.6 58.3  

Consistency  75.0 70.4  

Body movements  37.5 45.5  

Pitch of voice  45.2 49.4  

Interrogator / observer 60.7 69.1  

Verbal / nonverbal  38.2 43.7  

Interpreter   90.0 87.2  

Notes. Bold numbers indicate consensus. These percentage 
shares do not include the ‘don't know’ alternative. For the 
complete and total percentage shares see Appendix B 

 

 
 



10 
 

Regarding training, 69.8% (N = 44, Mdn = 1, M = 1.30, SD = .463) of the police officers, reported that 
they had received training. For the police students, 52.3% (N = 67, Mdn = 1, M = 1.48, SD = .501) had 
received interview training. 

Both the police officers (N = 56, Mdn = 2, M = 2.27, SD = 1.51) and the police students (N = 
103, Mdn = 2, M = 2.53, SD = 1.62) reported that they were not up to date on literature about decep-
tion detection. The most common answer for the police officers was the grade 1 (25.0%). For the 
police students, the most common answer was 2 (25.2%). 
 
Discussion 
This thesis builds on a plethora of studies on beliefs about deception. The usage of a tested instrument 
allows a comparison with the research done on a similar sample in 2003. When referring to the results 
from 2003 a bracket shows the directional mean and the within-group agreement for the most fre-
quently chosen alternative. In the framework of the TDT, the results will be discussed below. 

In 2003, judges (-.57, 73.4%), prosecutors (-.78, 86,4%) and police officers (-.31, 61.4%) ex-
pressed that deceptive statements hold fewer details than truthful statements. The current sample of 
police officers expressed the same belief. Precedent rulings in the Swedish Supreme Court supports 
the detail cue, although they state that it is not the amount of details that matters, it is their quality 
(Schelin, 2007). Research has shown that liars can produce more or the same amount of details as 
truth-tellers (Granhag et al., 2003; Vrij et al. 2012). The police students in this study believed that 
deceptive statements hold more details. This belief is contradictory to what is stated in the textbooks 
that is used when training police officers in interrogation (Kronkvist, 2021). One of the textbooks goes 
on to state that; “genuine memories are described using more words and are pictured more clearly in 
one’s memory” (Christianson et al., 1998). 

Research within TDT showed that truth-tellers include more details, these should be verifiable 
details (Blair et al., 2018). Even if liars tend to provide significantly fewer details, how does one go 
about defining how many details a truthful statement should hold. In conclusion, Blair et al. (2018) 
reasons that it is not the number of details, it is the content and the possibility to verify the detail that 
makes the difference. Hence, the belief of police students is discrepant to the TDT.   

The belief that liars avert their gaze is a persistent cross-cultural stereotype. This belief also 
surfaced when the question “How can you tell when people are lying?” was asked in a large interna-
tional survey. 63,66% (N = 2.320) answered that liars avert their gaze (Global Deception Research 
Team, 2006). Both police officers and police students reported that liars avert their gaze, although the 
effect size was small. In 2003, judges (-.36, 54.6%), prosecutors (-.43, 48.8%) and police officers (-.63, 
69.1%) believed that liars avert their gaze. Proponents of Neuro Linguistic Programming (NLP) state 
that liars look up to the left, while looking up to the right is indicative of truth. In three experiments 
by Wiseman et al. (2012) no evidence was found to support the NLP claim. DePaulo et al. (2003) found 
no association between gaze aversion and lying in the largest meta-analyses on deception cues done 
to this date.  

In a series of experiments on sender demeanor, participants reported that avoidance of eye 
contact shows dishonesty. However, sender demeanor including the avoidance of eye contact is not 
associated with actual veracity. Liars who avoid dishonest behavior are believed more often than 
those who do otherwise. Demeanor is not associated with actual honesty, demeanor including behav-
ioral cues are associated with believability (Levine et al., 2011; Burgoon et al., 2008). TDT stresses the 
need to control veracity by other means than observing cues and demeanor. The belief that liars avert 
their gaze is proved wrong, and the belief is not supported by the TDT.   

Consistency as a cue to deception is given support by the Swedish Supreme Court. However, 
research have not been supportive in this regard. One former president of the Supreme Court states 
that there is a risk that a liar can reiterate a rehearsed statement in verbatim (Gregow, 1996). Con-
sistency as in coherence is not a valid cue to deception detection (Granhag et al. 2003; Granhag & 
Strömwall, 2001b; Hudson et al., 2019). Both groups believed that deceptive consecutive statements 
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are less consistent when compared to truthful consecutive statements. In 2003, judges (-.58, 74.0%), 
prosecutors (-.53, 71.9%) and police officers (-.74, 82.0%) expressed support for the consistency cue. 

Blair et al. (2018) noted the possibility that a deceptive statement might be more consistent 
than a truthful statement. The TDT emphasize that correspondence is critical to content-based lie-
detection (Blair et al. 2018). Both police officers and police students believe that liars are less con-
sistent in consecutive statements, and for correspondence this is the case. 

The participants believed that liars increase their amount of body movements. This belief is 
not as strongly expressed as it was in 2003, where judges (.28, 59.9%), prosecutors (.28, 43.9%) and 
police officers (.65, 69.2%) expressed the same belief. Moreover, the participants were very diversi-
fied in their answers. Research shows that some liars decrease the amount of body movements (De-
Paulo et al., 2003; Granhag & Strömwall, 2002; Vrij & Mann, 2001). 

Body movements encompass a whole range of different behaviors, and one example is illus-
trators. This type of body movements illustrates what you are saying, as when you hold out two hands 
to show how big something is. Illustrators often provide an emphasis to what is said, using for an ex-
ample your brow and upper eyelids (Ekman, 1985).  

Different types of body movements have been studied extensively within cue-theories. The 
cognitive load approach focused on illustrators. One study found that liars and truth-tellers (N = 40) 
differed significantly in their use of illustrating hand gestures (Hillman et al., 2012).  

The Swedish Supreme Court has referred to body movements in support of some statements, 
“the statement was given spontaneously and with details and gestures…” (Schelin, 2007). Sender de-
meanor is associated with sender believability (Levine et al., 2011; Boogard & Meijer, 2020). Absent a 
trigger, people tend to default to truth. One example of a trigger is a motive to lie.  

In one experiment (N = 163) participants viewed one out of six videos from internet. The vid-
eos varied in the factual merit of the information and the demeanor. The participants were asked one 
open ended question; to type down what they were thinking. The results were consistent, except for 
one satirical video, the participants exclusively believed what they were shown, regardless of the body 
movements (Levine et al., 2021). 

Both police officers and police students reported the belief that liars and truth tellers differ in 
their amount of body movements. Even if this can be the case, TDT proposes that focus instead is on 
the actual communication content.  

In 2003, judges (-. 06, 60.6%), prosecutors (-.09, 52.7%) and the police officers (-.05, 60.6%) 
believed in a lower voice pitch. The participants in this study believed in higher voice pitch, although 
with little consensus. Meta-analysis showed that liars tend to have a higher voice pitch (DePaulo et 
al., 2003). Ekman (1985) described how the sound of the voice reveals what emotion a person feels. 
When a subject is upset, the pitch goes up. Ekman (1985) reasoned that this is due to the emotions of 
anger or fear. A liar can go through a range of emotions, such as fear of being caught. An innocent 
person can also be afraid. Adding cognitive load, to use Vrij’s approach, might have the effect that an 
honest person appears deceptive, creating the Othello error (Vrij, 2010). 

TDT focuses on prompting diagnostically useful information and eliciting confessions. Diag-
nostically useful information can be of nonverbal character. TDT recognizes that some experts do use 
nonverbal cues. However, these are used in conjecture with the pursuit of useful information that can 
be compared with facts (Levine, Clare, et al., 2014). Practitioners emphasize the use of context and 
clusters when analyzing nonverbal behavior (Marono et al., 2018; Navarro & Karlins, 2008; Ridell & 
Bruhn, 2019).  Police officers and police students were correct in their belief about higher voice pitch 
being indicative of deception.  

Echoing the results about interaction from 2003, both police officers and police students ex-
pressed the belief that interviewers outperform observers in deception detection. In 2003, judges (-
.84, 88.4%), prosecutors (-.65, 74,8%) and police officers (-.58, 76.8%) believed it is easier to detect 
deception when interrogating.  

Research done within the framework of interpersonal deception theory (IDT) (Buller & Bur-
goon, 1996, Dunbar et al., 2003) and in the cognitive load approach (Vrij et al., 2006; Vrij & Granhag, 
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2012) showed counterintuitively that observers are better at detecting deception (Buller et al., 1991; 
Granhag & Strömwall, 2001a). Interaction allows for the interviewer to use his or her ability in prompt-
ing useful information (Levine, Clare et al., 2014; Levine et al., 2014). If the medium does not allow 
interactivity, this path to deception detection is excluded. 

Using two interviewers, one active and one less active, can aid in deception detection (Mann 
et al., 2013). With two interviewers, one can observe while the other engages the interviewee. On the 
other hand, using two interviewers creates a situation where there are two ‘powerful people’ against 
one interviewee (Shepherd & Griffiths, 2013). This is the reason why some practitioners have recom-
mended one interviewer in some contexts (Bruhn, 2011).  

There has been varying opinions between different practitioners and within academic circles 
whether verbal or nonverbal cues to deceit are more reliable. Meanwhile, a shift in focus from non-
verbal cues towards verbal cues to deceit has occurred (Vrij, 2018). The participants in this study re-
ported that they rely more on verbal than nonverbal cues to deception. Albeit that 46.0% of the police 
officers and 33.1% of the police students chose the don’t know alternative. In 2003, judges (.31, 44.5%) 
and prosecutors (.07, 41.3%) expressed a reliance on verbal cues, while police officers (-.13, 51.0%) 
chose nonverbal cues.  

Meta-analysis shows that cues, verbal and nonverbal alike, are few and weak (DePaulo et al., 
2003). Proponents of the cognitive load perspective asks the practitioners to focus on some cues, 
while proponents of IDT focus on other cues (Vrij, 2018; Burgoon et al., 2014).  

The TDT focuses on other means of detecting deception. Focusing on content in context brings 
the accuracy rate to higher levels, for both experts and laypersons (Levine, Clare et al., 2014).   

It has become increasingly more common for the police to use interpreters when doing inves-
tigative interviewing. Police officers and police students alike expressed that the use of an interpreter 
makes it more difficult to assess veracity. The use of an interpreter renders fewer details in interviews 
(Ewens et al., 2016; Vrij et al., 2017), a problem in view of the amount of detail cue. Cultures pro-
mote distinctive styles of communication, varying the number of details in communication (Vrij et al., 
2020; Leal et al., 2018).  

The use of an interpreter has an impact on investigative interviews, and it has been suggested 
that it hampers rapport-building (Soufan, 2020). Rapport can “broadly be considered the interpersonal 
relationship or connection between interviewer and interviewee established over the course of their 
interaction” (Alison & Alison, 2017). The expressed belief by the officers and the students is in line 
with empirical studies on the subject (Ewens et al, 2016). 

 
General discussion 
Nearly 20 years have passed but few beliefs about deception detection have changed. Researchers 
have come a long way in the field of deception detection. Nonetheless, that there are differences of 
opinion on the best way forward. This study indicates that practitioners’ beliefs about deception de-
tection and research on the topic aren’t aligned. 

Detecting deception through cues is a hard path to take and the use of an interpreter makes 
it even more difficult. Cues can differ depending on the culture and verbal cues can be hard to make 
use of when using an interpreter. Focusing on communication content, eliciting verifiable infor-
mation, and persuading the person to be honest is the path to legal certainty. 

One path to persuading a person to be honest is with rapport building techniques. These are 
avidly advocated by practitioners and researchers alike (Soufan, 2020; Alison et al., 2013; Russano et 
al., 2014). Rapport building techniques can be used in conjecture with techniques that enhances the 
willingness of the interviewee to cooperate (Cialdini, 1993; Neequaye, 2018).  

This study has several limitations, one being the small sample of police officers. There are 
police officers that do investigative work on full time and they get plenty of time doing interviews in 
an interview room. Investigative interviewing requires several skills, such as active listening and ap-
propriate questioning (Milne & Bull, 1999). Other police officers are on patrol duty, they also do in-
vestigative interviews, but these interviews are of a different character. Investigators and officers on 
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patrol duty, are only two examples of the different jobs that exist within the police. The sample of 63 
officers in this study does not allow for generalisability of the results for any of the above-mentioned 
categories of police officers, as the low effect sizes imply. Further, this study cannot draw conclusions 
on whether there are any differences in beliefs about deception detection in the different categories 
of police officers that participated in this study. Although the sample size of police students was larger, 
the students are in different stages of their training. Within the sample there is great diversity in back-
ground and the amount of training which again makes it difficult to draw further conclusions.  The 
participants in this study indicated themselves not to be up to date on the topic, as did the participants 
in the 2003 study. This is perhaps an analogue for how law enforcement officials view the topic. On 
the other hand, the police profession is a highly diversified one and police officers can’t be experts in 
all areas of policing.   

Furthermore, the chain-referral sampling procedure makes it difficult to make an assessment 
on how many officers were given the chance to answer the questionnaire. Around 700 police students 
were given the opportunity to answer the questionnaire, 18% chose to answer.  

Another limitation is regarding the choice of instrument. Several of the items encompass dif-
ferent types of cues. Also, there were no open-ended questions. The participants could not state a 
different belief than the options that were given.   

For future research, conceptual replications of the experiments done within the TDT would 
be of great value, especially in a culture different from the American. These experiments could be 
done using interpreters to see the effects that has on the interactive modules of the TDT. Also, given 
that police, as all people, have biases, it would be beneficial to see how the beliefs about deception 
detection and any biases impact the interview situation.  
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Appendix A 

Detaljrikedom 

o Utsagor från personer som ljuger innehåller färre detaljer än utsagor från personer som 
säger sanningen  

o Utsagor från personer som ljuger och personer som säger sanningen skiljer sig inte åt i 
förhållande till mängden detaljer  

o Utsagor från personer som ljuger innehåller fler detaljer än utsagor från personer som 
berättar sanningen  

o Jag vet inte  
 

 

 

Ögonkontakt 

o Personer som ljuger undviker ögonkontakt i högre utsträckning än de som berättar 
sanningen  

o Personer som ljuger och personer som berättar sanningen skiljer sig inte åt vad gäller 
mängden av ögonkontakt  

o Personer som ljuger har ögonkontakt i högre utsträckning än de som berättar sanningen  

o Jag vet inte  
 

 

 

Utsagans konstans 

o När personer ljuger är deras utsagor mindre konstanta mellan olika utsagetillfällen  

o Utsagor från personer som ljuger och personer som berättar sanningen skiljer sig inte åt i 
förhållande till hur konstanta de är mellan olika utsagetillfällen  

o När personer ljuger är deras utsagor mer konstanta mellan olika utsagetillfällen  

o Jag vet inte  
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Mängden kroppsrörelser 

o Personer som ljuger gör färre kroppsrörelser än de som berättar sanningen  

o Personer som ljuger och personer som berättar sanningen skiljer sig inte åt i förhållande till 
hur många kroppsrörelser de gör  

o Personer som ljuger gör fler kroppsrörelser än de som berättar sanningen  

o Jag vet inte  
 

 

 

Röstens tonhöjd 

o Personer som ljuger har en lägre tonhöjd i sin röst (mörkare röst) än personer som berättar 
sanningen  

o Personer som ljuger och personer som berättar sanningen skiljer sig inte åt i förhållande till 
deras rösters tonhöjd  

o Personer som ljuger har en högre tonhöjd i sin röst (ljusare röst) än personer som berättar 
sanningen  

o Jag vet inte  
 

 

 

Ansikte mot ansikte eller inspelat 

o Det är lättare att upptäcka lögn när förhöret görs ansikte mot ansikte  

o Det är lika svårt att upptäcka lögn vid förhör ansikte mot ansikte som vid ett inspelat förhör  

o Det är lättare att upptäcka lögn genom att se på ett inspelat förhör  

o Jag vet inte  
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Typ av tecken 

o Det är mer tillförlitligt att lita på icke verbala tecken på lögn  

o Icke verbala tecken på lögn är lika tillförlitliga som verbala tecken på lögn  

o Det är mer tillförlitligt att lita på verbala tecken på lögn  

o Jag vet inte  
 

 

 

Tolk 

o Användandet av en tolk gör det enklare att bedöma om en person ljuger  

o Vad gäller möjligheten att göra en korrekt bedömning om en person ljuger eller inte har 
användandet av tolk ingen betydelse  

o Användandet av en tolk gör det svårare att bedöma om en person ljuger  

o Jag vet inte  
 

Har du erhållit någon formell utbildning i samtalsmetodik och eller förhörsmetodik? 

o Ja  

o Nej  
 

 

 

Hur uppdaterad anser du dig vara på den vetenskapliga litteraturen vad gäller bedömningar och eller 
värderingar av muntliga utsagors riktighet? 

 Ej uppdaterad Mycket uppdaterad 
 

 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Vilket kön identifierar du dig med? 

o Man  

o Kvinna  

o Annat, skriv ditt svar nedan ________________________________________________ 

o Jag föredrar att inte svara  
 

 

 

Hur gammal är du? 

o Ange din ålder nedan ________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Min sysselsättning / arbetsplats är 

o Polisstudent  

o Polis  

o Åklagare  

o Tolk - ange i vilket språk nedan ________________________________________________ 
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Hur många år av yrkeserfarenhet inom ditt yrke har du? 

o 0 - 5 år  

o 6 - 10 år  

o 11 - 15 år  

o 16 - 20 år  

o 21 år eller fler  
 

 

 

Vilken nivå på studier är den högsta du avslutat? 

o Gymnasium  

o Eftergymnasial utbildning  

o Kandidatexamen  

o Masterexamen  

o Doktorsexamen eller motsvarande  
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Appendix B 

Table 3.          

Percentages of chosen alternatives for police officers and police students 

 Police officers   Police students 

Item " - " 0 " + " ?   " - " 0 " + " ? 

Details 50.8 22.2 15.9 11.1  31.5 11.5 48.5 8.5 
Gaze 54.0 25.4 11.1 9.5  53.8 29.2 9.2 7.7 
Consistency 57.1 7.9 11.1 23.8  53.1 2.3 20.0 24.6 

Body movements 22.2 17.5 23.8 36.5  18.5 23.8 35.4 22.3 
Pitch of voicea 9.5 22.2 17.5 50.8  9.2 31.5 23.1 36.2 

Interrogator/observerb 54.0 12.7 22.1 11.1  56.9 16.2 9.2 17.7 

Verbal/nonverbalc 17.5 15.9 20.6 46.0  15.4 22.3 29.2 33.1 
Interpreterd 1.6 7.9 85.7 4.8   4.6 6.2 73.1 16.2 

Note. For items 1 - 4, - indicates less, 0 indicates no difference, + indicates more, 
and for all the items a question mark (?) indicates a don't know answer  
a- indicates lower pitch when lying, zero no difference, and + higher pitch  

b- indicates fewer body movements, zero no difference, and + more body move-
ments 

 

 
c- indicates better deception detection interrogating than observing, 0 indicates 
no difference, + indicates that it is harder to interrogate than to observe 

 

 
d- indicates that it is easier to detect deception with an interpreter, 0 indicates no 
difference, and + indicates that it is harder to detect deception with an inter-
preter 

 

 
 

 

 


