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ABSTRACT

Background/Aim: Omission lies (lies whereby lie tellers deliberately leave out information they do not wish the target
person to know) are frequently told, yet under investigated. Detecting such lies could be challenging for practitioners
because all information a lie teller provides could be truthful. We examined the effect of (1) the size of the omission
(leaving out a smaller or larger pieces of information) and (2) saliency of the reported information (whether the reported
information is essential - about experiences that happened just before and just after the omission - or non-essential).
Method: A total of 145 participants were sent on a mission in which they followed a target of interest. During the mission
the target met two people at different locations. After completing the surveillance mission truth tellers reported the
mission truthfully. Small-omission lie tellers omitted the second meeting that occurred and large-omission lie tellers
omitted both meetings. We only analysed the parts of the mission that all lie tellers and truth tellers could truthfully
report. The dependent variables were details, complications, common knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies.
Results: Regardless the size of the omission, lie tellers reported more common knowledge details than truth tellers. This
veracity effect occurred in both the essential and non-essential parts of information. Conclusions: Despite lie tellers being
entire truthful, verbal differences occurred between their accounts and truth tellers’ accounts.

Indicadores verbales de las mentiras por omision: el efecto del tamafio de la
omision y el significado de la parte narrativa en las seiiales verbales de veracidad

RESUMEN

Antecedentes/objetivo: Las mentiras por omisién (mentiras en las que los mentirosos omiten deliberadamente informacion
que no desean que la persona destinataria conozca) son muy frecuentes, aunque no se han investigado adecuadamente.
Su deteccién puede ser un reto para los profesionales dado que toda la informacién que da una persona podria ser cierta.
Se analiz6 el efecto (1) del tamafio de la omisién (omision de partes pequefias o grandes de informacion) y (2) la saliencia
de la informacién reportada (si la informacién reportada sobre las experiencias que acontecieron justo antes y después
de la omision es esencial o es no-esencial). Método: Un total de 145 participantes fueron enviados a una misién en la que
buscaban un objetivo de interés. Durante la misi6n la persona objetivo se reunié con dos personas en lugares diferentes.
Tras completar la misién de vigilancia los participantes de la condicién que dijeron la verdad informaron de la misma
con sinceridad. Los que mentian utilizando pequefias omisiones omitieron la segunda reunién y aquellos que mentian
haciendo un mayor uso de omisiones no informaron de ninguna de las dos reuniones. Sélo se analizaron las partes
de la misién que tanto los que mentian como los que decian la verdad podian informar de forma veraz. Las variables
de medida fueron: detalles, complicaciones, detalles de dominio piblico y estrategias de autoproteccion. Resultados:
Con independencia del grado de omision, los participantes de la condicién de mentira informaron de mas detalles de
conocimiento general (estereotipos), que los que decian la verdad. Este efecto de veracidad se registré tanto en las partes
de informacién esenciales como en las no esenciales. Conclusiones: A pesar de que los que mentian, todo lo que dijeron
era verdad, se observaron diferencias entre sus relatos y los relatos de los que decian la verdad.

Lie tellers who deliberately omit information they want to hide
from the target person are telling an omission lie. Practitioners we
work with are interested in omission lies probably for at least two
reasons. First, omission lies may occur frequently. Lie tellers prefer
to stay close to the truth (Leins et al., 2013) and omission lies fit
this purpose because when telling such a lie all the information lie

tellers report could be truthful. Second, omission lies may be diffi-
cult to detect. If all the information someone conveys is truthful, lie
detection could be challenging.

Investigators who possess independent evidence (e.g., named
witness, CCTV footage) can sometimes use this to detect omission
lies. Suppose an interviewee is suspected of shoplifting and the
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police have CCTV evidence that the interviewee was in the shop at
the time the theft occurred. Further, suppose that the interviewee
reports all their activities during that day but fails to mention to
have been in or even near the shop. The failure to mention visiting
the shop could be a memory error but could also indicate an omis-
sion lie (Granhag & Hartwig, 2015; Oleszkiewicz & Watson, 2021).
When investigators do not possess independent evidence, they can
ask interviewees to provide it. Truth tellers are more likely to pro-
vide verifiable sources demonstrating their innocence (“On that
particular afternoon I went to the cinema and their CCTV footage
will show that”) than lie tellers (Palena et al., 2021; Verschuere et
al., 2021).

On many occasions investigators do not possess evidence and
truth tellers are unable to report evidence showing that they are
telling the truth (“I visited the shop but I didn’t steal anything”). In
those scenarios, interviewers must rely on the quality of the speech
content to decide whether the interview is telling the truth or lying
(Vrij et al., 2022). Research has shown that quality differences in
speech do emerge between truth tellers and lie tellers in omission
lie scenarios (Leal et al., 2024; Leal et al., 2020; Leal, Vrij, Deeb,
Burkhardt et al., 2023; Leal, Vrij, Deeb, & Fisher, 2023; Van Swol et
al., 2012; Vrij et al., 2025). The theory of self-regulation provides
an explanation (Carver & Scheier, 2012; Vohs & Baumeister, 2016).
The theory refers to the ability to manage one’s own behaviour,
emotions, and thoughts to achieve the desired goals. The aim of a
truth teller in an interview is that the interviewer comes to know
what they know. A lie teller has the opposite aim: they want the
interviewer “not” to know what they know (Hartwig & Granhag,
2023). These opposite aims lead to opposite strategies. Whereas
truth tellers are willing to tell it all, lie tellers prefer to keep their
stories simple (Granhag & Hartwig, 2008; Hartwig et al., 2007;
Vrij et al., 2010). Lie tellers’ ‘keep-it-simple’ strategy even occurs
when lie tellers tell an omission lie (Leal Vrij, Deeb, Buckhardt, et
al., 2023; Leal Vrij, Deeb, & Fisher, 2023; Leal et al., 2024; Vrij et
al., 2025). The present omission lies experiment shows considerable
overlap with Vrij et al. (2025) but one important change was made.
The large-omission lie was more extensive than in Vrij et al. (2025).

Small versus Large-Omission Lies

Omissions can differ from each other in different ways. A lie
teller may consider some omissions more important than other
omissions. Alternatively, omissions may differ in size. The present
experiment (Vrij et al., 2025) focused on the latter type of omis-
sions. The size of the omission could affect how lie tellers formulate
their omission lies. If lie tellers deliberately leave out larger parts of
an experience, they automatically have less information to report.
This may concern lie tellers because they typically believe that they
must report enough information to sound convincing (Nahari et al.,
2014). This is a legitimate concern because the less people say, the
less convincing their statements sound (Bell & Loftus, 1988, 1989).
Lie tellers can deal with this ‘having-to-provide-enough-informa-
tion’ issue in different ways. If they cannot be truthful about their
activities, for example they cannot admit visiting location A so must
claim they were at location B instead, they can resolve it by deliv-
ering vague statements. Research has supported this assumption.
When lie tellers lie about their whereabouts, they are inclined to
produce statements that (i) do not include sources investigator can
verify (e.g., named witnesses, CCTV footage) (Nahari, 2019; Palena
et al., 2021) and (ii) lack contextual embeddings (no detailed infor-
mation where they exactly were and at what time) (Nahari & Nisin,
2019; Nisin et al., 2022).

Lie tellers like to stay close to the truth (Leins et al., 2013) and an
omission lie, where possible, gives them the opportunity to do just
that. How they report the truthful information may depend on how

much information they want to omit. If they wish to omit much in-
formation, they may decide to report many details about the parts
of their experience they can be truthful about. In this way they may
report enough information to sound convincing. This could mean
that lie tellers are reluctant to use a keep-it-simple strategy in
large-omission lies. In contrast, if the omission is small, lie tellers
may feel less urge to compensate and may still employ their pre-
ferred keep-it-simple strategy when discussing their experiences.
This would mean that veracity differences are more likely to occur
when comparing truth tellers with small-omission lie tellers than
with large-omission lie tellers. Vrij et al. (2025) tested this hypothe-
sis. The results for small and large omission lies were very similar in
their experiment, meaning that the hypothesis was not supported.
Vrij et al. (2025) reasoned that the amount of information lie tellers
were requested to omit in the large-omission lie condition was too
small to yield an effect. In the present experiment we instructed lie
tellers in the large-omission lie condition to omit more information
than in Vrij et al. (2025).

Verbal Cues to Omission Lies

The contrasting self-regulations between truth tellers and lie
tellers result in contrasting verbal strategies: whereas truth tellers
are willing to tell it all, lie tellers are inclined to keep their stories
simple. We expect that these opposing verbal strategies become
notable in truth tellers’ and lie tellers’ statements through the
presence of six verbal cues: external details, contextual details,
internal details, complications, common knowledge details and
self-handicapping strategies. These six verbal cues were also
examined by Leal et al. (2024) and Vrij et al. (2025). External details
are perceptual details, contextual details are spatial and temporal
details, internal details are details about feelings, complications are
occurrences that make a statement more complex (e.g., “There was
a really big seagull that made lots of noise and that scared me”),
common knowledge details refer to strongly invoked stereotypical
(general) knowledge about the event (e.g., “And eventually we got to
the park”), and self-handicapping strategies are justifications as to
why someone is not able to provide information (e.g., “I was walking
too far behind him to see what he was doing”). Keeping stories
simple may be associated with reporting fewer external, contextual
and internal details because the fewer details someone reports, the
simpler a statement becomes. Keeping stories simple may also be
associated with fewer complications because complications make
a story more complex which is the opposite of keeping it simple.
Keeping it simple may be associated with reporting more common
knowledge details (reporting stories in a general way) and more
self-handicapping strategies (as a justification why someone cannot
report some details).

Table 1 shows the relationships between these six verbal cues
and veracity in research where people tell lies other than omission
lies (embedded lies or fabrications, first and second columns) and in
omission lies (columns 3 to 7). The scores represent Cohen d-effect
sizes. A blank column means that the cue is not investigated.
Column 1 shows the result of a meta-analysis into details
(Gancedo et al., 2021) and shows that, as predicted, in embedded
lies and fabrication deception scenarios, truth tellers report more
perceptual and contextual details than lie tellers. However, no effect
emerged for internal details (only bold d-scores are significant). The
absence of an internal details effect is most likely caused by such
details not occurring frequently (floor effect). Column 2 shows the
results of a meta-analysis into complications, common knowledge
details and self-handicapping strategies (Vrij et al., 2021). It shows
that in embedded lies and fabrication deception scenarios, truth
tellers report (as predicted) more complications but fewer common
knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies than lie tellers.
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Table 1. The Verbal Cues as a Function of Veracity

Leal, Vrij, Deeb,

Leal, Vrij, Deeb,

Gan(czeélzolit il Vl;Jl’ an(l)ezlﬁlet L(eza(l)ze(t);l. Burkhardt et al. and Fisher Leal et al. (2024)? Vrij et al. (2025)?
: (2023)! (2023)!
NOH'. Essential Non-essential Essential
essential

External details 0.36 0.65 0.20 1.51 0.37 0.09
Contextual details 0:23 (spatial); 0.77 0.10 0.66 013 0.10

0.51 (temporal)
Internal details 0.02 0.20 0.02 0.19 043 0.28
Details (overall) 0.04 0.21
Complications 0.58 0.34 0.68 0.81 0.31 043 0.99 0.72
Common-
knowledge details -0.40 -0.27 -1.04 -0.45 -1.18
Sl Py -0.37 0.25 -0.53 015 027

strategies

Note. Scores in bold are significant (p <.05). Positive scores mean that truth tellers report the cue more than lie tellers whereas negative scores mean that lie tellers report

the cue more than truth tellers.
'Results refer to the free recall stage of the interviews only.
2All three stages combined.

3Results for small-omission and large-omission lie tellers combined (not reported in the article).

Columns 3 and 7 show the results for the five individual
omission lies experiments published to date examining (some of)
the six verbal veracity cues. The results are not entirely consistent,
but a trend emerges showing that in omission lies scenarios,
truth tellers (vs. lie tellers) report more complications and fewer
common knowledge details. In their omission lies experiments,
Leal et al. (2024) and Vrij et al. (2025) made a distinction between
essential and non-essential information. According to their
definition, essential information is information about experiences
that happened just before and just after the experience lie tellers
omit. They labelled this essential information because lie tellers
must be careful when reporting those experiences and avoid
making slip-ups. Non-essential information is information about
the remaining experiences. Since these experiences are not close
in time to the omitted experiences, lie tellers could report them
without the risk of making any slip-ups. Table 1 shows that the
effects for complications and common knowledge details were
more pronounced in the essential than the non-essential parts of
the statement.

It is difficult to compare the embedded lies/fabrications results
with the omission lies results because these different types of lie
were never examined in a single experiment. As a result, differences
could be due to differences between experiments. However,
Table 1 shows similarity between the findings for embedded lies/
fabrications (columns 1 and 2) and omission lies (columns 3 to
7): Compared to lie tellers, truth tellers report more details and
complications and fewer common knowledge details than lie
tellers. This suggests that the verbal strategies that affect truth
tellers’ and lie tellers’ verbal statements are similar in embedded
lies/fabrications and omission lies scenarios.

Strategies

Strategies refer to tactics truth tellers and lie tellers used to ap-
pear convincing in the interview. Examining strategies is relevant
because they could possibly explain veracity differences (DePaulo
etal., 2003). Our understanding that truth tellers are inclined to tell
it all whereas lie tellers prefer to keep their stories simple was de-
rived from strategies research (Granhag & Hartwig, 2008; Hartwig
& Granhag, 2023; Hartwig et al., 2007). In research, strategies are
measured in two different ways. First, participants are asked via an
open- ended question what they have planned to do in the inter-
view to sound convincing or what they did in the interview to sound
convincing (Colwell et al. 2006; Hartwig et al., 2010). Alternatively,
participants could indicate in a deception strategies questionnaire

what they did in the interview to sound convincing (Leal, Vrij, Deeb,
& Fisher, 2023). We explored the strategies participants reported to
have planned to carry out in the interview and the strategies they
said to have carried out during the interview.

Hypotheses

The experimental design included three Veracity cells: truth
tellers, small-omission lie tellers and large-omission lie tellers. We
tested the three pre-registered hypotheses (https://osf.io/yp5w-
j/?view_only=1af70a39a2f94a7eb9feac10539248ed). Hypotheses 1
and 2 are like those tested by Vrij, Leal, Deeb et al. (2025) but Hy-
pothesis 3 is new (the effect of essential and non-essential informa-
tion was explored but not hypothesised in Vrij et al. 2025).

Lie tellers will report in the post-interview questionnaire that
they used a ‘keep-it-simple’ strategy more than truth tellers, par-
ticularly in the small-omission lie condition (Hypothesis 1).

Truth tellers will report the most details (external, contextual
and internal) and complications and the fewest common knowl-
edge details and self-handicapping strategies, whereas lie tellers
in the small-omission lie condition will report the fewest details
(external, contextual and internal) and complications and the most
common knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies (Hy-
pothesis 2).

The differences between truth tellers and lie tellers in reporting
details, complications, common knowledge details and self-
handicapping strategies will be more pronounced when describing
the essential parts than when describing the non-essential parts of
the mission (Hypothesis 3).

Method
Participants

A G*Power analysis revealed that we needed a minimum of
150 participants to obtain 99% power and a medium effect size
(f2 = 0.15). We based the effect choice on previous omission lies
deception research (Leal et al., 2020; Leal, Vrij, Deeb, Burkhardt, et
al., 2023; Leal, Vrij, Deeb, & Fisher, 2023, 2024; Vrij et al., 2025).
We recruited 153 participants. We discarded eight participants
for failing to adhere to the instructions (for example, they lost
the target person during the mission or did not see an exchange
happening). The sample included 145 participants, most of them
were females (n = 90); 46 were males, two were non-binary persons
and five did not say. The participants were on average M= 21.41 (SD
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= 4.47) years old. The largest group of participants were British (n
= 60), the others were non-British white (n = 18), African (n = 16),
Indian (n = 12), other Asian (n = 21), Arab (n = 2), mixed (n = 10) or
other (n = 2). Four participants did not say. For most participants (n
= 114) A-levels was the highest level of education. For others it was
Bachelors (n = 34), Masters (n = 8), O-levels (n = 3) and PhD (n = 2).

All procedures performed in studies involving human
participants were in accordance with the ethical standards of the
institutional [University of Portsmouth Faculty of Science and
Health Ethics Committee SHFEC C-2023-084A] and the funding
(HIG) research committee (2024-11_714-23) and with the 1964
Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or comparable
ethical standards. Informed consent was obtained from all
individual participants included in the study.

Design

Data were analysed with MANOVAs. For the questionnaire
variables and deception strategies, Veracity (truth, small-omission
lie, large-omission lie) was the only factor. For the verbal veracity
cues a 3 Veracity (truth, small-omission lie, large-omission lie) x
2 Saliency (non-essential, essential) MANOVA was carried out.
Veracity was a between-subjects factor and Saliency a within-
subjects factor. We also report Pearson correlations between the
deception strategies and verbal veracity cues.

Materials

Participants completed a pre- and a post-interview
questionnaire. The pre-interview questionnaire measured
background characteristics (age, gender, ethnicity, level of
education), motivation to perform well during the interview,
preparation thoroughness and preparation time. This part of the
questionnaire was taken from Vrij et al. (2025). In addition, we
asked participants via an open-ended question whether they had
prepared a strategy. If they did not, we asked them to justify why
not; if they did, we asked them to describe the strategy. The post-
interview questionnaire measured (i) the amount of information
deliberately not reported, (ii) percentage of truth telling during the
interview, perceived likelihood of (iii) having to write a statement,
(iv) being entered into the prize draw, (v) winning the prize of the
best surveillance officer, and (vi) rapport with the interviewer. It
also measured the participants’ self-reported deception strategies
via the Deception Strategies Questionnaire (DSQ) (Leal, Vrij, Deeb,
& Fisher, 2023). This part of the questionnaire was taken from Vrij
et al. (2025). In addition, we asked participants via an open-ended
question to report the strategy they have used.

Procedure

Participants were recruited through the participant pool and
university portals. We also emailed those who had taken part in
our research before (albeit not in omission lies research) and who
volunteered in previous research to take part in future research.
We used the same advertisement as Vrij et al. (2025). It was en-
titled: “Are you following me? Investigating credibility cues when
individuals lie or tell the truth about a surveillance mission.” The
advertisement mentioned that the study would take 90 minutes to
complete and that participants should be 18 years or older with a
good grasp of English. It then explained that participants were to
follow a target person and that they subsequently had to tell the
truth or lie about what they had witnessed. It was mentioned that
those who took part in a similar experiment the year before were
not allowed to sign up this time. (Nobody who took partin Vrij et al.,
2025 participated in the present experiment.) The advertisement

also explained that participants had to complete a pre- and post-in-
terview questionnaire; that they would be entered in a ‘most con-
vincing interviewee’ cash draw with three prizes worth £150, £75,
and £50 if the interviewer would believe that they were telling the
truth; and that they would be entered in a ‘best surveillance officer’
cash draw with three prizes worth £150, £75, and £50 if the tar-
get person was not aware to be followed. The advertisement finally
mentioned that each participant would receive £15 or 1.5 course
credits for taking part.

Those who volunteered to take part were emailed at least 24
hours prior to the experiment the participant information sheet
and the consent form. On arrival in the laboratory, they were given
the opportunity to discuss with the experimenter these two forms.
All participants were happy to continue and signed the consent
form.

The experimenter then introduced the task the participant
would have to carry out as follows (identical instructions as used
by Vrij et al., 2025): “I would like you to imagine that you are a new
surveillance officer for the government. [ am about to send you on
amission to follow this target of interest [the experimenter showed
picture of confederate]. We know that he usually wears a blue ban-
dana on his wrist and that he goes out for a walk for about 20 min-
utes at this time of day. As with any surveillance operation, it is very
important that you ensure that the target is unaware that you are
following him. If the target was not aware that he was followed you
will be entered into a draw for ‘best surveillance officer’ whereby
you can win prizes worth £150 (first prize), £75 (second prize), or
£50 (third prize). You will be interviewed what you have witnessed
after completing the mission.”

The Surveillance Mission

The mission was identical to the mission used by Vrij et al.
(2025). The target person left the University building and walked
via a square to a cash machine to get money. The target person
then went to nearby shopping centre where he met confederate 1
who gave him a package. The target person then walked to a park
where he received a phone call nearby a tunnel. Soon after he met
confederate 2 to whom he handed the package. The target person
then returned to the University building. To add some details to the
mission, the target person: (1) walked in one direction, stopped,
changed his mind and then walked in the other direction when
leaving the University building; (2) bent down to tie his shoelaces
at the square; (3) went into a shop in the shopping centre. In addi-
tion, the target person frequently looked over his shoulder to check
whether he was followed.

Veracity Instructions

The participants returned to the lab after completing the
surveillance mission, where they were told that they would be
interviewed by a security official about their mission. Participants
were randomly assigned to the truth teller (n = 42), small-omission
lie teller (n = 52) and large-omission lie teller (n = 51) conditions
(an administrative error caused the relatively smaller cell of truth
tellers). “Truth tellers” were asked to truthfully recall everything
that they have witnessed. “Lie tellers in the small-omission
condition” were told that the interviewer cannot be trusted and
may act as a double agent. They were first asked whether they
witnessed the target person meeting other people (all lie tellers
mentioned to have witnessed the two meetings). They were then
told that it is “vital” not to mention having witnessed the target
person meeting the person in the park. Participants were further
told that the interviewer knows they were on a surveillance mission
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to follow the target and that they can be truthful about everything
else they witnessed during the surveillance task.

These instructions to the truth tellers and small-omission lie
tellers were identical to those given by Vrij et al. (2025) but the in-
structions to the “lie tellers in the large-omission condition” were
somewhat different. They received the same instruction as the lie
tellers in the small-omission condition with two differences: (1) as
in Vrij et al. (2025) they were told that it is vital not to mention
the target witnessing meeting one person in the shopping centre
and another person in the park; (2) in addition to Vrij et al. (2025)
they were told not to mention at all that the target even entered the
shopping centre, as this could give the alleged double agent clues
we do not want them to have.

As a result of this manipulation, we considered all information
interviewees reported from the target walking from the university
building to the shopping centre and from the shopping centre to the
park as non-essential information and all information interviewees
reported about what happened in the park and shopping centre as
essential information.

To stress the importance of being convincing, participants in all
three conditions were told that they could win three prizes worth
£150, £75, and £50 if the interviewer believed they were telling the
truth. If the interviewer would not believe them, they had to write
areport about the mission instead. Participants were then given as
much time as they wished to prepare themselves for the interview.

Pre-Interview Questionnaire

When participants indicated to be ready to be interviewed, they
completed a pre-interview questionnaire. After investigating the
background characteristics age, gender, ethnicity, and level of ed-
ucation it measured (1) how motivated they were to perform well
during the interview (measured via a single item on a 5-point scale
ranging from 1 = not at all motivated to 5 = very motivated); (2)
how thorough their preparation for the interview was (measured
via three items: 1 = shallow to 7 = thorough, 1 = insufficient to 7 =
sufficient, and 1 = poor to 7 = good, Cronbach’s alpha = .92); and (3)
what their preparation time was (measured via a single item on a
7-point scale ranging from 1 = insufficient to 7 = sufficient).

All these questions were identical to the questions asked by Vrij
et al. (2025). In addition, we asked participants about their planned
strategies. We first asked: ‘Are you going to use a strategy to be
convincing in the interview?’ (yes/no) followed by the open-ended
question: ‘If so, please describe this strategy?’ and ‘If not, why not?’

The Interview

To obtain a detailed account of the mission we carried out a three
stages interview. The same interview protocol was used by Vrij et
al. (2025) with one difference: Stages 2 and 3 were swapped. Stage
1 (free recall) was an invitation to report all they had witnessed
in as much detail as possible. Stage 2 (sketching while narrating)
invited participants to discuss two specific parts of the mission
(taking money from the cash machine and what happened after the
target received the phone call in the park) while sketching what
they could experience at that time. Sketching while narrating often
results in new details and complications, particularly from truth
tellers (Vrij et al., 2020; Vrij et al. 2025; Vrij et al., 2010). Stage 3
(Model Statement) started by exposing the participants to an audio-
recording of a detailed account of an event unrelated to the topic of
investigation. We used Leal et al.s (2015) model statement where
someone describes attending a Formula 2 motor race. A model

statement typically raises expectations amongst both truth tellers
and lie tellers about how much information someone is expected to
provide (Ewens et al., 2016; Vrij et al., 2017). It typically leads to a
similar number of new details from both truth tellers and lie tellers,
but in more complications from truth tellers than from lie tellers
(Vrij, Leal, & Fisher, 2018). Appendix A contains a transcript of the
interview protocol. Since the order in which the three stages were
executed was not manipulated, we cannot draw any conclusions
of the efficacy of each stage in eliciting information and veracity
cues. For information only, the results for each separate stage are
presented in the Appendix B.

Post-interview Questionnaire

Participants completed a post-interview questionnaire after the
interview. First of all it measured the amount of information de-
liberately omitted via two questions: ‘I deliberately did not report
some important details of the mission during the interview’ and ‘I
deliberately did not report some details of the mission during the
interview that I think were not important’. Both questions were
answered on 7-point Likert scales ranging from 1 = disagree to 7
= agree. It further measured (2) the percentage of truth telling dur-
ing the interview (on an 11-point Likert scale ranging from 0% to
100%); the perceived likelihood of (3) having to write a statement,
(4) being entered into the prize draw and (5) winning the prize of
the best surveillance officer (all on 7-point Likert scales from 1 = not
at all likely to 7 = very likely). We also measured rapport with the
interviewer using the nine-item Interaction Questionnaire (Vallano
& Schreiber Compo, 2011) where participants rated the interviewer
on nine characteristics (e.g., engrossed, involved, active and posi-
tive) using 7-point scales ranging from 1 = not at allto 7 = extremely
(Cronbach’s alpha = .78).

Strategies employed during the interview was measures in two
ways: Via a questionnaire and through an open-ended question.
Participants first completed the 21 item Deception Strategies Ques-
tionnaire (DSQ) (Leal, Vrij, Deeb, & Fisher, 2023) representing the
(i) tell it all, (ii) keep it simple and (iii) demeanour strategies (the
latter strategy was included because it is a frequently cited strategy
amongst both truth tellers and lie tellers (Hartwig et al., 2007). An-
swers were given on 7-point Likert scales ranging from 1 = strongly
disagree to 7 = strongly agree. The “tell it all” strategy consisted of
six items including: ‘To recall the event in as much detail as possi-
ble’ and ‘To also report details that | remembered but thought were
insignificant’. These six items were clustered into the “tell it all” in-
dex (Cronbach’s alpha = .68). The “keep it simple” strategy consisted
of eight items including: ‘To keep to the point’ and ‘To describe the
event in more general terms’. These eight items were clustered into
the “keep it simple” index (Cronbach’s alpha =.75). The demeanour
strategy consisted of seven items including: ‘To give a statement
that sounds plausible (that sounds as the event really could have
happened the way I described it)’ and ‘To make the story sound un-
rehearsed and spontaneous’. These seven items were clustered into
the “demeanour” index (Cronbach’s alpha =.78).

Strategies were also examined with an open-ended question:
‘Please describe in your own words the strategy you used (if any) to
appear convincing during the interview?’

Debrief

After completing the post-interview questionnaire, all partici-
pants were told that the target person was unaware to be followed
and that the interviewer believed them. Therefore, all participants
were entered into the two prize draws. The prize winners were
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Table 2. Questionnaire Variables Results as a Function of Veracity

Truth tellers Lie tellers: Small-omission Lie tellers: Large-omission F p ny?
Questionnaire variables M (SD) 95% CI M (SD) 95% CI M (SD) 95% CI
Motivation (7-point scale) 6.32(0.75) 6.06, 6.57 6.29(0.92) 6.06, 6.52 6.31(0.81) 6.08, 6.54 0.02 985 .000
Bipan i LGl 5.04(1.06) 4.63,5.45 519 (1.63) 482,555 482(121) 445,519 0.99 374 014
(7-point scale)
Preparation time (7-point scale)  6.37 (1.01) 6.05, 6.68 6.19(1.01) 5.91,6.47 6.16 (1.05) 5.88, 6.44 0.52 594  .007
DEMESE il E iR ETie 134'(072) 092,176 5.90%(1.72) 553,628 638(140) 6.00,676 18234 <.001  .720
important details (7-point scale)
Deliberately omitting some
details that were not important 2.27'(1.90) 1.67,2.86 2.77'(1.98) 2.23,3.31 3.912(1.98) 3.37,4.45 8.80 <.001 110
(7-point scale)
Truth telling (percentage) 94.40° (09.64) 89.50, 99.30 74.80%(18.52) 70.40, 79.20 61.20' (17.78) 56.70,65.70  48.67 <.001 407
Rapport with the interviewer 5.63(0.93) 5.37,5.90 5.64 (0.94) 5.40, 5.88 537(0.75)  5.2,5.61 1.59 207 022
(7-point-scale)
Likelihood to be entered into
draw for being convincing in the ~ 4.10 (1.65) 3.61,4.58 4,00 (1.57) 4.57,4.44 3.56 (1.55) 3.13,4.00 155 215 .021
interview (7-point scale)
Likelihood to having to write a 3.75(1.83) 3.25,4.26 4.00(1.72) 3.55,4.45 416 (1.39) 3.70, 4.61 0.70 499 010
statement (7-point scale)
Likelihood to win a prize for the
best surveillance officer 3.15(1.95) 2.57,3.73 3.54(1.87) 3.02, 4.06 2.71(1.88) 2.19,3.24 2.46 .089 .033

(7-point scale)

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

randomly chosen after data collection was completed. Participants
were finally given details how to receive the £15 participant pay-
ment and a debrief form describing the aims of the experiment.

Coding

The interview recordings were transcribed, and the transcripts
were used for coding. Each detail was coded once; repetitions were
ignored both within each interview stage as between the interview
stages. Thus, if a detail was mentioned in both Stages 2 and 3, it
would be coded only in Stage 2.

One rater, blind to the veracity conditions and hypotheses,
coded external, contextual and internal details (Bogaard et al.,
2019; Leal, Vrij, Deeb, & Fisher, 2023; Leal et al., 2024; Vrij et al,,
2025). External details is information about the mission gained
from the senses (e.g., describing who, what, and where). The phrase
“The target spoke with a man wearing a blue shirt, and black
trousers” contains seven external details. “Contextual” details are
descriptions of temporal or spatial relationships between objects
and/or actors. The sentence “He past the bank, which was on his
left and I followed him around the front” contains four contextual
details. “Internal” details are details describing the subjective mood
of the interviewee. The sentence "The shop had great discounts.
Something was £49 and now just £28. I was really surprised by
that” contains one internal detail. A second rater, blind to the
veracity conditions and hypotheses, coded the external, contextual
and internal details of a random sample of 78 transcripts (54% of
the total). Inter-rater reliability between the raters, using the two-
way random effects model measuring consistency, was very good
for all three verbal cues: external details (single measures ICC=.99),
contextual details (single measures ICC = .99), and internal details
(single measures ICC =.97).

A third rater, blind to the veracity conditions and hypotheses,
coded complications, common knowledge details and self-
handicapping strategies (Vrij, Leal, Jupe et al., 2018). A complication
is a cluster of details describing an occurrence that affects the
storyteller and makes a situation more complex. The sentence "I
was afraid he would see me so | was hidden behind a bin but there
was a terrible bin smell” contains two complications. The cluster of
details are also coded as external, contextual and internal details.

Common knowledge details is a cluster of details that refers to
strongly invoked stereotypical knowledge about the event. The
sentence: “And then he walked into the direction of Victoria Park”
contains one common knowledge detail. The cluster of details
are also coded as external, contextual, and internal details. Self-
handicapping strategies are justifications as to why someone is
not able to provide information. The sentence “There was a tree in
the way, so I couldn’t see what he was doing” contains one self-
handicapping strategy. The cluster of details are also coded as
external, contextual, and internal details.

A fourth rater, blind to the veracity conditions and hypotheses,
coded the complications, common knowledge details and self-
handicapping strategies in all 145 transcripts (100% of the total).
Inter-rater reliability between the raters, using the two-way
random effects model measuring consistency, was good for all
three verbal cues: complications (average measures ICC = .94),
common knowledge details (average measures ICC = .78) and self-
handicapping strategies (average measures ICC =.76).

The codings of the two raters were averaged and the averaged
codings were used in the analyses.

One rater read the open-question responses regarding
the strategies the participants said they were going to use
(pre-interview questionnaire) and have used (post-interview
questionnaire) and put them into categories. A second coder was
given these categories and asked to put each of the participants’
responses in these categories. The reliability between the two
coders was good for the reasons not to have prepared a strategy
(kappa =.90), prepared strategies as measured in the pre-interview
questionnaire strategies (kappa = .81) and executed strategies as
measured in the post-interview questionnaire strategies (kappa =
.75). The disagreements between the raters were resolved by a third
rater.

Results
Questionnaire Variables
A MANOVA was carried out with Veracity (truth, small-omission

lie, large-omission lie) as factor and the ten questionnaire variables
listed in Table 1 as dependent variables. The multivariate Veracity
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Table 3. Pearson Correlations between the Reported Strategies and Verbal Cues

Verbal cue Keeping-it-simple Telling-it-all Demeanour
ip) ip) ip)

External details -.33"(<.001) 13 (.188) -.17%(.040)
Contextual details -.31*%(<.001) .07 (.438) -18%(.029)
Internal details -.25**(.003) .08 (.333) -.25**(.003)
Complications -.31*%(<.001) .20* (.017) -14(.097)
Common knowledge details 17* (.046) -10(.232) -.04 (.597)
Self-handicapping strategies .06 (.524) .01 (.945) -12 (.165)

*p<.05,**p<.0L

effect was significant, {20, 266) = 16.24, p <.001, n,> = .55. The Ve-
racity univariate main effects are presented in Table 2.

Table 2 reveals significant effects for deliberately omitting
details in the interview and percentage truth telling. Tukey post-
hoc tests showed that lie tellers reported to have deliberately
omitted more information than truth tellers. This applied to both
groups of lie tellers (small-omission lie tellers: d = 3.31 [2.63, 3.88];
large-omission lie tellers: d = 4.37 [3.56, 5.06]), with the difference
between the two lie tellers condition not being significant, d = 0.31
(-0.20, 0.69). In addition, large-omission lie tellers reported to have
deliberately omitted more details they did not think were important
than truth tellers, d = 0.84 (0.40, 1.26) and small-omission lie
tellers, d = 0.58 (0.17, 0.96), with the difference between the latter
two groups not being significant, d=0.26 (-0.16, 0.67). Finally, truth
tellers reported to have been telling the truth more than lie tellers
in both the small, d=1.29(0.82, 1.71), and large, d= 2.26 (1.71, 2.75),
omission lies conditions. Lie tellers in the small-omission condition
reported to have been telling the truth more than lie tellers in the
large-omission condition, d = 0.75 (0.34, 0.14). This means that
lie tellers considered deliberately omitting information as lying,
particularly when the omission was large. The percentages truth
telling in the small (M = 74.80, SD = 18.52) and large-omission lies
(M = 61.20, SD = 17.78) conditions were both above 50%, which
indicates that both groups of lie tellers thought they were largely
truthful when telling omission lies.

The average mean scores showed that the participants were
highly motivated to convince the interviewer that they were telling
the truth. They also judged their preparation as thorough thought
they had sufficient time to prepare themselves for the interview.

Correlations between Strategies and Dependent Variables

Table 3 presents the Pearson correlations between the three
deception strategies and the “six” verbal cues. The keeping-it-
simple strategy had the strongest relationship with the dependent
variables. The more participants were inclined to keep their stories
simple, the fewer external, contextual and internal details and
complications they reported and the more common knowledge
details they reported. Only the self-handicapping strategies cue
was not correlated with the keeping-it-simple strategy. In addition,
the tell-it-all strategy was positively correlated with reporting
complications and the paying attention to demeanour strategy

was negatively correlated with reporting external, contextual and
internal details.

Details in the Omission Part

Following all the omission-lie experiments carried out to date,
we included in the hypotheses-testing part of the analyses only the
information all participants could report. We therefore excluded
the information interviewees reported about meeting someone
in the Park (both small-omission and large-omission tellers were
instructed to omit this information) and anything that happened in
the shopping centre (large-omission lie tellers were instructed to
omit that the target visited the shopping centre).

We carried out six between-subjects ANOVAs with the external,
contextual and internal details, complications, common knowledge
details and self-handicapping strategies truth tellers and small-
omission lie tellers did report about these experiences that we
excluded in the main analyses. The results are presented in Table 4.

When describing the experiences lie tellers in the large-omission
lie condition were instructed to omit, truth tellers reported more
external and contextual details than small-omission lie tellers. This
reflects the instruction small-omission lie tellers received to omit
some information that truth tellers could report. No difference
emerged in reporting internal details, complications, common
knowledge details and self-handicapping strategies. Those details
were rarely reported when describing the experiences lie tellers
in the large-omission lie condition were instructed to omit, and
the absence of significant effects could thus be the result of a floor
effect.

Hypothesis Testing

We carried out frequentist analyses and Bayesian analyses to
test our hypotheses. Bayesian analyses test the likelihood of the
data under both the null hypothesis (HO) and the alternative hy-
pothesis (H1) (Jarosz & Wiley, 2014). A Bayes Factor (BF10) between
1 and 3 indicates weak evidence for H1, between 3 and 20 indicates
positive evidence, between 20 and 150 indicates strong evidence,
and above 150 indicates very strong evidence for Hl(Jarosz & Wiley,
2014). A Bayes factor close to 1 means no evidence can be derived
from the data for either HO or Hl.

Table 4. Univariate Results for the Details Reported by Truth Tellers and Small-Omission Lie Tellers in the Parts Large-Omission Lie Tellers were Instructed to Omit

Truth tellers

Lie tellers: Small-omission

Detail type M(SD) 95% Cl M(SD) 95% Cl F b d

External details 28.52 (14.76) 24.72,32.33 18.29 (10.15) 14.87,21.71 15.78 <.001 0.82[0.39, 1.23]
Contextual details 16.95 (9.61) 14.23,19.67 12.75 (8.24) 10.31,15.20 5.21 .025 0.47 [0.05, 0.88]
Internal details 0.05(0.22) -0.03,0.13 0.10(0.30) 0.02,0.17 0.78 378 019 [-0.22, 0.59]
Complications 0.42 (0.69) 0.23,0.60 0.28 (0.54) 011,045 119 279 0.23[-0.18, 0.63]
Common knowledge details 0.05 (0.19) 0.01,0.09 0.01(0.07) -0.03,0.05 187 175 0.29 [-0.12, 0.70]
Self-handicapping strategies 0.00 (0.00) -0.02,0.02 0.01(0.07) -0.01,0.02 0.81 372 0.20[-0.19, 0.58]
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Table 5. Deception Strategy Questionnaire Results as a Function of Veracity

Truth tellers Lie tellers: Small-omission Lie tellers: Large-omission F p n,’ BF,,
Deception strategy M (SD) 95% CI M (SD) 95% Cl M (SD) 95% ClI
Keeping it simple (7-point scale) ~ 4.60(1.01) 427,493  435(125) 405465  469(0.95) 439,499 136 260 .02 0217
Tell it all (7-point scale) 5.09 (1.07) 4.76, 5.42 4.82(1.25) 4.53,5.12 4.76 (0.89) 4.46, 5.06 117 312 .02 0.182
Demeanour (7-point scale) 5.22(0.98) 4.91,5.53 5.26 (1.13) 4.98,5.54 5.24(0.90) 4.96, 5.52 0.02 982 .00 0.07

To examine Hypothesis 1, a MANOVA was carried out with Ve-
racity (truth, small-omission lie, large-omission lie) as factor and
the three deception strategies as measured with the Deception
Strategies Questionnaire presented in Table 5 as dependent varia-
bles. The multivariate effect was not significant, F6, 280)=1.23, p=
.289, 1,2 =.03, neither were any of the univariate effects (see Table
5). Hypothesis 1 was therefore not supported.

To examine Hypotheses 2 and 3, a MANOVA was carried out with
Veracity (truth, small-omission lie, large-omission lie) and Saliency
(non-essential, essential) as factor and the six verbal cues presented
in Table 6 as dependent variables. At a multivariate level, significant
main effects emerged for both Veracity, {12, 274) = 5.31, p <.001,
n,2 = .19 and Saliency, K6, 137) = 69.29, p < .001, n,> =.75. The
multivariate Veracity x Saliency interaction effect was marginally
significant, {12, 274) = 1.74, p = .058, n,> = .07. The Saliency main
effect is not interesting and will not be discussed. The univariate
Veracity main effect results are presented in Table 6. In these
univariate tests we made a Bonferroni correction for multiple
comparisons and only p-values less .008 (.05/6) were treated as
significant. The common knowledge details effect was significant
with very strong evidence according to the Bayes factors analysis.

Regarding common knowledge details, Tukey posthoc tests
showed that truth tellers reported fewer common knowledge de-
tails than both the small-omission (p <.001, d = 1.12 [0.66, 1.54],
BF10 = 39430.394) and large-omission lie tellers (p <.001, d = 1.30
[0.83, 1.73], BF10 = 1.525 x 106). Both significant effects have very
strong evidence according to the Bayes Factor analyses. The two
groups of lie tellers did not differ from each other (p=.225, d=0.28
[-0.11, 0.67], BF10 = 0.724). These results show only limited support
for Hypothesis 2.

To further analyse the marginally significant Veracity x Saliency
interaction effect, ANOVAs were carried out with Veracity (truth,
small-omission lie, large-omission lie) as factor and the six verbal
cues reported in Table 7 as dependent variables. One analysis in-
cluded the non-essential information and the other analysis the
essential information. Table 7 (top) shows that in the “non-essential
information analysis” the common knowledge details effect was
significant with very strong evidence according to the Bayes factor
analyses. Tukey posthoc tests showed that truth tellers reported
fewer common knowledge details than both the small-omission
(p = .040, d = 0.65 [0.22, 1.06], BF10 = 20.98) and large-omission
lie tellers (p <.001, d = 1.02 [0.57, 1.43], BF10 = 7093.168) but only

Table 6. Univariate results for the Verbal Cues as a Function of Veracity

the truth tellers - large omission lie tellers comparison was signifi-
cant after the Bonferroni correction. There was strong evidence for
this effect according to the Bayes factor analyses. The small-omis-
sion lie tellers reported fewer common knowledge details than the
large-omission lie tellers (p = 0.027, d = 0.44 [0.04, 0.83], BF10 =
3.104) but the difference was not significant after the Bonferroni
correction.

Table 7 (bottom) shows that in the “essential information
analysis” the effects for complications, common knowledge
details and self-handicapping strategies were all significant, but
the Bayes Factor analysis only shows sufficient evidence for the
common knowledge details effect. Tukey posthoc tests showed
that truth tellers reported fewer common knowledge details
than both the small-omission (p <.001, d = 1.02 [0.58, 1.44], BF10
= 4169.583) and large-omission lie tellers (p < .001, d = 1.07 [0.62,
1.49], BF10 = 13679.905) with very strong evidence according to the
Bayes Factor analyses. The two groups of lie tellers did not differ
significantly from each other (p=.983, d = 0.04 [-0.35, 0.42], BF10 =
4.879). Hypothesis 3 predicted that the significant effects would be
more pronounced in the essential than non-essential information
analyses. There is only very weak evidence for this, so Hypothesis
3isrejected.

Strategy-related Responses to the Open-Ended Questions

The most popular reason both groups of lie tellers reported for
not having prepared themselves for the interview was that they
preferred to be spontaneous during the interview. The most fre-
quently mentioned reason amongst truth tellers was that they did
not need a strategy because they were going to be truthful in the
interview.

The most popular strategy both groups of lie tellers said to have
prepared for the interview was to tell an omission lie. Since this is
what lie tellers were instructed to do, it could be considered more a
manipulation check than a strategy. Two real strategies were pop-
ular amongst both groups of lie tellers: The intentions to control
their body language and to be detailed. Those were also the most
popular strategies amongst truth tellers (particularly the intention
to be detailed).

Regarding the strategies participants reported to have executed
in the interview, three of them were particularly popular amongst

Truth tellers Lie tellers: Small-omission Lie tellers: Large-omission F p N> BF,,
Verbal cue M(SD) 95% Cl M (SD) 95% Cl M(SD) 95% Cl
External details 9536(5110) 81.85,108.86 8192(34.86) 69.78,9406 92.45(46.77) 8019,10471 142 292 017 0195
Contextual details 6640 (38.84) 56.20,76.06 59.27(28.75) 50.10,6843  6714(3311)  57.88,7640 085 429 012 0141
Internal details 057(129) 020,095  044(0.83) 011,078 0.65 (1.48) 031,099 037 693 005 0.093
Complications 6.79 (7.21) 512,845 531(439)  3.81,6.80 453 (4.70) 302,604 201 138 027 0365
e . 0.74'(0.78) 028,120  2172(157)  1.76,2.59 2.672(1.86) 225309 1979 <.001 218  448952.852
knowledge details
Sel-handicapping 041 (013) 010,017  0312(062) 018,043  018'2(042) 005030 419 017 056 2.26

strategies

Note. Only mean scores with a different superscript differed significantly (p < .05) from each other.
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Table 7. Univariate results for the Verbal Cues as a Function of Veracity for Non-Essential and Essential Details Separately
Truth tellers Lie tellers: Small-omission Lie tellers: Large-omission F p n,> BF,

Verbal cues M (SD) 95% CI M (SD) 95% CI M(SD) 95% CI

Non-essential details

External details 73.57(39.34) 62.66,84.48 64.92(3038) 55.12,7473  7163(3770) 6173,8153 078 459 011 0428

Contextual details 53.00(31.97) 44.40,61.60 46.67(23.66) 38.94,5440 5418(29.16) 4637,6198 104 356  .014 0.451

Internal details 038(0.88)  0.3,0.64 031(0.64)  0.08,0.54 043(0.96) 020,066 028 753 004 0231

Complications 499(542)  3.71,627 434(343)  3.19,5.49 337(3.74) 221,454 176 177 024 0247

ggg‘i‘f;"“ Spyiedzs 0.30'(041)  -0.14,0.61 0822(101)  0.54,110 1342(133) 106,163 214 <.001 146 1391026

Self-handicapping 0.02(0.11)  -0.06,0.11 0.12 (0.25) 0.04, 0.19 012(037) 004,019 172 183  .024 0.287

strategies

Essential details

External details 2179(1461) 1813,2545  17.00(949) 13.71,2029  20.82(1192) 1750,2414 218 117  .030 1.596

Contextual details 1340(831)  11.04,1577  12.60(8.38)  1047,1472  12.96(648) 10.82,1510 013  .881  .002 0220

Internal details 019(0.55)  0.03,0.35 014(034)  -0.01,028 022(0.64) 007,036 032 727 004 0212

Complications 1.802(2.07)  130,2.29 0.97'(140)  0.53,142 116'2(2.39) 071,161 323 042 044 1144

gggi‘fs‘on pyiedzs 0.44'(0.53)  0.15,0.73 1362(111) 110, 1.61 1322(100) 106,158 1370 <.001 162  4549.855

selfhandicapping 0.01'(0.08) -0.09,0.12 0192(0.53)  0.10,0.29 0.06'(019) -0.04,015 362 029  .049 1434

strategies

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

lie tellers: be truthful, be detailed and paying attention to body lan-
guage (omitting information was the instruction, so not a strategy).
The difference between both groups of lie tellers regarding these
three strategies were marginal. For truth tellers the most popular
strategy was to be detailed (to be truthful was the instruction they
received). The open-ended responses did not support Hypothesis 1
either (that lie tellers -and particularly those in the small-omission
lie condition, will report to have used a ‘keep-it-simple’ strategy
more than truth tellers).

Discussion

In the present experiment, lie tellers lied by omitting
information. Yet, the information they could report truthfully gave
away that they lied. Replicating previous omission lies research
we found that lie tellers reported more common knowledge
details than truth tellers. The veracity differences, however, were
less pronounced than in all other omission lies experiments (see
Table 1), including Vrij et al. (2025), which the present experiment
closely resembled. This could be the result of our manipulation.
To create differences between small- and large omission-lies we
created a very large omission lie. The result was that the part of the
mission we focused on in the analyses (the parts all three groups of
participants discussed truthfully) was quite short, and the shorter
the experiences the less chance for verbal veracity cues to occur
(Vrij et al., 2007).

We created a large omission lie because Vrij et al. (2025)
failed to find differences in verbal veracity cues between their
small- and large-omission lies conditions and suggested that the
large-omission lie was not large enough. Although we increased
the difference in the amount of information we instructed small-
omission and large-omission lie tellers to omit compared to Vrij
et al. (2025), we again failed to find differences between the two
types of lies. Creating a successful ‘omission lie size’ manipulation
appears to be difficult. In the present experiment, large-omission
lie tellers reported to have omitted many details (as we were hoping
to achieve) but so did small-omission lie tellers with no difference
between the two groups of lie tellers (Table 2). The only differences
between the two groups of lie tellers was that, compared to small-
lie omission lie tellers, the large-omission lie tellers reported to have
left out more details they did not consider important and reported

a lower percentage of truth telling. However, the two groups of lie
tellers reported to have been largely truthful with the difference in
percentage truth telling between large-omission lie tellers (61.20%)
and small-omission lie tellers (74.80%) being rather small (Table 2).

We could turn the question upside down: How small can an
omission be to yield veracity differences? This is an empirical
question that deserves attention in future research. It is an
important question because we could assume that lie tellers would
like to keep the omission as small as possible. As Table 2 shows,
the smaller the omission, the more truthful lie tellers reported to
have been and lie tellers prefer to be as truthful as possible (Leins
et al., 2013). To date perhaps the smallest omission was introduced
in Leal et al. (2004). We can determine the omission size in
experiments by calculating how much information truth tellers
reported about the event lie tellers were instructed to omit. In Leal
et al. (2004), on average 20% of the truth tellers’ statements covered
the part of the event lie tellers were instructed to omit. Despite the
omission to be relatively small in Leal et al. (2004), the experiment
revealed substantial veracity differences (see Table 1). The different
strategies truth tellers and lie tellers reported to have used could
explain these findings, as lie tellers were more inclined than truth
tellers to keep their statement simple. Future research could make
the omission size even smaller.

We predicted lie tellers to be more inclined to keep their stories
simple than truth tellers. Although this was found in previous
experiments (Leal, Vrij, Deeb, Buckhardt, etal.,2023; Leal, Vrij, Deeb,
& Fisher, 2023; Vrij et al., 2025), we did not find this in the present
experiment. We did, however, find the expected correlations
between the keep-it-simple strategy and the verbal cues we
examined (Table 3). That is, the more inclined participants were to
keep their stories simple, the fewer details and complications and
the more common knowledge details they reported.

Since we failed to find a veracity effect for the keep-it-simple
strategy, we cannot conclude that the obtained common knowledge
veracity effect was caused by this strategy. Instead, the effect could
have been caused by another difference in strategies: lie tellers
were more inclined to pay attention to their demeanour than truth
tellers (Table 8). Although paying attention to demeanour was not
directly correlated with common knowledge details there was an
indirect relationship. Paying attention to demeanour was negatively
correlated with reporting details (Table 3) and additional analyses
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Table 8. Open-Ended Strategies Responses as a Function of Veracity

Reasons for not having prepared a strategy

Small-Omission Lie tellers

Large-Omission Lie tellers Truth tellers

e (n=24) (n=17) (n=21)
Prefer to be spontaneous 66.7% (n=16) 52.9%(n=9) 14.3% (n=3)
Be truthful 20.8% (n=5) 11.8% (n=2) 71.4% (n=15)
Not sure what to expect 12.5% (n =3) 5.9%(n=1) 9.5% (n=2)
Confident in my ability to talk 8.3%(n=2) 17.6% (n=3) 14.3% (n=3)

Prepared strategies

Small-Omission Lie tellers

Strategy (n=28)

Truth tellers
(n=19)

Large-Omission Lie tellers
(n=33)

Tell an omission lie

Pay attention to body language

Be detailed

Justify why I cannot give information
Keep it simple

42.9% (n=12)
28.6% (n=8)
25%(n=17)
17.9% (n=5)
14.3% (n=4)

Be confident 10.7% (n=3)
Avoid inconsistencies 3.6%(n=1)
Tell story in non-chronological order 0% (n=0)

45.5% (n=15)
30.3% (n=10)
27.2%(n=9)

0% (n=0)
26.3% (n="5)
68.4% (n=13)

0% (n=0) 0% (n=0)
12.1% (n=4) 10.5% (n=2)
9.1%(n=3) 0% (n=0)

0% (n=0) 0% (n=0)
91% (n=3) 10.5% (n=2)

Executed strategies

Small-Omission Lie tellers
Strategy

Large-Omission Lie tellers Truth tellers

(n=52) (n=49) (n=41)
Be truthful 34.6% (n18) 34.7% (n=17) 53.7% (n=22)
Omit information 32.7%(n=17) 18.4% (n=9) 0% (n=0)

Be detailed

Pay attention to body language
Avoid inconsistencies 15.4% (n=38)
Admit not remembering information 15.4% (n=8)

(n=
30.8% (n=16)
(n=
(
(
Be spontaneous 15.4% (n=8)
(
(
(
(

15.4% (n=8)

Include pauses to think 5.8%(n=3)
Keep it simple 3.8%(n=2)
Believe in my lie 3.8%(n=2)
Be friendly 3.8%(n=2)

Include thoughts and feelings 0% (n=0)
No strategy used 13.5% (n=7)
Other 9.6%(n=>5)

224%(n=11)
24.5% (n=12)

415% (n=17)
22.0%(n=9)

22.4%(n=11) 7.3%(n=3)
12.2% (n=6) 73%(n=3)
6.1%(n=3) 7.3% (n=3)
8.2% (n=4) 12.2%(n=5)
20.4% (n=10) 14.6% (n=6)
8.2% (n=4) 0% (n=0)
6.1%(n=3) 9.8%(n=4)
0% (n=0) 73%(n=3)
10.2% (n=5) 14.6% (n=6)
2%(n=1) 14.6% (n=6)

showed that reporting common knowledge details was negatively
correlated with reporting external details (r = -.39, p < .001) and
contextual details (r=-.35, p<.001). People cannot pay attention to
demeanour and speech content at the same time (Patterson, 1995,
2006) and the negative correlations between paying attention to
demeanour and reporting details (Table 3) may reflect this. The
finding that lie tellers focus more on their demeanour than truth
tellers could be good news for practitioners who focus on speech
content. If paying attention to someone’s own demeanour means
that people neglect their speech, it could facilitate verbal lie
detection.

Although previous experiments showed more pronounced dif-
ferences between truth tellers and lie tellers in the essential than
in the non-essential parts of a statement (Leal et al., 2024; Vrij et
al., 2025), we did not replicate this finding. The same explanation
for the absence of veracity effects could be valid here: perhaps the
parts we used to compare truth tellers’ and lie tellers’ statements
were not substantial enough to yield an effect.

Despite the lack of support for our hypotheses, the experiment
advantaged our knowledge in different ways. First, it is proven
difficult to manipulate the size of an omission. Although in the
present experiment the difference between the small and large
omission was objectively large, lie tellers did not perceive it as such.
This could mean that omission size is not a concept that lie tellers
recognise. And this suggest that omission size does not matter and
does not affect lie tellers’ responses. Second, although previous
omission lie experiments focused on details and complications,

the present experiment and Leal et al. (2024) and Vrij et al. (2025)
suggest that common knowledge details are also important to
consider. Third, although the present experiment and previous
omission lies experiments focused on the keep-it-simple strategy
to predict and explain veracity differences an alternative strategy
to consider is that lie tellers are inclined to pay more attention to
their demeanour than truth tellers.
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Appendix A
The Interview Protocol

[ understand that you have been on a surveillance mission today to follow a target that is of interest to us. In this interview I will ask you
questions about that mission. Depending on your answers, we may decide to interview you a second time.

Q1. Please tell me in as much detail as possible everything you witnessed from the moment you left this building to the moment you came
back.

Q2. Thank you for that, what I would like to do now is to focus in on a specific part of your mission. We are aware from our mobile phone
technical team that the target received a phone call whilst in Victoria Park.

Therefore, this time I would like you to go back in your memory to the moment the target received a telephone call in Victoria Park. Please
think about that particular moment -think about what you could see, what you could hear, what you could feel and what you could smell,
and let me know when you are back in that moment? (Once participant says they are there say) Now please draw for me what you could see
at that moment and whilst doing so, talk me through everything you experienced. If the person says they cannot draw well, reassure them
that drawing ability does not matter. Also, if they stop talking whilst drawing remind them to keep narrating whilst drawing. If the partic-
ipant denies witnessing the telephone call, then just say “ok in that case please think about the moment you first saw him in Victoria Park).

Q3. Thank you for that, what I would like to do now is to again focus in on a different specific part of your mission. We are also aware that
the target withdrew money from a cash machine.

Therefore, this time I would like you to go back in your memory to the moment the target withdrew money from a cash machine. Please
think about that particular moment -think about what you could see, what you could hear, what you could feel and what you could smell,
and let me know when you are back in that moment? (Once participant says they are there say) Now please draw for me what you could
see at that moment and whilst doing so, talk me through everything you experienced. If the person says they cannot draw well, reassure
them that drawing ability does not matter. Also, if they stop talking whilst drawing remind them to keep narrating whilst drawing. (If the
participant denies witnessing the target withdrawing money from a cash machine, then just say ‘OK, please draw what you could see when
you saw him near the bank’).

Thank you for that, I would now like you to tell me the entire mission from start to finish again, but this time, before doing so I would like
to play you an audio clip which serves as an example of how many details I would like you to include in your response. The example I will
play is a so called ‘Model Statement’ as it gives you an idea of a detailed response to a question. After listening to the example, I will ask you
again about what happened during your mission, and would like you to be that detailed in your response ok?

Play Model Statement and then say:

Q4. Bearing in mind the amount of detail you heard in that clip, please tell me once more everything that happened from the moment you
left the building till the moment you returned?

Thank you, that is the end of my questions, thank you. Now please return to the experimenter.

Questions 2 and 3 were counterbalanced.
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Univariate Results for the Verbal Cues as a Function of Veracity for Free Recall, Model Statement and Sketches Separately

Two findings are worth mentioning. First, truth tellers reported fewer common knowledge details than lie tellers in the free recall and
sketching while narrating stages of the interview only (the effect for the model statement stage of the interview was no longer significant
after the Bonferroni correction). Second, the model statement elicited more information than the sketches instruction, despite the model
statement stage of the interview being carried out after the sketching while narrating stage.

For common knowledge details in the free recall, Tukey posthoc tests showed that truth tellers reported fewer common knowledge de-
tails than both the small-omission (p < .001, d = 0.96 [0.49, 1.34], BF,; = 5.764 x 104) and large-omission lie tellers (p < .001, d = 1.12 [0.66,
1.54], BF, ;= 69109.738). There is very strong evidence for both effects according to the Bayes Factor analyses. The two groups of lie tellers did
not differ significantly from each other (p =.480, d=0.21 [-0.18, 0.59], BF, = 0.430).

For common knowledge details in the sketches while narrating stage of the interview, Tukey posthoc tests showed that truth tellers
reported fewer common knowledge details than both the small-omission (p =.019, d = 0.63[ 0.21, 1.04], BF,, = 10.61) and large-omission lie
tellers (p=.004, d=0.77 [0.34, 1.18], BF , = 116.23), but only the large-omission lie - truth tellers effect is significant after a Bonferroni

Table B1. Univariate Results for the Verbal Cues as a Function of Veracity for Free Recall, Model Statement and Sketches Separately

Truth tellers Lie tellers: Small-omission Lie tellers: Large-omission F p N> BF,
M(SD) 95% Cl M(SD) 95% Cl M(SD) 95% Cl

Free recall
External details 38.57(19.93)  32.6944.46 3150(1650) 26213679 36.75(2131) 31404209 175 177  .024 0300
Contextual details 2738(15.94) 22243252 2446(1547) 19.8429.08 29.57(18.84) 24903424 119 308 016 0188
Internal details 0.07 (0.26) -0.03017  008(027)  -0.02,017 018 (0.43) 008027 154 218  .021 0251
Complications 1.95 (2.74) 123267  1.76(2.06) 111,2.41 143 (2.30) 0782.09 059 557 008 0112
gggﬂon it e 0.571 (0.63) 025090  1.462(1.16) 117,1.76 1.71°(1.25) 141200 1397 <.001 164 5628.691
Sterl&f;le‘;g:‘capp‘“g 0.01 (0.08) -0.050.07  0.06(0.24) 0.004,011  0.06(0.22) 0005011 084 432 012 0138
Sketches
New external details 2276 (15.09)  18.62,26.90 20.54(9.64)  26.822426 2439(1554) 20642815 105 354 015 0166
New contextual details ~ 9.31(7.03) 7351127  894(645)  7.181071 10.71(5.88) 8921249 106 350 015 0168
New internal details 0.33(0.98) 012,055  017(047)  -002,037  020(0.63) 0.001,039 068 510 .009 0120
New complications 1.46 (2.08) 100193  0.90(115) 0.491.32 0.89 (1.31) 0.471.32 205 132 028 0377

New common
knowledge details

New self-handicapping

0.07'(0.21) -0.19,0.33 0.55%(1.00) 0.32,0.78 0.64%(0.98) 0.40,0.87 5.86 .004 .076 8.833

: 0.02 (0.11) 008013  0.17(0.45) 008027  009(0.34)  -0.007018 224 110  .031 0447
strategles

Model Statement

New external details ~ 34.02(27.69)  26.894116 29.88(19.70) 23.473630 3131(23.04) 24843779 037 692  .005 0093
New contextual details  29.71 (24.46)  23.76,35.67 25.87(1645) 20523121 26.86(17.73) 21463226 048 623  .007  0.101
New internal details 0.17 (0.44) 003037  019(056) 0.01,0.37 0.27 (0.85) 009046 036 698 005 0.092
New complications 3.37 (443) 234440  2.64(312) 172357  221(256) 127314 137 258 019 0215
Egngcl(e)fjng?gztans 010'(023)  -003,022  0162(042) 005028  0322(054) 021044 366  .028 049 1472
el NG ) -0.05005  0.08(025) 0.03,0.13 003(016)  -0.02008 231 103 032 0477

strategies

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

Two findings are worth mentioning. First, truth tellers reported fewer common knowledge details than lie tellers in the free recall and sket-
ching while narrating stages of the interview only (the effect for the model statement stage of the interview was no longer significant after the
Bonferroni correction). Second, the model statement elicited more information than the sketches instruction, despite the model statement stage
of the interview being carried out after the sketching while narrating stage.

For common knowledge details in the free recall, Tukey posthoc tests showed that truth tellers reported fewer common knowledge details
than both the small-omission (p <.001, d = 0.96 [0.49, 1.34], BF10 = 5.764 x 104) and large-omission lie tellers (p <.001, d = 1.12 [0.66, 1.54], BF10
= 69109.738). There is very strong evidence for both effects according to the Bayes Factor analyses. The two groups of lie tellers did not differ
significantly from each other (p=.480, W= 0.21[-0.18, 0.59], BF10 = 0.430).

For common knowledge details in the sketches while narrating stage of the interview, Tukey posthoc tests showed that truth tellers reported
fewer common knowledge details than both the small-omission (p =.019, d = 0.63[ 0.21, 1.04], BF10 = 10.61) and large-omission lie tellers (p =
.004, d=0.77 [0.34, 1.18], BF10 = 116.23), but only the large-omission lie - truth tellers effect is significant after a Bonferroni correction. There is
very strong evidence for this effect according to the Bayes Factor analyses. The two groups of lie tellers did not differ significantly from each other
(p=.853,d=0.09 [-0.30, 0.48], BF10 = 0.241).



