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Abstract

To what extent stereotypical deceptive behaviours such as

gaze aversion and fidgeting actually influence people's credi-

bility judgements remain largely unknown. In this study, we

directly manipulated the presence/absence of such behav-

iours to investigate this. Participants were shown four truthful

videos in which we manipulated the presence of stereotypical

cues and asked them to judge how credible the person in each

video is. Moreover, research consistently shows that decision

making is influenced by various cognitive biases. One example

is the primacy effect, which implies that people form an opin-

ion early in the decision process. Information acquired early

will have the largest influence on how subsequent information

will be interpreted. To investigate a possible primacy effect,

we also manipulated whether these cues were present

towards the beginning or the end of the video (i.e. the timing

of the manipulation). In line with our expectations, the pres-

ence of stereotypical cues significantly lowered the observed

credibility, showing that the presence of these cues indeed

influences credibility judgements. The timing of the cues had

no effect.

K E YWORD S

credibility assessment, cues to deception, nonverbal behaviour

1 | INTRODUCTION

Both lay people and professionals report to rely heavily on nonverbal cues such as gaze aversion when making judge-

ments about someone's credibility (Bogaard, Meijer, Vrij, & Merckelbach, 2016; Masip & Herrero, 2015; The Global
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Deception Research Team, 2006). Meta-analytic research (DePaulo et al., 2003), however, revealed that very few

nonverbal cues correlate with lying, and even if a correlation was found it was typically small. Gaze aversion, for

example, showed no relationship with deception (d = 0.03). Not surprisingly, a number of authors have argued that

this reliance on invalid cues explains the poor deception detection accuracy people typically display (e.g. Strömwall,

Granhag, & Hartwig, 2004).

Recent meta-analytical findings have contested the view that poor credibility judgement performance can be

explained by incorrect beliefs about what cues signal deception. Hartwig and Bond (2011; see also Hartwig and

Granhag, 2014) showed large discrepancies between the cues people report when they are asked how they detect lies,

and what they actually base their credibility judgement on. Using a lens model approach, their meta-analytic research

showed that stereotypical nonverbal cues (e.g. gaze aversion, fidgeting) contributed only little to credibility judge-

ments. Instead, these judgements were based on impressions of incompetence/ambivalence, and lack of spontaneity.

Yet, several empirical studies hint at a role of nonverbal cues in credibility judgements. For example, early

research has shown that people displaying weird nonverbal behaviour (i.e. raise their arm, tilt their head and stare)

were judged more dishonest than people who did not show this behaviour (Bond et al., 1992). Also, the more police

officers reported to rely on nonverbal cues, the less accurate they were when detecting deceit (Porter, McCabe,

Woodworth, & Peace, 2007; Vrij & Mann, 2001). Furthermore, Wachi et al. (2017) showed that interviewers who

correctly classified guilty participants, were less likely to report having relied on nonverbal cues. Moreover, deliber-

ately making nonverbal cues inaccessible (e.g. using transcripts or audio fragments) increased deception detection

accuracy (Burgoon, Blair, & Strom, 2008; Davis, Markus, & Walters, 2006; Maier & Thurber, 1968; Mann, Vrij,

Fisher, & Robinson, 2008). Thus, there seems to be some evidence that stereotypical nonverbal cues do influence

credibility judgements.

To investigate whether stereotypical cues to deception, such as gaze aversion and fidgeting, indeed contribute

to credibility judgements, we conducted a study in which we directly manipulated the presence of these cues. To test

whether the timing of these manipulations matter, we also manipulated whether these cues were present towards

the beginning or the end of a statement.

We take into consideration the timing of these manipulations because research consistently shows human deci-

sion making is influenced by various cognitive biases (Risinger, Saks, Thompson, & Rosenthal, 2002). One example of

these influences is the primacy effect, which refers to the finding that when making a conclusion, we tend to carry

more weight to information assimilated early in the decision process, than later (Nickerson, 1998). This effect, in turn,

can be explained by the phenomenon of confirmation bias (Findley & Scott, 2006; Jones & Sugden, 2001; Risinger

et al., 2002). Usually, when making a decision there is too much information for us to take into account, or to give

equal consideration. As a solution to this problem, we pay selective attention to information, especially to informa-

tion that fit with our expectations about the event in question, while ignoring information that does not fit well. The

primacy effect, in light of the confirmation bias, implies that because people form an opinion early in the decision

process, this information will have the largest influence on how subsequent information will be acquired and inter-

preted (Risinger et al., 2002).

Various studies have shown the potentially damaging influence of confirmation bias on investigative and judicial pro-

cesses in the forensic field (for an overview see Kassin, Dror, & Kukucka, 2013), and lie detection specifically (Ben-

Shakhar, Bar-Hillel, Bilu, & Shefler, 1998; Bogaard, Meijer, Vrij, Broers, & Merckelbach, 2014; Elaad, Ginton, & Ben-

Shakhar, 1994; Levine, Asada, & Park, 2006). For example, Levine et al. (2006) investigated how foreknowledge about

whether the interviewee is lying or not would influence observers' perception about how gaze aversive the interviewees

were. Interestingly, observers judged liars as more gaze aversive when they had foreknowledge of their veracity than

when veracitywas unknown. Thus, peoples' perceived honesty influences how observers judge their behaviour.

Furthermore, confirmation bias does not only play a role when judging people's honesty based on their behav-

iour, but also based on their verbal accounts. Nahari and Ben-Shakhar (2013) asked participants to judge the credibil-

ity of a narrator based on two statements. One statement was rich in detail, while the other was poor in detail.

Participants were told that richness in detail is a reliable cue to make credibility judgements and were then presented
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with both statements. The only difference between the two groups was the order in which they received the state-

ments, but the total number of details presented to them was identical. Participants who first read the rich text

judged the narrator as more credible than participants who first read the poor text. Similar results were found when

the experimenters manipulated the order of detail richness within a single statement; a text that started rich in

details (i.e. primacy effect), received a higher credibility rating than a text presented in the opposite order

(i.e. recency effect). Although this study investigated verbal cues to deception —and detailedness more precisely— a

similar timing effect might also be observed for stereotypical nonverbal cues.

In sum, the first goal of the current study is to examine whether the presence of stereotypical nonverbal cues

influence subsequent credibility judgements. Second, we investigated whether the primacy and recency effects

found by Nahari and Ben-Shakhar (2013) generalise to these stereotypical cues.

2 | METHODS

2.1 | Participants

Seventy-five psychology students (22 males) participated, aged between 18 and 26 years old (M = 21; SD = 1.60).

Participants were recruited through a flyer posted on Facebook and/or by directly contacting students, asking them

if they would like to participate. They received 1 course credit point as a reward for partaking. The current study

was approved by the Ethical Committee of our university.

2.2 | Design

The independent variable was the presence of stereotypical behaviour showed in the videos, which was manipulated

in a one-way between subject design (control vs. primacy vs. recency condition). Participants were randomly

assigned to one of these conditions. The dependent variable was the average credibility judgement for the videos.

2.3 | Materials

Videos. The participants in this study rated the veracity of audio-visual video clips. Each of these videos consisted of

truthful answers to two questions: ‘Can you tell me what you did yesterday?’ (Q1) and ‘Can you tell me what you did

the day before yesterday?’ (Q2). Six interviewees were asked to answer these questions truthfully twice: The first

time, the interviewees were given no further instruction. The second time, the interviewees were instructed to

include stereotypical lying behaviours such as ‘gaze aversion’, ‘using hand and arm movements’ and ‘body move-

ments’. More precisely, interviewees were told that in the manipulated parts they should ‘avert their gaze more, use

more hand and arm movements (e.g. self-touching and self-fidgeting such as touching their face, playing with their

clothes) and to use more body movements (e.g. shift position) than they would normally do when telling a story’.

These behaviours were chosen based on the most commonly reported cues used for detecting deceit (The Global

Deception Research Team, 2006) but have not been supported by empirical research (DePaulo et al., 2003). Inter-

viewees included these cues in the beginning (first half) when answering Q1, and towards the end (last half) when

answering Q2. This served to create the manipulation of primacy and recency effect (see below).

To select the most suitable videos for the current study, all 12 videos were shown to a group of nine people —all

undergraduate psychology students— who were asked to evaluate the sound and video quality, and to check

whether any video stood out in any way. Based on their quality judgements, we selected the videos that had the best

quality scores and did not stand out. This selection resulted in the videos of four interviewees.

BOGAARD AND MEIJER 133
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Each participant rated four videos, one of each interviewee. We constructed three between subject conditions.

Participants in the control condition rated the four videos —with each video containing the answers to Q1 and Q2—

that contained no manipulation of stereotypical behaviour. Participants in the primacy conditions rated videos that

combined the answer to Q1 with stereotypical behaviour with the answer to Q2 without such behaviour. Partici-

pants in the recency condition rated the videos that combined the answer to Q1 without stereotypical behaviour,

and the answer to Q2 with such behaviour.

To make sure the manipulation in the clips was not too obvious to the participants, the second interviewee pres-

ented was always one without stereotypical cues. We deliberate choose the second position as this meant partici-

pants would see a maximum two subsequent manipulated videos. This second video was excluded from the

subsequent analysis, because it did not include any behavioural manipulations. Which of the interviewees was

depicted at what position was completely balanced over participants to prevent any order effects. Importantly, the

participants never saw the same person more than once. The videos varied between 95 and 138 seconds and had an

average length of 119 seconds (SD = 20.53). See Table 1 for a visual presentation of our design.

2.4 | Procedure

After signing the informed consent, participants read a cover story describing that a laptop was stolen from the lab,

and that the interviewees whose credibility they had to judge were possible suspects, as they all have access to the

lab. Subsequently, they were randomly allocated to one of three conditions; control, primacy or recency condition.

Next, participants were shown the four videos on a computer screen. After every video, participants rated the ques-

tion ‘How credible did you find this statement?’ on a six-point Likert scale (1 = not credible, 6 = very credible) with no

neutral point. After the last video, participants were asked the open question ‘which cues did you use to make your

credibility judgements’. Furthermore, they were asked ‘How difficult was it to make these credibility judgements?’,

‘How motivated were you to judge the credibility of these videos?’ and ‘How much knowledge do you have about lie

detection literature?’. All questions were answered on a six-point Likert scale (1 = not difficult/motivated to 6 = very

difficult/motivated). Lastly, the participants were thanked and debriefed.

2.5 | Coding of reported cues

Two raters coded all responses to the question ‘which cues did you use to make a credibility judgement’ and classi-

fied them as either nonverbal or verbal. One rater was the lead researcher and was not blind to the study aims. The

TABLE 1 Overview of conditions

Video 1 Video 2 Video 3 Video 4

Control Q1 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1 Q2

Control Control Control Control Control Control Control Control

Primacy Q1 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1 Q2

Stereotype Control Control Control Stereotype Control Stereotype Control

Recency Q1 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1 Q2

Control Stereotype Control Control Control Stereotype Control Stereotype

Note: The left panels exemplify the three different conditions and each row illustrates which videos and manipulations were

shown to the participants in these conditions. Video 2 (bold) was always a control video without any manipulations and was

removed from the analyses. The parts depicted in italics are the parts of the video in which the interviewees displayed

stereotypical cues.

134 BOGAARD AND MEIJER

 15444767, 2020, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/jip.1543 by U

niversity O
f M

aastricht, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [17/11/2022]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



other rater was a research assistant who was blind to the research question and manipulation of this study. Within

the nonverbal category, responses were further assigned to specific categories such as speech characteristic

(e.g. response latency, voice pitch), facial behaviours (e.g. blushing, gaze aversion), and body movements (e.g. hand

and arm movements, moving feet), as in previous research (for the complete list see Akehurst, Kohnken, Vrij, & Bull,

1996; Vrij, Akehurst, & Knight, 2006). Based on the answers of our participants, four cues were added to this list:

‘insecure’, ‘sounds rehearsed/prepared’, ‘thinking hard’ and ‘fluent speech’. First, we calculated inter-rater reliability

of the two raters for all the coded cues. The two raters had a percentage agreement of 94%, which is sufficient to

continue our analyses. Importantly, for the subsequent analyses, a cue was only coded as present when both raters

agreed upon its presence. This might result in cues missed; however, it leads to a higher reliability of our reported

analyses.

2.6 | Results

Manipulation check. To check whether the videos with the manipulations actually include more obvious stereotypical

behaviour, eight independent raters (blind to the research question andmanipulation) rated all the videos.We asked them

three questions (a) How obvious did the interviewee avert his/her gaze from the camera/interviewer, (b) How obvious

did the interviewee move his/her hands/arm/fingers (e.g. hand and arm movements, touching their face and hair), and

(c) How obvious did the interviewee move his/her body (e.g. shifting, turning away from or to the interviewer). All ques-

tions were answered on a 10-point scale ranging from 1 (i.e. very subtle) to 10 (i.e. very obvious). As we were interested

in the presence of the nonverbal cues combined, we calculated the average scores for all questions combined per condi-

tion. The average score for the videos without any manipulation was 4.50 (SD = 1.02), for the primacy videos was 5.51

(SD = .83) and for the recency videoswas 5.10 (SD = .95), showing our manipulationwas successful.

Statistical analyses. To examine our hypotheses, we conducted a repeated measures ANOVA, and a repeated

measures Bayes ANOVA with JASP. We report the effect sizes and accompanying Bayesian Factors (BF), as BFs

exhibit better performance than the p-value for testing the null hypothesis (García & Puga, 2018). Evidence for the

interaction model is calculated as [interaction model]/[main factors] (see Wagenmakers et al., 2016). Bayes Factors

allow three types of conclusions: evidence for H1 (BF > 1); evidence for H0 (BF close to 0); and the evidence is

insensitive (BF close to 1; Dienes, 2014). The approximate classification scheme is the following: BF > 100 extreme

evidence for H1, 30–100 very strong evidence, 10–30 strong evidence; 3–10 moderate evidence and 1–3 anecdotal

TABLE 2 Means and standard
deviations of self-reported motivation,
difficulty and knowledge of lie detection
literature

Motivation Difficulty Knowledge

Condition M SD M SD M SD

Control 4.64 0.91 3.52 1.48 2.68 1.28

Primacy 4.69 1.19 3.46 1.30 2.54 1.30

Recency 4.54 0.83 4.00 1.18 2.42 1.28

TABLE 3 Means and standard deviations of credibility scores separated per condition

Video 1 Video 3 Video 4 Average

Condition M SD M SD M SD M SD

Control 4.36 1.11 4.28 1.49 4.36 1.08 4.33 0.92

Primacy 3.50 1.10 3.19 1.33 4.04 1.51 3.57 0.67

Recency 3.92 1.21 3.29 1.52 3.25 1.22 3.84 0.82
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evidence for H1 (for further interpretation of BF see Jarosz & Wiley, 2014; Lee & Wagenmakers, 2013). For ease of

interpretation, BF10 is used to indicate evidence in favour of H1, whereas BF01 is used to indicate evidence in favour

of H0.

TABLE 4 Frequencies and percentages for the verbal and nonverbal cues that were mentioned, separated per
condition

Control Primacy Recency

Cues Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage

Non-verbal cues

Non-verbal

behaviour

12 17.39 13 16.25 13 26.00

Eye contact 12 17.39 14 17.50 4 8.00

Insecure 4 5.80 1 1.25 1 2.00

Facial expressions 3 4.35 2 2.50 1 2.00

Thinking 3 4.35 1 1.25 1 2.00

Self-manipulations 3 4.35 0 0.00 0 0.00

Faltering speech 2 2.90 5 6.25 0 0.00

Hand/arm/finger

movement

1 1.45 3 3.75 2 4.00

Sounds rehearsed/

prepared

1 1.45 0 0.00 2 4.00

Nervous behaviour 1 1.45 1 1.25 1 2.00

Pauses 1 1.45 2 2.50 0 0.00

Gestures 1 1.45 2 2.50 0 0.00

Smiling 1 1.45 0 0.00 0 0.00

Postural shifts 1 1.45 0 0.00 0 0.00

Clearing throat 0 0.00 2 2.50 0 0.00

Speech cues

Speech 5 7.25 6 7.50 1 2.00

Monotonous speech 1 1.45 0 0.00 0 0.00

Fluent speech 0 0.00 1 1.25 3 6.00

Hectic speech 0 0.00 3 3.75 2 4.00

Verbal cues

Amount of details 10 14.49 9 11.25 8 16.00

Verbal cues 4 5.80 6 7.50 3 6.00

Inconsistency 1 1.45 2 2.50 3 6.00

Temporal details 1 1.45 1 1.25 0 0.00

Emotions 1 1.45 0 0.00 0 0.00

Plausibility 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 4.00

Coherence 0 0.00 2 2.50 1 2.00

Chronological

production

0 0.00 2 2.50 1 2.00

Structure 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 2.00

Repetition 0 0.00 2 2.50 0 0.00
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Pre-analyses check. We first checked whether there were any gender effects. One person failed to provide this

information and could not be taken into consideration. Results showed no gender main effect [F(1,74) < 0.00,

p = 0.99, np
2 < .001] and no gender x condition interaction effect [F(2,74) = 0.43, p = 0.65, np

2 = .01].

To examine whether the groups differed on motivation, perceived task difficulty, and background knowledge of

deception, we conducted three one-way (Bayes) ANOVAs. The analyses showed no difference in motivation

[F(2,74) = .15, p = 0.86, BF10 = .29], perceived task difficulty [F(2,74) = 1.22, p = 0.30, BF10 = .12], or background

knowledge of lie detection [F(2,74) = 0.26, p = 0.78, BF10 = .14] between conditions (see Table 2).

Credibility. To assess how the presence of nonverbal stereotypical cues influence credibility judgements we cal-

culated an overall credibility score for the videos in all three conditions, with the exclusion of the second video as

this was a video without behavioural manipulations. The second video was always a control video without manipula-

tions to make early and late onset of stereotypical cues less obvious to the participants. So, we do not expect any

differences in credibility scores for video 2. To check this, we ran a one-way ANOVA on the scores for video 2. As

expected, results showed no significant differences between groups [F(2,74) = 1.09, p = 0.34, np
2 = .03]. Given the

study aims to investigate the influence of stereotypical cues, we only take the three manipulated videos into consid-

eration for the following analyses.

We conducted a repeated measures (Bayes) ANOVA and included the credibility scores of the three videos as

the within subject factor, and condition as the between subject factor. As hypothesized, results showed a significant

difference in credibility scores between conditions [F(2,72) = 8.21, p = 0.001], strongly supported by the Bayes Fac-

tor (BF10 = 20.26). No differences between videos [F(2,71) = 1.89, p = 0.16, BF10 = 4.80] or a video x condition inter-

action effect emerged [F(4,142) = 1.61, p = 0.18, BF01 = 2.27]. Subsequent post-hoc analyses showed that

participants in both the primacy and the recency condition rated the credibility of the videos significantly lower than

the control condition (Bonferroni corrected). The mean difference (MD) between the control condition and the pri-

macy condition was MD = −.76 (p = 0.004; BF10,U = 61.89). The mean difference between the control condition and

the recency condition was MD = −.85 (p = 0.001; BF10,U = 213.44). No significant difference was found between the

primacy and recency condition (MD = 0.10), which was supported by the Bayes Factor (BF01,U = 5.26). See Table 3

for an overview of means and standard deviations per condition.

Cues used to make a judgement. To our question ‘Which cues did you use to make a credibility judgement?’, par-

ticipants gave a total of 199 different responses: 141 nonverbal and 58 verbal cues. An overview of all mentioned

cues is provided in Table 4. As expected, the manipulated stereotypical nonverbal cues were also mentioned most

often. The most common nonverbal cues in the control condition were (a) eye contact, (b) behaviour (not further

specified) and (c) speech. For the primacy group these were (a) eye contact, (b) behaviour (not further specified) and

(c) speech. For the recency group these were (a) behaviour (not further specified), (b) eye contact and (c) fluent

speech. Participants only mentioned nine different verbal cues, and the three most common verbal cues were similar

in all groups, namely (a) amount of details, (b) verbal cues (not further specified) and (c) inconsistencies/

contradictions.

2.7 | Discussion

Overall, many people report to rely on nonverbal cues to assess credibility (The Global Deception Research Team,

2006). With the current study we aimed to bypass many problems associated with self-reported insights into behav-

iour (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977), therefore we directly manipulated the presence and timing of stereotypical deception

cues, and investigated to what extent their presence influenced credibility judgements. Our results confirmed our

primary hypothesis that the greater presence of stereotypical behavioural cues significantly reduced the perceived

credibility of the interviewees. However, in contrast to our expectations, the timing of these cues did not influence

our participants' credibility judgements.
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Our finding that stereotypical cues contribute to credibility judgements contrasts the findings of Hartwig and

Bond (2011). Besides being reflected in the difference in credibility judgements, the validity of our finding is further

reinforced by the cues people reported to have used for their decision. This showed that participants reported to

indeed rely on the nonverbal cues we manipulated. Also, participants listed considerably more nonverbal than verbal

cues as diagnostic, findings that are in correspondence with previously published deception studies (e.g. Akehurst

et al., 1996; Bogaard et al., 2016; Masip & Herrero, 2015; Strömwall & Granhag, 2003; Strömwall et al., 2004;

Taylor & Hick, 2007; Vrij, Akehurst, et al., 2006; Vrij & Semin, 1996).

The importance of the finding that the greater presence of stereotypical cues influence credibility judgements

can be illustrated when looking at the process of behavioural confirmation bias in the investigative process (Kassin,

Goldstein, & Savitsky, 2003). These (wrongful) credibility judgements can lead to severe behavioural consequences

in social interactions (Darley & Fazio, 1980; Kassin et al., 2013). For example, turning to a harsher interrogation style,

or asking more guilt presumptive questions when an interviewee is expected to be guilty (Hill, Memon, & McGeorge,

2008; Kassin et al., 2003; Narchet, Meissner, & Russano, 2011). Based on these findings we can assume that show-

ing stereotypical ‘deceptive’ behaviour during an interrogation —early or late— negatively influences the investigative

process. Indeed, Novotny et al. (2018) reported that behavioural cues are often relied upon in the early stage of the

lie detection process and sets in motion the search for other evidence. This, in turn, aligns with Kassin's (2015)

assumption that the starting point of false confessions and wrongful convictions is often mistaken lie detection by

investigators who focus too much on stereotypical cues. Finally, research on cultural differences and nonverbal

behaviour during interviews has shown that some ethnic groups (e.g. Surinamese) naturally demonstrate more cues

commonly associated with deception (i.e. more gaze aversion; more trunk, hand and arm movements) when truth

telling (Vrij & Winkel, 1991). Our results imply that such behaviour can be misinterpreted by police officers as signs

of deceit, and also set into motion the process of behavioural confirmation bias.

We did not find a nonverbal primacy effect, which contrasts the findings by Nahari and Ben-Shakhar (2013).

These authors showed a clear primacy effect for the verbal cue richness in details. A possible explanation for this dis-

crepancy may lie in the instructions participants received just prior to reading the statements in Nahari and Ben-

Shakhar (2013). In that study, participants were explicitly informed that richness is a reliable cue for truthfulness.

This may have led participants to search for these cues especially in the beginning of the statement. We did not

explicitly instruct our participants about the usefulness of cues to deception before viewing the videos, as such

instructions would invalidate our primary research question. We assumed they would automatically infer that ‘gaze

aversion’, ‘using hand and arm movements’ and ‘body movements’ indicate deception. A belief our participants

indeed reported to endorse, showing these cues are a proper manipulation of stereotypical cues to deception.

Hartwig and Bond (2011) concluded from their meta-analytical findings that people rarely rely on invalid cues

when making honesty judgements. However, our findings show there are exceptions to this conclusion. A possible

explanation for these contrasting findings might lie in how many useful cues are available to the observer. Thus, the

strength in which people rely on stereotypical cues may depend on the number of available objective cues. Perhaps,

if there are only few cues available (e.g. because the interviewee is reluctant to give information), interviewers focus

more on visual cues as these are always readily available. Our data provides partial support for this availability

hypothesis. Participants did report having used most non-verbal cues in the primacy condition (57 cues in total) but

less non-verbal cues in the recency condition (37 cues in total) than in the control condition (52 cues in total). Why

we did not find support for this hypothesis in the recency condition, we can only speculate. Although the clips were

relatively short, participants might have had difficulties remembering all the cues portrayed, especially towards the

end. Later information is usually less deeply processed than early information (Krosnick & Alwin, 1987) and may

therefore be reported less.

Furthermore, the cue availability assumption might also explain why high-stake lies are sometimes more accu-

rately detected than low-stake lies (Mann, Vrij, & Bull, 2002, 2004; Vrij & Mann, 2001; Wachi et al., 2017; Wright

Whelan, Wagstaff, & Wheatcroft, 2014, 2015; but see Hartwig & Bond, 2014). Increasing the stakes might intensify

the production of cues to deception, causing liars to exhibit more noticeable/useful cues as a result of increased
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feelings of fear, guilt and cognitive load (Mann et al., 2004; Vrij, 2008; Vrij, Mann, Robbins, & Robinson, 2006;

Wright Whelan et al., 2015). For example, Mann et al. (2002) showed that high stake liars blinked less frequently and

made longer pauses, but did not differ in stereotypical cues usually associated with deception. However, in the cur-

rent study, we used alibi statements and the emotional valence and/or content might be limited. Consequently, also

the number of available objective cues our participants could use. Hence, they relied on stereotypical—yet invalid—

visual cues. Based on these findings, it seems that people are flexible in which cues they rely on when detecting

deception, depending on cue availability. However, the current dataset does not allow us to test this assumption.

Two limitations deserve attention. First, we asked participants to answer the questions naturally first, and then

to repeat their answer and include stereotypical cues. One may argue that this causes the presence and absence of

the manipulated stereotypical cues to be confounded by rehearsal. The literature indeed hints that judges who have

the impression that a statement is rehearsed rate these statements lower in credibility (Landström, Granhag, &

Hartwig, 2005). This means the effects of rehearsal can explain our pattern of results. On the other hand, meta-

analytic research has shown that planned and/or rehearsed lies result in fewer observable cues to deception than

spontaneous lies (DePaulo et al., 2003). This would mean our findings provide an underestimation of the true effect.

This latter explanation is supported by the self-report data: only three out of the 75 participants (one in the control,

two in the recency condition) reported to have used the ‘sounds rehearsed/prepared’ cue for their credibility ratings.

Second, we investigated primacy and recency effects clips that are shorter than the typical police interview. As a

result, one can question to what extent these effects translate to longer interviews.

In sum, our results document that the presence of behavioural cues can decrease the observed credibility of a

narrator, and regardless of whether these stereotypical cues are present in the beginning, or the end of the state-

ment. Despite research showing that there is a discrepancy between self-reported cues and cues used when making

honesty judgements (Hartwig & Bond, 2011), the current findings shows this discrepancy does not hold for some

stereotypical cues.
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