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Abstract

Deception is a part of everyday life for many people. Given this reality, how can 

employers be certain employees are being relatively honest during interviews? Can an 

interviewer be trained to detect deception while conducting an interview? The purpose of 

this research was to determine if an interviewer could be trained to detect deception while 

conducting an interview. To address this, participants were given one of three levels of 

training, including structured interview training, deception detection training, and probe 

question training. Each level of training included the previous level(s) of training. 

Following training, participants interviewed another person using the criteria checklist 

Êom training. After the interview, participants completed a questionnaire where they 

rated, among other things, honesty and deceptiveness. Additionally, participants reviewed 

the interview on videotape, again using the criteria checklist and completing a second 

questionnaire. Results indicated that training improved performance relative to no 

training in terms of criteria application. However, training beyond the criteria (e.g., probe 

training) reduced the ability to use the criteria checklist, but did not reduce accuracy in 

applying the criteria. Additionally, training did not influence the overall judgments. 

Finally, there were no differences between the interview and the video review in terms of 

judgments and criteria ^plication.

viu



Detecting Deception During a Structured Interview

Deception is a part of everyday life for many people. The purpose and forms of 

deception vary widely, ranging h-om simple deception to prevent hurt feelings to 

calculated, intricate deception to cover up wrongdoing, indiscretions, or even crimes. 

DePaulo deSnes deception as "a deliberate attempt to mislead others" (DePaulo et al., 

2003). Detecting deception is particularly important for criminal investigations, public 

and private organizations, as well as national security. Given this reality regarding 

deception, how can employers be certain prospective employees are being relatively 

honest during interviews? Can an interviewer be trained to detect deception while 

conducting an interview? The primary purpose of this research is to determine if different 

levels of training impact an interviewer's ability to detect deception while conducting a 

structured interview.

Traditionally, attempts at detecting deception in a particular situation, as opposed 

to the general disposition towards honesty commonly assessed through integrity tests 

(Sacked, Burris, & Callahan, 1989), have been made via polygraph testing. Polygraph 

testing utilizes biological feedback to infer deceptiveness with the assumption that 

physiological reactions diSer between honest and deceptive people.

Polygraph testing utilizes changes in physiological responses such as blood 

pressure, respiration, pulse rate, and galvanic skin response to infer deceptiveness (lacono 

& Patrick, 1997). The vast mgyority of research with the polygraph has been conducted in 

criminal investigation contexts. While the polygraph has demonstrated evidence for 

greater than chance accuracy in deception detection, there are differences between
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employment and investigation situations that limit generalizing these results to 

employment settings (Sackett & Decker, 1979). Additionally, the Employment Polygraph 

Protection Act of 1988 prevents private employers from using the polygrt^h as a part of 

the hiring process. Note, however, this act does not prevent government and law 

enforcement agencies 6om using the polygraph for employment purposes.

There are several techniques available when using the polygraph. The most 

common technique is re&rred to as the control question test. This method compares 

physiological responding to directly relevant questions with physiological responding to 

control questions. The rationale behind this approach is that truthful individuals will react 

more strongly to the control questions while deceptive individuals will react more 

strongly to the relevant questions. The validity of this procedure is questionable as it has 

not been vigorously tested and often yields false positives of 30% or greater (Saxe, 

Dougherty, & Cross, 1985). An alternative technique, known as the guilty knowledge 

test, is intended to assess if an individual possesses knowledge that would be known only 

to those at the scene of a crime. While this approach results in fewer false positives and 

greater accuracy overall (Lykken, 1981), it is more appropriate for use in criminal 

contexts than employee selection.

In general, there is much controversy surrounding use of the polygraph in both 

criminal and employment contexts (Lykken, 1979; Raskin & Podlesny, 1979). While 

physiological measurements obtained for polygraph testing are standardized the 

administration procedures vary widely with differences in questions asked, responses 

recorded, use of data, and examiner skiU and preferences (Miner & C ^ps, 1996). More 

importantly, there is no evidence that the polygraph is a valid predictor of past or future



indiscretions (L^ddcen, 1981). In addition to these concerns, the polygraph is expensive to 

administer, requires extensive administrator training, and cannot legally be used by 

private employers for selection purposes. As a result, the private sector must rely on 

alternate methods for detecting truth and deception on the part of prospective employees. 

One technique that has gained in popularity is the use of verbal analysis.

Verbal analysis involves the examination of the structure and themes in verbal 

statements (Vrij, Edward, Roberts, & Bull, 2000). Analysis of verbal statements is 

typically accomplished via audio recordings or written transcripts. Much of the research 

on verbal analysis has been conducted in laboratory settings with httle resemblance to 

employment settings. In general, several verbal analytic techniques represent general 

trends in this arena including Criteria-Based Content Analysis (Steller & Kdhnken,

1989), Reality Monitoring (Sporer, 1997), and Scientihc Content Analysis (Sapir, 1987). 

Criteria-Based Content Analysis (CBCA) was originally developed for verifying the 

credibility of children's eyewitness testimonies m sexual abuse cases and has 

subsequently been applied to general statements with some success. The CBCA approach 

works under the assumption that the content, quality, and expression of an individual's 

verbal statements provide clues to the degree of truthfulness present in the statements 

(Undeutsch, 1967). There are 14 to 17 criteria available for use with the CBCA approach. 

The more criteria present in the statement the more likely the statement is true. Research 

conducted with CBCA has produced both support (Kôhnken, Schimossek, Aschermann, 

& Hôfer, 1995; Landry & Brigham, 1992) and mixed results (Ruby & Brigham, 1997,

1998).



Similar to CBCA, Reality Monitoring is oriented towards truth veriûcation with 

more criteria indicative of truthful statements. Reality Monitoring diners &om other 

verbal analysis techniques in that it is based on strong theory. This technique operates 

under the hypothesis that memories of actual experiences, versus those that are contrived, 

display different characteristics when relayed verbally (Johnson & Raye, 1981). Research 

using this technique has been conducted in the eyewitness context with some success 

(Leippe, Manion, & Romanczyk, 1992; Schooler, Gerhard, & Loftus, 1986). However, 

other research has not supported the ability of these criteria to discriminate truthful and 

deceptive statements (Porter & Yuille, 1996). Additionally, the use of Reality Monitoring 

to classify intentionally deceptive statements has only been examined in a few studies. 

While only a few studies have examined this approach, it remains one of the few 

approaches with strong underlying theory that has received empirical support.

In addition to the truth verification techniques such as CBCA and Reality 

Monitoring, there are other approaches that are useful for detecting deception. One such 

approach, ScientiGc Content Analysis (SCAN), was developed based on interrogation 

experience (Sapir, 1987). Similar to the CBCA and Reality Monitoring approaches, 

SCAN is based upon the notion that people speak differently when they are not being 

truthful. Deceptive statements are proposed to be lengthier, have a greater number of 

unnecessary connectors that provide no new facts or information, and include greater 

deviations in pronoun usage. SCAN differs &om other techniques in that there is no 

explicit list of criteria. Rather, SCAN training materials include numerous examples of 

verbal patterns associated with deception under three main categories: pronouns, changes 

in language, and ambivalent sentences. Unfortunately, little empirical research has been



conducted utilizing this approach. In one experimental study, the SCAN system was used 

in conjunction with three other content analysis techniques (Porter & Yuille, 1996). 

Resulting analyses indicated that the SCAN system did not reliably discriminate truthful 

and deceptive statements. It should be noted, however, that this system was used in 

coiyunction with other criteria and was not tested independently. It is possible that this 

system t^ s  constructs similar to those in the other techniques. These findings are not 

surprising given the lack of specific criteria for the SCAN system.

These three verbal analysis systems are not the only systems available. Other 

existing systems include Weintraub's Verbal Behavior Cues (Weintraub, 1989), 

Investigative Discourse Analysis (Rabon, 1994), and Practical Kinesic Analysis (Walters, 

1996). However, CBCA, Reality Monitoring, and SCAN represent typical approaches to 

verbal analysis. Although the CBCA and Reality Monitoring techniques are truth 

orientated, nearly all deception detection research has focused on deception cues rather 

than truth cues (DePaulo et al., 2003). Despite this focus on deception cues, most systems 

developed to detect deception result in a truth bias on the part of judges regardless of the 

veracity of the message (McComack & Parks, 1986). That is, individuals are more likely 

to attribute truth than deceit to the messages of others. There are additional trends worth 

noting. For example, women are superior to men when judging a liking or disliking of a 

communication in general. However, this difference is less evident when judging honesty 

and deceptiveness in verbal statements (Rosenthal & DePaulo, 1979). A more important 

trend in deception research is that most studies demonstrate an overall accuracy rate just 

above 50%. The average rate of successful classification is 57% (Kraut, 1980) with most 

studies ranging between 45% and 70% (Kalbfleisch, 1994). Even individuals who have



received deception training do not produce accuracy rates above 75% (deTurck & Miller,

1990). However, researchers have pointed out that this accuracy rate is misleading 

(Levine, Park, & McComack, 1999). When examined separately, most errors occur with 

deceptive statements. That is, truthful statements are most often correctly identified while 

deceptive statements are often classihed at less than chance rates.

To summarize, existing alternatives to polygraph testing exist in Ihe form of 

verbal analysis techniques. Furthermore, these techniques have shown promise. However, 

there are several limitations to existing methods. With the exception of Reality 

Monitoring, many existing systems are not strongly rooted in theory, rather, they are 

based on hypotheses or experience. Lacking theoretical foundation does not imply that 

these systems do not work or are inferior. However, to create a legally defensible 

selection system it is essential to establish relationships between candidate attributes and 

job requirements, which is best done through theory and research (Guion, 1990). Other 

weaknesses in existing systems limit their use in employment settings. CBCA was 

originally developed for use in child abuse cases and has received little attention in the 

employment arena. Similarly, Reality Monitoring has been successfully ^plied in 

interrogation contexts but generalization to employment settings is questionable. The 

m^or weakness of the SCAN approach is a lack of concrete or specific criteria available 

for analyzing verbal statements. Additionally, this approach is based on the experience of 

an interrogator and lacks a theoretical model. Taking these limitation into account, it 

seems prudent to consider an alternative approach that is based on broad theory and 

developed specifically for employment contexts.



To address the limitations of existing verbal analytic approaches Coimelly and her 

colleagues (Connelly et al., 2003) developed a new verbal analysis system with 

theoretically-based criteria. To begin, literature reviews were conducted in six broad 

areas of research. These areas included autobiographical memory (Lancaster & Barsalou, 

1997; Schank & Abelson, 1995), cognitive verbal processes (Clancy, 1999; Mumfbrd, 

Schultz, & Van Doom, 2001), emotional expression (Bowers, 1981; Friedman & Riggio,

1999), defense mechanisms (Freud, 1920/60; Wade & Tavris, 1998), linguistics 

(McComack, 1992; Semin & Feidler, 1988), and self-presentation (Hilton, 1998; Stevens 

& Kristof, 1995). Based upon this literature review the researchers developed two 

conceptual models reflecting processes associated with truth telling and lying. These 

models are presented in Figure 1 (Tmth model) and Figure 2 (Deception Model).

As depicted in the models, both tmthful and deceptive responses begin with the 

same basic processes until an initial decision is made on whether and to what extent the 

communicator will engage in deceit, at which point the models diverge. To begin, an 

individual is in a situation requiring a verbal response and situational demands are 

perceived. The degree to which the situation is personally relevant is influenced by basic 

beliefs and values as well as the degree of perceived threat or opportunity. This, in tum, 

leads to the development of goals to reduce threat or position opportunities. Goal 

development leads to an initial memory search for information relevant to meeting 

situational demands, and, along with basic beliefs and values, will guide the decision to 

lie or tell the tmth. Once a decision has been made, goals, beliefs, and values will also 

influence the nature of the statements given.
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Once the decision about whether and how to deceive is made and the 

communicator is aware of this intention, planning processes are activated. Following this, 

there are many factors that influence the final lie including environmental monitoring, 

affect and stress, combination/reorganization processes, impression management, 

filtering, autobiographical processes, and accessing past lies.

When a decision to tell the truth is made, the process is less complex than that for 

lying. As before, the process begins with a situation requiring a verbal response and 

perceived situational demands. Personal relevance is influenced by beliefs and values as 

well as the degree of perceived threat or opportunity leading to the development of goals 

and an initial memory search. Similar to the deception process, planning processes are 

subsequently engaged. This leads to event reconstruction, which is influenced by 

autobiographical processes. One of the key differences between the two processes is that 

the truth process is recowf irwciive while the deception process is coTiyPuch've. Other 

differences include, but not are not limited to, amount of affect or stress (related to the 

veracity of the message), combinatorial processes, and strategy revision.

As is evident in these models, the process of communicating truthfiil and 

deceptive statements is complex, albeit more so for deceptive statements. Thus, it should 

not be surprising that there is no universal indicator of deception. Consequently, these 

models imply that deception criteria should be drawn Êom a broad area of psychological 

and interpersonal research. Based on these models and the six general areas of research, 

the researchers developed criteria in an attempt to detect deception. Based on the 

implication of key points Êom literature in each area, hypotheses regarding the structure 

and content of people's verbal statements were generated. These hypotheses were then
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used to guide production of criteria that may indicate truth or deception in a verbal 

statement. Following this, the researchers reviewed the criteria coming to a group 

consensus regarding which ones to keep followed by additional refinement and 

modiûcation. This process resulted in 196 criteria across the six areas.

To test the new criteria, two experimental studies were conducted. These two 

studies were designed to answer four general questions. First, are the criteria, as a set, 

able to discriminate truthful &om fabricated statements? Second, does the level of 

interview structure impact the effectiveness of the criteria? Third, what is the impact of 

allowing respondents to prepare answers in advance? Finally, what is the impact of level 

of deception (e.g., distortion, concealment, and complete fabrication) on the eSectiveness 

of the criteria?

To answer these questions, two similar protocols were developed. Both protocols 

required participants to participate in a structured interview under the assumption that 

they were interviewing for a real job. For the first protocol, participants were randomly 

assigned to one of three levels of interview structure: low, moderate, or high. Half of 

these participants were instructed to be completely honest while the other half were 

instructed to provide entirely fabricated responses. For the second protocol, all 

participants were interviewed using the high structure interview. However, for this 

experiment, participants were instructed to 1) be entirely truthful, 2) fabricate their 

answers, 3) use actual life experiences distorting negative information that would make 

them look less desirable, or 4) enhance positive information and conceal negative 

information to make them look more desirable. Additionally, half of the participants in

11



each of these instruction conditions were given the interview questions ahead of time so 

they could prepare their responses.

The Ërst study was designed to assess the question regarding level of interview 

structure. Discriminant function analyses indicated that criteria from the areas of self- 

presentation, emotional processing, and defense mechanisms discriminated truthful &om 

fabricated statements. However, when statements were obtained under low structured 

interview, no criteria sets discriminated truthful 6om fabricated responses. Classification 

rates using these criteria ranged 6om 70% to 90% with truthfiil statements correctly 

classified more often than fabricated statements. When these areas were combined into a 

single analysis, classification rates jumped to 89% and 96%, respectively. In addition to 

these Gndings, it is important to note that, when examined individually, several criteria 

from each of the non-discriminating areas were as, or more, effective than criteria &om 

the discriminating areas.

The second study was designed to assess allowing advanced preparation as well 

as type, or level, of deception. Discriminant function analyses indicated criteria 6om all 

six areas significantly discriminated the four groups. However, the effectiveness of each 

area was dependent upon deception type and whether or not the participant was allowed 

advanced preparation. In particular, criteria 6om autobiographical memory, self­

presentation, emotional processing, linguistics, and cognitive processes discriminated 

under the no preparation condition. Criteria hrom self-presentation and defense 

mechanisms discriminated under the preparation condition. Classification rates using 

these criteria ranged &om 44% to 65%. Note, these rates are lower than those Êom the 

previous study due to the increase in number of groups (Ê"om two to four). However, the

12



patterns of function scores differed for each area across the three types of deception. 

When criteria across these three areas were used in one overall analysis, classiûcation 

rates increased for all groups, ranging from 53% to 71%.

In addition to testing the new verbal analysis criteria, the statements obtained 

were examined using criteria 6om CBCA and Investigative Discourse Analysis (IDA). 

Across the two studies, the new verbal analysis system outperformed both CBCA and 

IDA in terms of classification rates. While CBCA criteria were usehil for predicting 

group membership in these studies none of the IDA criteria discriminated among the 

groups. These findings are not surprising given the limitations of these systems, in 

particular, that they were not developed for use in employment settings.

To summarize, criteria 6om the new verbal analysis system were useful for 

discriminating truthful &om deceptive statements. Additionally, CBCA criteria 

discriminated these statements, though to a lesser degree, while IDA criteria were not 

successful at discriminating truthful and deceptive statements. Thus, experiments &om 

these studies established the potential utihty for this system. To analyze data for these 

studies, verbal statements were transcribed into typewritten text and trained raters coded 

each transcript for presence of each criterion. While this is useful, and necessary, for 

establishing the new verbal analysis system, it leaves several questions unaddressed. 

First, as a whole, there are 196 criteria comprising the system. Coding statements with 

this many criteria requires extensive amounts of time. One question that arises is, can a 

subset of these criteria be used to obtain similar rates of classification? A second, yet 

related, question is, can an interviewer use a subset of these criteria while conducting an 

interview to detect deception? To address these questions a subset of useful criteria must

13



be identified. Second, interviewers need to be trained to use these criteria while 

conducting an interview.

Training refers to the systematic acquisition of skills resulting in improved 

performance (Goldstein & Ford, 2002). When training is effective, trainees will have 

learned the material and will behave differently 6om prior behavior as well as 6om those 

not receiving training (Haccoun & Saks, 1998). Typically, training is evaluated on four 

levels, including trainee reaction, amount of learning, behavioral change, and 

organizational improvement (Kirlqiatrick, 1987). Reaction is typically measured via post­

training questionnaires. However, there is little relationship between reaction and the 

other three levels of training (Alliger & Janak, 1989). Amount of learning is most often 

evaluated via multiple-choice tests. Nevertheless, this approach measures declarative 

knowledge, an insufficient indicator of behavior. A better indicator of amount of material 

learned involves assessing procedural knowledge. Nonetheless, there is no established 

method for assessing procedural knowledge (Haccoun & Saks, 1998). The most common 

method for assessing procedural knowledge has been via scenario-based tasks where 

respondents indicate a likely course of action (Ostroff, 1991). The advantage of this 

approach is that the answers provided reflect various depths of understanding of the 

training material.

A common approach used with scenario-based training protocols is to develop 

self-paced training materials. This approach allows trainees to complete training 

materials at their own pace. With self-paced materials, trainees typically read an initial 

orientation to the subject material. This can then be followed by a short knowledge

14



appraisal task to ensure comprehension, a component typically reflecting declarative 

knowledge. Following the introduction, training-specific materials can then be 

introduced. Application exercises should be included in this portion of the trainmg to 

allow practice applying newly acquired skills, a component reflecting procedural 

knowledge. It is essential that feedback be provided with the exercises employed in 

training. There are several advantages in using this type of approach. One is that it 

requires little resources beyond the development of the materials. Second, this approach 

taps both declarative and procedural knowledge. Additionally, providing feedback allows 

trainees to improve performance.

For the present study, self-paced training materials were developed with some of 

these factors in mind. Of particular interest were amount of learning and transfer of 

training. To assess amount of learning, both multiple-choice and a variation of the 

scenario-based approach were employed. This was done to capture declarative 

knowledge and allow trainees to practice applying newly acquired skills. There were two 

variations of the scenario-based approach employed. First, several scenarios were 

presented with potential answers given as multiple-choice options. Second, new scenarios 

were presented where the answers provided were, for the most part, open-ended. Upon 

completion of training, trainees were placed in a situation requiring them to apply the 

training material.

The purpose of the present study was to answer two broad questions. First, can an 

interviewer apply truth and deception criteria while conducting an interview? Second, 

what type of training results in the most gains in performance regarding criteria 

application?

15



Method

One hundred thirty-eight under graduates at a southwestern university participated 

in this study for course credit. There were 55 males and 83 females with ages ranging 

6om 16 to 31 (M= 1 9 . 3 1 , = 2.19) and G.P.A.'s ranging from 2.00 to 4.00 (M= 3.38, 

5D = 0.53).

Genem/ frocafwreg

Participants individually completed the experiment in two stages. To begin, 

participants were given a general description of the experiment during which they were 

informed (see Appendix A) that they would be serving the role of interviewer in a 

structured interview. Participants were then asked to read and sign the informed consent 

form. Next, instructions for all of the covariate measures were given and participants 

subsequently completed them. Upon completion of the paper and pencil measures, 

participants began training. This training, presented in a self-paced format, examined the 

conduct of structured interviewing and deception detection. After completing the 

requisite training materials participants were taken to an interview room to conduct an 

interview. The respondent in the interview was a confederate providing scripted 

responses that were generated to reflect relatively truthful of deceptive statements. The 

interview was followed by a post-interview questionnaire where participants indicated, 

among other things, a hiring decision, level of respondent honesty, and usabihty of the 

checklist.

Upon completion of the post-interview questionnaire, participants viewed the 

interview replayed on a television. This was followed by a second post-interview

16



questionnaire where participants were allowed to change their hiring decision as well as 

rate interviewee honesty. The study was a 3 x 2 between subjects design with factors of 

Interview Training (Structured vs. Structured + Deception Detection vs. Structured + 

Deception Detection + Probe) and Veracity of Interviewee (Truthful vs. Deceptive).

Covanate Afdienaü

Five covariate measures were completed by each participant: 1) the Wonderlic 

Personnel Test (Wonderlic, 1992), 2) the Need for Cognition Scale (Cacioppo & Petty, 

1982), 3) the General Learning and Performance Orientation Scale (or mastery motives) 

(Button, Mathieu, & Z^ac, 1996), 4) Goldberg's Ac^ective Checklist (Goldberg, 1992), 

and 5) the Personal Need for Structure Scale (Neuberg & Newsom, 1993). The measures 

chosen to serve as covariates were intended to control for relevant characteristics of 

participants that might contribute to the ability to detect deception during a structured 

interview. For example, intelligence is an established predictor of many facets of 

performance. Thus, ability to conduct an interview while attempting to detect deception is 

likely influenced by intellectual c^abilities. Interviewing requires an interviewer to 

gather, organize, and evaluate information on a candidate. Thus, a person's tendency to 

organize and evaluate information (i.e., need for cognition) as well as their desire to 

improve performance and learning new things (i.e., mastery motives) may also relate to 

the ability to detect deception during an interview. On a similar note, a person's desire to 

apply heuristics to situations (i.e., need for structure) may also influence deception 

detection. Finally, personality characteristics may play a role in the ability and 

willingness to detect deception. Of particular interest are the conscientiousness and

17



openness as these two factors have been found to predict performance (Barrick & Mount,

1991).

IFbwfer/ic f  Tegt (WP2). The WPT is a 50-item measure of general

cognitive ability. It is intended to measure, among other things, problem solving, 

understanding instructions, and ability to apply knowledge to new situations. Typically, 

the WPT is administered as a timed instrument, allowing 12 minutes &r completion. 

Validity and reliability evidence for the WPT is strong. Correlations with established 

intelligence tests (e.g. WAIS) are in the .90's (Dodrill & Warner, 1988). Test-retest 

reliabilities have ranged 6om .82 to .94 (Dodrill, 1983) while internal consistency 

estimates have ranged 6om .88 to .94 (McKelvie, 1989).

ybr CognitzoM (2VFQ. The NFC is an 18-item measure of desire to engage in 

cognitive tasks. People high in need for cognition are more likely to organize, elaborate, 

and evaluate information. Half of the items are stated negatively (e.g. "Thinking is not 

my idea of fun."), and these items are reverse coded for analysis. The other items are 

positively stated (e.g. "I would prefer complex to simple problems."). Statements are 

rated on a five-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) and overall NFC 

scores are computed by adding each item's rating, with higher scores indicating higher 

need for cognition. Prior research has established a one-factor solution underlying the 

NFC scale (Cacioppo, Petty, Feinstein, & Jarvis, 1996). Additionally, predictive validity 

has been established with grade point averages, with correlations ranging 6om .14 to .34 

(Cacioppo & Petty, 1984). Internal consistency estimates are typically greater than .85 

(Cacioppo et al., 1996) while (Sadowski & Gulgoz, 1992)) reported a 7-week test-retest 

rehability of .88. For the current study, internal consistency was estimated at .89.
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Majfgfy Mbffva; (MM). The MM is an 8-item measure of interest in improving 

performance and learning new things and was developed to E^ply across a variety of 

domains. All of the items reflect a desire to engage in difficult tasks as well as learn new 

things (e.g. '1 try hard to improve on my past performance" and "I prefer to work on 

tasks that force me to learn new things. Prior research has established the convergent 

validity of this scale with enjoyment of school work, boredom, and belief in the 

importance of effort (Jagacinski & Duda, 2001). Additionally, this scale has 

demonstrated an acceptable (Anastasi, 1982) level of internal consistency in the literature 

(a = .87) as well as the current study (a = .86).

j  CAecMüi (GB). The GB is a general personality measure.

On this measure people are asked to rate, on a 9-point scale, the extent to which 

adjectives (100 in all) such as active, fearful, and shy, provide accurate, or inaccurate, 

self descriptions. Reactions to these adjectives provide measures of emotional stability 

(neuroticism), intellect (openness), agreeableness, conscientiousness, and surgency 

(extraversion). This scale has demonstrated consistency and overlap with traditional 

measures of personality (Goldberg, 1992). Additionally, this scale has demonstrated 

acceptable levels of internal consistency v/ith subscale a 's  ranging &om .87 to .90 

(Zickar & Ury, 2002). Consistent with these findings, the current study produced 

subscale a 's  ranging 6om .83 to .90

f  eryoTzu/ A i e e z f ( P N S ) .  The PNS is a 12-item scale that assesses an 

individual's desire for simple structure. People high in need for structure are more likely 

to lead an organized life, establish and maintain routines, and prefer familiar situations. 

Eight items reflect a need for structure (e.g. "I enjoy having a clear and structured mode
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of life") while four of the items are reverse coded (e.g. 'Tm not bothered by things that 

interrupt my daily routine"). Statements are rated on a six-point scale (1 = strongly 

disagree, 6 = strongly agree) and overall PNS scores are calculated by averaging each 

item's rating, with higher scores indicating a higher need for structure. The PNS has 

demonstrated moderate levels of reliabihty with a 's  ranging 6om .76 to .85 with an a  of 

.84 for the current study. Additionally, this scale has demonstrated discriminant validity 

in terms of relationships with other constructs (e.g., need for cognition, intolerance, etc.) 

and convergent validity based on relationships with specihc personality constructs (e.g., 

openness and conscientiousness) (Neuberg & Newsom, 1993).

To prepare participants for conducting the interview several training modules 

were developed. These modules trained participants in conducting structured interviews, 

deception detection via criteria checklist, and deception detection via checklist and using 

probe questions. Each training module began with a basic description of the relevant 

principles for each module. This was followed by a general knowledge appraisal task 

consisting of multiple-choice items regarding the training material. Following the 

knowledge appraisal task were application problems where participants apphed the newly 

acquired information.

Thferview Trnmmg. The first training module, completed by all 

participants, focused on structured interview training (see Appendix B). This training 

module was developed using standard structured interview procedures and 

recommendations (Campion, Palmer, & Campion, 1997; Jackson, 2001). The structured 

interview training module began with an introduction to basic structured interviewing
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principles and techniques, including a description of structured interviews, strengths and 

weaknesses, and do's and don'ts. This was followed by a knowledge appraisal task 

requiring participants to answer multiple-choice questions regarding structured 

interviews. These questions focused on the content presented in the training material 

(e.g., "The general purpose of an interview is to:"). Following knowledge appraisal, 

participants were presented with a target job (e.g. secretary) and three appropriate job 

dimensions (e.g. multitasking). Each of these dimensions was accompanied by an 

example interview question. Following the examples, participants were given two new 

job dimensions and asked to generate one interview question for each dimension. This 

task was repeated three times for a total of four exercises.

DecepizoM Dgieciion Troming. The second training module, completed by two- 

thirds of the participants, focused on deception detection (see Appendix C). This training 

began with a description of the prevalence of deception during employment interviews as 

well as the importance of hiring honest people. Following this overview, participants 

were introduced to the concept of ̂ iplying criteria to verbal statements in an attempt to 

detect deception. Each criterion was then presented with a deGnition, rational, and 

example statements demonstrating manifestation of the criterion. The deGnitions, 

raGonales, and example statements were obtained or developed from training materials 

used by (Connelly et al., 2003) to train raters (a more thorough discussion of the criteria 

appears in a later secGon). This was followed by a knowledge appraisal task requiring 

participants to answer mulGple-choice quesGons regarding decepGon detecGon. These 

quesGons focused on the deGniGons of the cnteria (e.g., "Statements with relaGvely few 

self-references are indicaGve of which critenon?"). Following the knowledge appraisal
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task, participants completed fbnr exercises that required reading a sample statement and 

indicating, via mnltiple-choice, which criteria were present in the statement. Each 

exercise was accompanied by an answer key that indicated why relevant criteria were 

present in the statement as well as why irrelevant criteria were not present. This was done 

to ensure that training involved the opportunity to practice as well as feedback regarding 

performance (Frank & Feeley, 2003). Following the multiple-choice component of 

criteria application, the criteria list was presented and participants were required to read 

six additional statements and indicate which criteria were present in each statement. This 

was an open-ended task in that participants were required to indicate criteria &om the 

entire list rather than &om multiple-choice items. As before, each exercise was 

accompanied by an answer key indicating which criteria were present in the statement.

gweyiioM Trainmg. The Gnal training module, completed by one-third of 

the participants, focused on the use of probe questions (see Appendix D). Probe training 

began with the purpose and usefulness of using probe questions during structured 

interviews. During training, participants were exposed to four strategies to forming probe 

questions. These strategies were developed to reflect strategies used by general 

interviewers as well as interrogators (Elaad, 2003). The first strategy, additional 

information, consisted of obtaining additional information (e.g., "Tell me more about that 

situation"), while the second strategy, inconsistency, involved asking probe questions that 

are inconsistent with a given statement (e.g., "It is unusual for a non-employee to solve 

such a problem, why were you asked to do it?"). The inconsistency approach is most 

similar to the approach typically taken in interrogation contexts. The third strategy, 

expansion, required asking questions to allow respondents to expand their statements
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(e.g., "Please tell me more"). The expansion strategy diSers 6om the additional 

information strategy in that the probe questions are not specific to the response as in the 

additional information strategy. The Gnal strategy, interference, required interviewers to 

ask questions that interfere with the flow of responding (e.g., after response regarding a 

technically detailed question, the interviewer might ask, "Describe how you have handled 

conflict at home"). Questions formed using this ^proach are irrelevant to the given 

statement or question. In addition to these strategies, participants were informed that it is 

not always necessary to ask a probe question.

Following the presentation of the strategies was a knowledge appraisal task 

requiring participants to answer multiple-choice questions regarding probe questions. 

These questions focused on the content presented in training with an emphasis on the 

probe-question strategies (e.g., "Which strategy requires an interviewer to understand 

what typically happens in a given situation?"). Following the knowledge appraisal task, 

participants were presented with an open-ended hst containing four probe questions for 

each strategy. More specifically, each probe question consisted of a general question

structure with one or two places to insert a relevant remark (e.g., "I Gnd interesting.

Could you tell me more information about that?"). Participants used this list to complete 

six exercises consisting of an interview question, the resulting response, and the 

appropriate probe strategies to use. Participants were then required to form one probe 

question for each relevant strategy. Accompanying each exercise was an answer key 

explaining why the indicated strategies were useful, why the other strategies were not 

useful, and a potential probe question for each relevant probe question.
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Upon completion of training, all participants were inAnmed they would be 

interviewing an individual using the techniques described during training. They were also 

informed they would be completing a questionnaire, after the interview, requiring them to 

indicate a hiring decision regarding the interviewee in addition to several questions 

regarding interviewee honesty and usability of the checklist. Participants were then given 

the interview questions and the list of criteria (see Appendix E) to look for during the 

interview and subsequently conducted the interview. Although participants receiving only 

structured interview training were not exposed to the criteria they were given the list of 

criteria to use during the interview. This was done to examine whether specihc criteria 

training improved participants' ability to use the criteria during the interview. Thus, the 

structured interview training only group served as the baseline for detecting deception 

during a structured interview. Additionally, participants receiving probe question training 

were given the list of open-ended probe questions (see Appendix E) before conducting 

the interview.

yhterWew Keracity

In an effort to ensure that criteria were present in statements given by the 

interviewee, two scripts were developed to reflect the criteria and were memorized by 

research assistants (confederates) involved in data collection. One script, reflecting 

"truthful" statements (see Appendix F), contained 16 truth and 7 deception criteria. The 

other script, reflecting "deceptive" statements (see Appendix G), contained 8 truth and 16 

deception criteria. Scripts were generated, in part, using statements obtained Aom a study 

where participants were instructed to either entirely relay the truth or completely fabricate 

their responses (Connelly et al., 2003). Statements obtained Aom truthful reports as well
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as three levels of deceptive reports were examined. After reviewing these statements, 

typical trends and speech structure were used to generate statemenis 6)r the scripts used 

in this study. These statements were used to ensure that statements generated for the 

script sounded realistic rather than artilicial. In addition to generating realistic statements, 

it was important to develop scripts containing both truth and deception criteria.

A script consisting of only truth or deception criteria would not be highly realistic. 

Additionally, such scripts would result in easy detection for participants. Thus, to 

establish external and face validity, both scripts were generated reflecting a ratio of 

roughly 2 to 1 criteria. Using such a ratio gives participants enough cues to make the 

correct decision while maintaining a level of difhculty so as not to be too blatant. To 

ensure the scripts contained these criteria, raters not involved in data collection, and blind 

to the conditions, rated each statement for the presence of criteria. These ratings indicated 

that the intended criteria were present in each statement (88% agreement). Rater 

disagreement occurred only with criteria reflecting abstract concepts (e.g., goals). 

Additionally, all of the criteria were indicated as present by at least one of the raters, with 

19 of the 23 criteria in the truth script identified by all raters and 21 of the 24 criteria in 

the deception script identified by all raters.

To ensure the criteria were present in the responses and to maintain consistency 

across interviews, research assistants (confederates) were used as interviewees for this 

experiment. Several weeks before data collection began each assistant was given training 

regarding the scripts. To begin, assistants were given a basic understanding of the current 

research project as well as an understanding of research leading up to the criteria list used
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for this experiment. This was followed by the rational for using prefabricated answers in 

the interviews. Both scripts and the criteria were then given to the assistants and they 

were instructed to memorize the responses in the scripts. In memorizing the scripts, an 

emphasis was put on consistency in responding. Assistants were informed that it was 

more important they were consistent in the interview than they had the script memorized 

verbatim. However, there were several important aspects of the scripts (i.e., those 

reflecting specihc criteria) to relay as accurately as possible. Thus, they were to use the 

criteria list to ensure specihc criteria were reflected in the statements. In addition to the 

scripts, the assistants were presented with the training materials to give them an idea of 

what the participants would experience. Following data collection, the interviews were 

rated for consistency and realism by coders not involved in the data collection phase.

This was done to ensure the responses given by confederates were consistent across 

interviews as well as realistic.

Cnierm CAecMüi

Criteria comprising the checklist were obtained 6om a larger criteria list created 

for detecting deception (Connelly et al., 2003). In this study, participants in a mock job 

interview were instructed to either completely tell the truth or to fabricate their answers to 

varying degrees, ranging 6om distorting information to complete fabrication. Responses 

obtained in this study were rated using a set of 196 criteria, generated by the researchers, 

intended to detect truth and deception in verbal statements. Using these criteria in 

discriminant function analyses produced classiGcation rates ranging from 70.2% to 

90.2% with an average rate of 79.9% classiGcation. AddiGonally, 64 criteria were highly 

related to the discriminating funcGon. Based on these analyses, 16 criteria (8 truth and 8
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deception) were chosen based on canonical loadings with a truth-fabrication function. 

Criteria were selected that exhibited high loadings (> .20) for multiple truth-fabrication 

comparisons (e.g., truth vs. fabrication and truth vs. distortion). Additionally, criteria that 

involved grammatical structure of statements were excluded (e.g., In&equent use of 

adverbs). Rather than employ the entire list of discriminating criteria, 16 were chosen in 

part to reduce the cognitive load of the participants. It is unlikely that an individual could 

effectively use a checklist consisting of 64 criteria while conducting an interview. 

Additionally, criteria were chosen that could easily be embedded within prefabricated 

interview responses designed to contain these criteria.

The experiment was completed by participants individually in two stages. The 

first stage involved the completion of the covariate and training materials. Upon 

completion of the covariate measures, participants were given the Structured Interview 

Training module and instructed to read the material and complete the accompanying 

exercises. Upon completion of the Grst training module, the experimenter examined the 

responses to the exercises to ensure all items were completed. Participants receiving 

structured interview training only were then taken to the interview room to conduct the 

interview. Participants receiving further training were then given the Deception Detection 

Training module. Again, upon completion the experimenter ensured aU items were 

completed. Participants concluding training were then taken to the interview room to 

conduct the interview. Finally, the remaining participants were given the Probe Question 

Training module and the experimenter ensured all items were completed before moving 

on the interview.
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The second stage of the experiment involved the interview and post-interview 

tasks. To begin, participants were given the interview questions and criteria checklist 

(and probe questions for those receiving probe training) and instructed to ask the 

questions in the order they were presented. Second, participants were instructed to listen 

to the response while noting which criteria were present in the statements. Participants 

were informed that it was appropriate for them to pause after each response to ensure 

they had adequate time to go through the criteria list. To begin the interview, participants 

were introduced to the interviewee (a confederate). The experimenter activated a video 

camera to record the interview and subsequently exited the room. During the interview, 

participants asked each question, in order, and as the respondent spoke, noted any criteria 

present in each statement. Additionally, participants given probe question training asked 

probe questions as they felt necessary. Upon completion of the interview, the 

experimenter deactivated the camera and removed the videotape.

Once the interview was completed, participants completed the first post-interview 

questionnaire (see Appendix H) indicating, among other things, a hiring decision, how 

quickly a decision was reached, how conGdent they felt about the decision, level of 

respondent honesty and deception, and usability of the checklist. After completing the 

post-interview questionnaire, participants viewed the entire interview replayed on a 

television. While watching the interview, participants noted any additional criteria they 

may have missed during the interview. After viewing the interview, participants 

completed the second post-interview questionnaire (see Appendix I) indicating, among 

other things, level of respondent honesty and deception as well as number of additional 

criteria checked. In addition to these ratings, the second post-interview questionnaire
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gave participants the opportunity to change their hiring decision. Participants changing 

their decision were asked to indicate why they did so in addition to listing any criteria 

that led them to change their decision. Upon completion of the post-interview 

questionnaires participants were debriefed and the experiment was concluded.

Results

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics and reliability coefGcients obtained for each 

of the covariates. Before conducting analyses, the interviews were coded for the gender 

of the interviewer and interviewee, providing an indicator of gender mix (e.g., same sex 

male, mixed female interviewer, etc.). The gender mix variable was subsequently used as 

a covariate for analyses. In addition to the dependent variables from the post-interview 

questionnaire, several dependent variables were also created. To create these variables, 

the checklists used by each participant were coded for number of truth criteria checked, 

number of deception criteria checked, number of criteria correctly checked, and number 

incorrectly checked. This coding resulted in markers of number of truth and deception 

criteria checked, number of criteria correct, and number of criteria incorrect during the 

interview as well as number of truth and deception criteria, and number correct and 

incorrect during the videotape review. This resulted in 17 continuous dependent variables 

available for ANCOVA's. It is important to note that number correct and incorrect are 

not symmetrical (or inversely related) measures. That is, a high score on number of 

criteria correct does not require a low score on number of criteria incorrect. It is possible 

to have both a large number correct and incorrect.
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Table 1

AafüffCï oW Co^ciemü /ôr fAe Covano/e Mieaywrgg

N a M &0
Wonderlic Personnel Test 138 — 24.23 4.98

Need for Cognition 138 .89 3.37 0.62

Personal Need for Structure 138 .84 3.40 0.78

Mastery Motives 138 .86 5.68 0.77

Goldberg Scales

Intellect 137 .86 6.62 0.86

Emotional Stability 137 .83 5.12 0.95

Conscientiousness 137 .88 6.46 0.93

Agreeableness 137 .89 7.00 0.85

Surgency 137 .90 6.09 1.06
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Covwiafay

A two by three ANCOVA indicated that all of the covariates, with the exception 

of mastery motives, conscientiousness, and agreeableness, were signiGcant for at least 

one of the seventeen dependent variables. However, as shown in Table 2, the m^ority of 

the covariates influenced number of criteria checked as well as criteria correct and 

incorrect during the interview and video review. In particular, the most influential 

covariates were gender mix, surgency (extraversion), and intelligence (WPT).

Gender mix was a signiScant covariate for level of honesty and level of deception 

following the video, number of truth criteria checked during the interview and video 

review, and number of criteria correct and incorrect during both the interview and video 

review. When rating honesty, females interviewing another female provided lower ratings 

than all other combinations. When rating decq)tion, females interviewing another female 

provided higher ratings than males and females interviewing another male. Apparently, 

female participants viewed female interviewees as least honest and most deceptive, 

regardless of actual message veracity. All other Gndings with respect to gender mix 

showed a similar pattern, that is, females interviewing another female were different from 

the other combinations, with the exception of criteria incorrect during the interview 

where males interviewing another male got more incorrect than all other combinations.

In addition to these Endings, intelligence and surgency were moderately 

influential covariates. It is not surprising that intelligence was positively related to 

number of criteria correct during the video and negatively related to criteria incorrect 

during the interview. Regarding surgency, those lower in extraversion were quicker to 

make their decisions and more confident in them.
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Table 2

M5 F n Influence
Wonderlic Personnel Test

Level of Honesty aAer Interview 7.04 1.40 5.04* .20 -

# Criteria Incorrect During Interview 81.45 19.14 4.26* .18 -

# Criteria Correct During Video 75.85 14.69 5.16* .20 +

Need for Cognition
# o f Additional Criteria Checked 30.39 7.21 4.21* .18 -
# Criteria Correct During Video 92.94 14.69 6.32* .22 +

Personal Need for Structure
Level of Honesty after Interview 6.88 1.40 4.93* .20 -

Intellect
# Criteria Correct During Video 65.63 14.69 4.47* .19 -

Emotional Stability
# Criteria Correct During Interview 63.70 16.13 3.95* .18 -
# Criteria Correct During Video 62.90 14.69 4.28* .18 -

Surgency
Level of Honesty after Interview 8.11 1.40 5.80* .21 -
Quickness of Decision 13.82 1.50 9.23** .26 -
Confidence in Decision 12.25 1.17 10.49** .28 -
# Deception Criteria During Interview 83.91 15.44 5.43* .21 +
# Deception Criteria During Video 93.48 20.72 4.51* .19 +

Gender M ii of Interview
Level of Honesty after Video 8.39 1.92 4.36* .19 A
Level of Deception after Video 5.06 0.73 6.92* .23 D
# Truth Criteria During Interview 191.60 28.81 6.65* .23 B
# Truth Criteria During Video 265.51 29.52 9.00** .26 C
# Criteria Correct During Interview 82.42 16.13 5.11* .20 B
# Criteria Incorrect During Interview 133.07 19.14 6.95** .23 E
# Criteria Correct During Video 76.27 14.69 5.19* .20 C
# Criteria Incorrect During Video 143.06 22.94 6.24** .22 B

Note: Ti = square root of partial effect size. Degrees of freedom for all analyses = 1,122. 
< .05

**p < .01
A: Female interviewing female lower than all others 
B: Female interviewing female lower than male interviewing male 
C: Female interviewing female lower than male interviewing male and female 

interviewing male
D: Female interviewing female higher than male interviewing male and female 

interviewing male 
E. Male interviewing male more than all others
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To address accuracy, the application of the criteria was examined, including 

number checked during the interview and during the video review as well as number 

correct and incorrect during both the interview and the video review. Table 3 presents 

.signÿfcant om/y for all analyses (see Appendix J for ûill ANOVA tables and 

Appendix K for covariate-adjusted descriptive statistics). As expected, there was an 

effect for interview veracity on number of truth, F(l,122) = 12.81, p  < .01, and deception 

criteria checked during the interview, F(l,122) = 43.81, j? < .01, and the video review, 

F(l,122) = 12.83,/) < .01, and, F(l,122) = 41.15,p  < .01, respectively. There were no 

differences between number of criteria checked during the interview and number checked 

during the video review. Across training types, participants interviewing truthful 

respondents checked more truth criteria, and fewer deception criteria during the interview 

(MïTrü = 13.85,5D = 5.97; = 5.10,5D = 3.50) than participants interviewing

deceptive respondents = 9.72,5D = 5.11; = 9.48,5D = 4.65). A similar

pattern of results occurred for criteria checked during the video review.
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Table 3

Overa// Trammg Tigracify

M5
Training (Structured Interview vs. 
Deception Detection vs. Probe Questions)

Level of Deception after Interview 4.16 0.79 5.28** .28
Di&culty of Checklist 7.51 1.82 4.13* .25
Level of Deception after Video 2.94 0.73 4.02* .25
# Truth Criteria During Interview 160.13 28.81 5.56** .29
# Deception Criteria During Interview 106.48 15.44 6.89** .32
# Truth Criteria During Video 100.89 29.52 3.42* .23
# Deception Criteria During Video 97.41 20.72 4.70* .27
# Criteria Correct During Interview 136.12 16.66 8.17** .34
# Criteria Incorrect During Interview 64.12 19.14 3.35* .23
# Criteria Correct During Video 46.04 14.69 3.14* .22
# Criteria Incorrect During Video 121.23 22.94 5.29** .28

Interview Veracity (Truth vs. Deception)
Level of Honesty after Interview 31.75 1.40 22.74** .40
Level of Deception after Interview 5.68 0.79 7.21** .24
(Quickness of Decision 36.41 1.50 24.32** .41
Confidence in Decision 19.48 1.17 16.68** .35
How much did you like interviewee 8.68 0.99 8.77** .26
Level of Honesty after Video 38.64 1.92 20.09** .38
Level of Deception after Video 9.79 0.73 13.39** .31
# of Additional Criteria Checked 54.04 7.21 7.49** .24
# Truth Criteria During Interview 369.18 28.81 12.81** .31
# Deception Criteria During Interview 676.65 15.44 43.81** .51
# Truth Criteria During Video 378.70 29.52 12.83** .31
# Deception Criteria During Video 852.43 20.72 41.15** .50
% Criteria Correct During Interview 686.67 14.69 4.20* .18

Note: T| = square root of partial efkct size. Degrees of freedom for training analyses 
2,122 and for veracity analyses df = 1,122.
*^ < .05
**p < .01
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More important than the veracity of the interview was the question of whether 

training led to improved performance. As seen in Table 3, there was a training effect for 

all of the criteria variables. In particular, participants receiving deception training (M= 

14.88,6Z) = 3.98) got more criteria correct during the interview than participants 

receiving structured interview training (Af = 12.66,5D = 4.29) and those receiving probe 

training (M = 11.44, &D = 4.04), F(2,122) = 8.46,p  < .01. Additionally, when reviewing 

the video, deception detection participants (M = 16.05, &D = 4.41) again got more 

criteria correct, F(2,122) = 3.14,p < .05, than structured interview participants (M= 

14.13, &D = 4.03), although probe question participants (M= 14.54, &D = 3.78) were 

not different 6om either group. Examination of number of criteria correct during the 

interview and video review revealed that only deception detection participants 

signiScantly improved their performance, F(2,122) = 5.62, p  < .01.

In addition to number correct, structured interview participants (M = 7.14,5D = 

4.61) got more criteria incorrect during the interview than probe question participants (M 

= 4.75, .SO = 4.58), f(2,122) = 3.35,p < .05. Deception detection participants (M= 6.34, 

50  = 4.08) were not different from the other training groups. When reviewing the video, 

structured interview (M = 9.21,50 = 4.94) and deception detection participants (M= 

8.09,50 = 5.78) got more criteria incorrect than probe question participants (M= 5.91, 

50  = 3.97), 7^(2,122) = 5.29, p  < .01. There were no differences in number of criteria 

incorrect between the interview and video review. Clearly, receiving training specific to 

the criteria results in superior application of the criteria relative to no specific criteria 

training.
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However, number correct and incorrect is dependent upon the total number of 

criteria checked. Thus, it is possible to attain a high number correct simply by checking a 

large number of criteria (which would also result in a high number incorrect). To account 

for this, percentage correct and incorrect, relative to number checked, were calculated. 

Using percentages, there was a training effect for percent correct during the interview, 

F(2,122) = 4.35, j? < .05 and percent correct during the video, F(2,122) = 8.38, p < .01. 

Specifically, for percent correct during the interview and during the video, deception 

detection (M= .72,6D = .11 andM= .69,5D = .13, respectively) and probe question 

participants (M= .74,5D = .16, andM = .73,5D = .14, respectively) outperformed 

structured interview participants (M = .66, &0 = .11, andM = .62,5D = .12, 

respectively). These results suggest that criteria training results in superior performance 

to no training.

In addition to the training effect, there was an interview veracity effect for percent 

correct during the interview, F(l,122) = 4.20,p  < .05. In particular, participants 

interviewing deceptive respondents (M = .73, &D = .14) outperformed those interviewing 

truthful respondents (M = .68,5D = . 13). This pattern of results may indicate that 

participants were better able to use the deception criteria.

Nevertheless, while probe question participants achieved similar levels of 

performance regarding percent correct, deception detection participants correctly 

identiSed more criteria (see Figures 3 through 6). It is unclear why probe training 

resulted in reduced performance regarding criteria correctly identiSed. Potentially, these 

participants were under greater cognitive demand (Gilbert, Pelham, & Krull, 1988) due to 

the formulation of probe questions resulting in reduced ability to apply the criteria. This
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conclusion is supported by the fact that probe-training participants (M = 5.14,5D = 1.35) 

indicated the criteria checklist was more difBcult to use than did structured interview 

participants (M = 4.30, &0 = 1.45) although deception detection participants did not 

differ &om either group (M= 4.74, &0 = 1.08), F(2,122) = 4.13,p < .05. Alternatively, 

the use of probe questions may have facilitated a relationship between the participant and 

respondent as a result of considering each response and formulating questions related to 

the responses.
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Number o f criteria correct during the video review
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Percent correct during the video review
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In addition to the training eSects for nnmber of criteria correct, there was an 

effect on the nnmber of truth criteria checked during the interview, F(2,122) = 5.56, p  < 

.01, and during the video review, F(2,122) = 3.42, j? < .05. However, these results must 

be interpreted cautiously as the effect ignores interview veracity. Nevertheless, during the 

interview, more truth criteria were checked by structured interview participants (M -  

1 3 . 4 9 , =  6.77) and deception detection participants (M= 12.16,5D = 4.41) than by 

probe question participants (M= 9 . 6 9 , =  5.82). During the video review, structured 

interview participants (M = 15.04, &D = 6.87) again checked more truth criteria that did 

probe question participants (M= 12.01,5D = 5.73). Deception detection participants did 

not differ from either group (M= 13.25, &D = 5.09). Similar effects occurred when 

examining number of deception criteria checked during the interview, 7^(2,122) = 6.89, p 

< .01, and during the video review, F(2,122) = 4.70, p  < .05. Specifically, deception 

detection participants checked more deception criteria during the interview (M = 9.06,6D 

= 4.51) and during the video review (M = 10.90,57) = 5.62) than both structured 

interview participants (M= 6.30,57) = 4.85; M = 8.30,57) = 5.62, respectively) and 

probe question participants (M = 6.50,57) = 4.31; 8.43,57) = 4.32, respectively).

Although, in all cases, the number of criteria checked increased 6om the interview to the 

video review, none were signihcant. In general, deception detection participants checked 

fewer truth criteria and more deception criteria, suggesting that deception training may 

reduce truth bias.
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OveraZZ VwdfgTMeMty

Because veracity was manipulated in this study, examination of ratings of honesty 

and deceptiveness provided a manipulation check. As shown in Table 3, there was an 

interview veracity effect for honesty, F(l,122) = 22.74,p  < .01, and deception ratings 

after the interview, F(l,122) = 7.21,p  < .01, and after the video review, F(l,122) = 

20.09,/) < .01, and, F(l,122) = 13.39,/; < .01, respectively. In fact, across training types, 

honesty ratings following the interview were always greater, and deception ratings 

following the interview always lower, for truthful respondents (MywA = 5.85, &D = 0.98;

= 2.10,57) = 0.96) than for deceptive respondents = 4.73,57) = 1.41;

= 2.57,57) = 0.85). Note, truth ratings were on a seven-point scale while 

deception ratings were on a five-point scale. This pattern of results indicates that the 

scripts presented relatively truthful and deceptive accounts (based on the criteria) as 

intended. More centrally, these results may suggest that the criteria can be successfully 

applied in an interview context.

In addition to honesty and deception ratings, there was an interview veracity 

effect for likeability of the respondent, F(l,122) = 8.77, /; < .01, quickness of decision, 

F(l,122) = 24.32,/) < .01, and conGdence in decision, F(l,122) = 16.68,p  < .01. In 

particular, participants interviewing truthful respondents (M= 5.47,57) = 1.02) indicated 

more liking for the respondent than did participants interviewing deceptive respondents 

(M = 4.95,57) = 0.99). Additionally, under the truthful condition, participants were more 

conGdent in their decisions (M= 5.63,57) = 0.96) and reached them quicker (M= 5.00, 

57) = 1.19) than parGcipants under decepGve condiGon (M= 4.85,57) = 1.25; M = 3.90, 

57) = 1.30, respecGvely).
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Regarding training, there was a significant effect for deception ratings after the 

interview, F(2,122) = 5.28,^ < .01, and for deception ratings following the video review, 

F(2,122) = 4.02, p  < .05, but not for either honesty rating. There were no differences 

between the post-interview and post-video ratings of honesty and deception. When rating 

deception immediately following the interview, participants receiving deception training 

provided higher deception ratings (M= 2.68,6D = 0.95) than both structured interview 

(M= 2.23, &D = 1.04) and probe question training (M = 2.09,5D = 0.77) participants. 

When rating deception following the video review, participants receiving deception 

training again provided higher deception ratings (M= 2.73, &0 = 0.98) than participants 

receiving structured interview training (M= 2.33,6D = 0.80) and probe training (M= 

2.27,5D = 0.95). What is of note is that this pattern of effects for training, with respect 

to judgment criteria, is similar to that for evaluations regarding the accuracy of criteria 

identiGed, suggesting that the criteria were applied in decision making.

Discussion

Before turning to the broader conclusions, certain limitations of the present study 

should be noted. First, it was necessary to use an experimental design to manipulate and 

control the veracity and content of the interviews. Although use of an experimental 

design offers advantages with respect to control, different findings may emerge in a study 

using an actual job interview. On the other hand, conducting a Geld study would result in 

markedly different interview responses across interviews. As a result, it is possible that 

some or many of the criteria would not appear in statements obtained during the
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interviews. While this is not a problem in real-world settings, it would make testing the 

applicability of this subset of criteria somewhat difhcult.

Along similar lines, the interviewers in this study had no prior experience in 

conducting interviews. While interviewing itself is not a complex task, the act of 

conducting quality interviews is something that is learned through experience. As a 

result, conducting a study with experienced interviewers may produce different results, 

although there is nothing in the current results to suggest that lack of experience 

adversely affected the outcomes. Nevertheless, the goal of the present study was not to 

examine interviewing skills per se, but rather to examine if the criteria could be applied 

during an interview.

Bearing these limitations in mind, the present study resulted in some noteworthy 

findings regarding the detection of deception. To begin, it appears that the criteria worked 

hrom a practical standpoint. In general, participants were able to apply the criteria while 

conducting the interview. Criteria training resulted in ten percent gains in accuracy over 

those not receiving training. Assuming a base rate of 50 percent correct, these increases 

are substantial.

Although probe training resulted in similar performance in terms of percent 

correct, these participants did not use the criteria checklist as much as other participants. 

In fact, probe question participants checked fewer criteria in general (consequently, they 

were less likely to get more criteria correct or incorrect). Thus, the use of probe questions 

may have limited the ability to attend to the criteria because of cognitive demand. This 

finding is consistent with findings 6om cognitive demand and decision-making research 

where cognitive demand reduces quality of judgments (Gilbert et al., 1988). There are
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several ways to deal with the reduction in performance due to cognitive demand. One 

would be to require that interviewers be experts regarding the criteria. Expertise would 

reduce cognitive load and allow more resources for forming probe questions. A second 

approach would require that people be extensively trained with the criteria and in the use 

of probe questions. However, it is unclear what the gains would be relative to the cost of 

additional training. These are issues worth addressing in future research.

It is interesting to note that, although only a marginal effect, for participants using 

probe questions, accuracy was greater when receiving deceptive statements than those 

receiving truthful statements (see Figure 4). Again, it is likely that cognitive demand 

played a role in the diminished accuracy for probe question participants. However, it is 

possible that the use of probe questions may be more useful when the respondent is 

deceptive. Thus, while deception detection rates often range from .50 to .70, the use of 

probe questions could raise accuracy to .80 or more &r deceptive respondents. This is 

particularly important in light of the fact that most research has demonstrated that 

deceptive statements are often classified at less than chance rates (Levine et al., 1999). 

However, as previously mentioned, a reduction in cognitive load would be necessary to 

conduct interviews using probe questions. This is an area that deserves additional 

research because of the potential impact of this finding.

Another noteworthy trend obtained in this study was that, in general, training did 

not influence overall judgments. Social judgment research has shown that initial 

judgments can be quite accurate (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992; Kenny, Homer, Kashy, & 

Chu, 1992). However, it is unlikely that initial judgments would be accurate regarding 

deception. For the current study, with the exception of the deception ratings, there were
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no diSerences in ratings of honesty and likeability. Fnrthennore, regarding deception 

ratings, deception detection training participants rated deception higher than all other 

training groups. Thus, probe question participants indicated similar deception ratings to 

structured interview training participants even though probe training included deception 

detection training. Additionally, there were no differences in ratings of confidence and 

quickness in decisions. Based on these results, it seems that overall judgment is relatively 

independent of criteria application. This is important because it suggests that judgments 

may not be necessary for detecting deception. Rather, it may be possible to simply apply 

criteria to the statements and make decisions based on the outcome of the application.

From a theoretical standpoint, it spears that the criteria are working as intended. 

Bearing in mind that the answers were scripted, people were able to assess the statements 

and apply the criteria accordingly. Thus, individuals can be trained to use the criteria in 

an interview setting, providing preliminary construct validity evidence regarding the 

criteria. However, it is also the case that training beyond the criteria may suppress the 

ability to use the criteria checklist. Certainly, this topic requires further investigation.

A final noteworthy result regards the judgments and criteria ^plication during the 

interview versus during the video. Having participants review the interview was done in 

an attempt to reduce cognitive load. This was especially important for participants 

forming probe questions. However, with the exception of number of criteria correct for 

deception detection participants, there were no differences in ratings or accuracy between 

the interview and video review. There are several implications of these Gndings. First, it 

may provide support for the suggestion that once people make social judgments they are 

unlikely to change them. Thus, while conducting a post-interview assessment is a good
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idea theoretically, it does not overcome initial judgment problems. These problems 

notwithstanding, it appears Aat the criteria were applied consistently over time. In 

general, the nnmber of criteria checked and criteria accuracy were maintained across the 

evaluations. This may suggest that the checklist induced consistency on the part of the 

interviewer, which may provide a buffer for judgment problems.

To summarize, it t^pears that criteria training improves performance relative to 

no training. However, training beyond the criteria (e.g., probe training) reduces the ability 

to use the criteria checklist, but does not reduce accuracy in applying the criteria. This 

reduction in performance is likely due to cognitive load. Second, it appears that the 

criteria work from a practical and theoretical standpoint. That is, participants were able to 

apply the criteria during an interview and the criteria worked as intended. However, there 

may be a tendency to focus on deception, rather than truth, criteria. This tendency may be 

the result of the deception criteria being more concrete than the truth criteria. Third, in 

general, training did not influence the overall judgments, suggesting that judgments are 

relatively independent of criteria application. Finally, there were no differences between 

the interview and the video review in terms of judgments and criteria application. This 

suggests that, for better or worse, judgments remained stable. More importantly, criteria 

accuracy was maintained across the evaluations suggesting that the checklist induced 

consistency.
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Appendix A

Informed Consent Form for 
Research being conducted under the auspices of 

The University of Okiahoma-Norman Campus
L INTRODUCTION
This form documents an individual's consent for participating in a research project being conducted by faculty and 
graduate students in the Psychology Department at the University of Oklahoma-Norman Campus 
Title: Detecting Deception During a Structured Interview
Principle Investigators: Lyle E. Leritz & Michael D. Mumfbrd, Department of Psychology 

n . DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this research study is to examine the effectiveness of various methods for evaluating people’s responses 
to questions in a hypothetical employment interview. Your role in this study is to participate in a structured 
employment interview, which will be videotaped, and to give us your reactions afterwards. There will be a short 
debriefing where you will find out more about Ac study and what we are hoping to learn, wiA an opportunity to ask 
questions. We will ask for a few more of your reactions at this time. The study will last 1 how.

m . POTENTIAL RISKS AND BENEFITS OF PARTICIPATION
Risks: There are no anticipated risks to you as a result of your participation in this research.
Benefits: You will receive research hours for your participation in and completion o f this study. Additionally, you will 
be exposed to a structured interview and paper-and-pencil questionnaires similar to what you might experience in 
future employment and organizational contexts. This experience may eventually be helpful when applying for jobs or 
promotions.

IV. SUBJECT'S ASSURANCES
Conditions of Participation: Participation in Ais research study is strictly voluntary. Refusal to participate will involve 
no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are oAerwise entitled. You may discontinue participation at anytime with 
the understanding that you will receive experimental credit only for the amount o f time you actually participated in the 
study.

Confidentiality: Your responses in this study will be completely confidential. Responses will carry only coded 
identification numbers to which your name, or other identifying information, will not be linked at any time. Data will 
be stored in secure research space designated for this project. Data for technical reports and papers resulting from this 
study will be presented in an aggregate or summary form. No individual identifiers will be collected.

Contacts for Questions about Research Subject’s Rights: If you have questions about this research contact the Principal 
Investigator, Dr. Shane Connelly (405-325-4580). If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, 
please contact the Office of Research Administration at the University of Oklahoma (405-325-4757).

V. SIGNATURE
I have read and understand Ae Informed Consent and conditions of this project. I understand that questions can be 
directed to the investigators at any time and, at present, all of my questions have been answered. I hereby agree to 
participate in Ae above-described research. I understand my participation is voluntary and that I may wiAdraw at any 
time wiAout penalty or loss of benefits to which I am oAerwise entitled. I agree to abide by Ae rules of Ais project.

I I By checking Ais box, I agree A my participation A Ae mterview video-t^ied. I understand that my name 
will not be linked A Ais tape and Aat Ae tape will be destroyed by August I, 2005.

Signature Date

Name (please print)
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Appendix B

Structured Interview Training

The purpose of the interview is to gather information about a job candidate. One 
advantage of interviews is that open-ended questions allow candidates to present more 
information than can be gathered &om a job application alone. There are two basic types of 
interview used in employment settings: unstructured and structured. The unstructured interview is 
one with little or no advanced planning. The questions asked are leA to the discretion of the 
interviewer. Diflerent interviewers will ask dif&rent questions (based on personal taste) and are 
likely to reach different conclusions based on these questions. Therefore, unstructured interviews 
lack consistency for evaluating candidates resulting in interviewer bias. For example, in many 
unstructured interviews candidates are simply asked to describe themselves, resulting in a wide 
range of descriptions by different candidates. The interviewer can ask fbllow-up questions but is 
not required to do so.

Contrasting the unstructured interview is the structured Interview. Structured interviews 
are characterized by the standardization of questions and procedures. The same questions are 
asked of all candidates. Furthermore the questions are asked in the same order for all candidates. 
Standardization reduces interviewer bias. Structured interviews are also characterized by the 
content of the questions asked. Questions should inquire about how candidates handled past 
situations that are similar to situations that could happen on the prospective job. Follow-up 
questions may be asked, however, they must be &om a standardized list of fbllow-up questions. 
Yes/no questions should be avoided, as they do not allow candidates to display relevant 
knowledge and skills. Additionally, several topics are off limits in employment interviews. These 
include religion, race, marital status, parental status, national origin, age, disability, sex, political 
affiliation, and other personal infarmation. Finally, interviewers should not deviate from the list 
of questions during the interview. This means that the interviewer should not engage in "small 
talk" with interviewees during the interview.

In addition to asking a predetermined set of ordered questions, interviewers should avoid 
influencing the interview with non-verbal behavior. For example, howning informs the candidate 
that the interviewer may not agree with the response. As a result, candidates may become 
uncomfortable and their performance may be hindered or they might retract their answer 
changing it to a more satisfying response. In either case, the interviewer has unjustly influenced 
the interview. Laughing during the interview or lack of attention by the interviewer can have 
similar effects.

The following is a summary of the strengths of structured interviews.

> Subjective and irrelevant questions are not asked, thus reducing interviewer bias
> All candidates are asked same questions resulting in equal opportunity to display relevant 

job skills
> Properly developed interviews have high reliability, meaning that different interviewers 

will have similar evaluations of a single candidate
> Structured interviews are consistent with legal standards and are more legally defensible
> Structured interviews increase the perception of fairness among candidates
^  Structured interviews make candidate dishonesty more difficult
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Structured Interview Questions

Structured interviews must be clearly job-related and should be written to reflect important 
dimensions of the job. There are four basic types of questions asked during structured interviews: 
job knowledge, past behavior, background, and situational.

Job know ledge questions ask interviewees to display specific job knowledge.
Example (Computer Engineer): "What are the diSerences between mainframe and desktop 
computers?"

Past behavior questions ask candidates to describe past training or job activities that relate to 
the prospective job.
Example (Airport Flight Controller): "This job requires remaining attentive over long time 
periods. Give some examples of when you have performed lengthy tasks that required continuous 
attention."

Background questions center on work experience, education, and other qualifications.
Example (Salesperson): "Please sell me this product using basic selling techniques."

Situational questions present hypothetical situations that may occur on the job and require the 
candidate to describe how they would respond in such a situation.
Example (Project Coordinator): "Suppose a project you are working on is nearing the deadline 
and you have some important work to complete for the project. However, your supervisor kept 
requesting you to complete various unrelated tasks you feel are not your responsibility. What 
actions would you take in this situation?"

Notice that all of the above questions are open-ended, allowing respondents to reveal more 
information about themselves than they would with yes/no questions. However, there are 
situations for which close-ended questions are appropriate, such as meeting a speciEc 
requirement (e.g. Do you have a driver's license?).
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There are several considerations that need to be taken into account when developing 
questions for the interview. Questions should not assist the candidate in responding. If you inform 
candidates that conscientiousness is required for the position and then ask if they are 
conscientious, the response is going to be the same for all candidates. Additionally, questions 
should minimi/e the amount of self-assessment on the part of the candidate. For example, 
candidates are unlikely to respond with negative information when asking, "How would you 
describe your social skill?"

Questions should be worded such that candidates understand what is being asked. Thus, 
the use of acronyms or unfamiliar terminology should be avoided. Also, questions should be to 
the point, making it easy for candidates to understand ̂ a t  is being asked.

The following is a summary of important characteristics of good interview questions.

> Clearly j ob-related
> Open-ended
> Realistic
> To the point and unambiguous
^  Written at language level of candidate
> Not dependent upon skills to be learned on the job
^  Minimize amount of self-assessment
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Knowledge Appraisal: Structured Interviews

1. One characteristic that distinguishes structured interviews &om unstructured interviews is:
1. Open ended questions
2. Consistency**
3. Follow-up questions
4. Evaluation

2. It is appropriate to ask candidates about sexual orientation.
1. True
2. False**

3. Which one of the following is NOT a strength of structured interviews?
1. Reduction in interviewer bias
2. Increased perception of fairness
3. Tailored to each candidate**
4. Legal de6nsibility

4. While candidates may reveal their opinions during an interview, it is generally inappropriate 
to ask questions directly concerning their opinion.

1. True**
2. False

5. Which of the following is NOT one of the four basic types of questions asked during a 
structured interview?

1. Job knowledge
2. Future behavior**
3. Background
4. Situational

6. The general purpose of an interview is to:
1. Gather information about a job candidate**
2. Evaluate job experience
3. Expose candidates to the work environment
4. Make legally defensible decisions

7. What do you want to AVOID when writing interview questions?
1. Open-ended questions
2. Job knowledge
3. Self-assessment**
4. Clarity

Note: ** denotes correct response.
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Now that you have been introduced to the basics of structured interviews, you will 
conçlete some exercises to ^ply the information you just learned. To begin, you will be 
presented with a target job with three job dimensions. Each dimension will have an example 
question. Following the examples, three new job dimensions are presented and your task is to 
write an interview question for each dimension. Remember, you should write questions that 
reflect the properties described above. For a quick review, questions should be open-ended, job 
related, and to the point. Questions should be written in one of the basic forms (job knowledge, 
past behavior, background, or situational).

> Job knowledge questions ask interviewees to display specific job knowledge.
> Past behavior questions ask candidates to describe past training or job activities that 

relate to the prospective job.
> Background questions center on work experience, education, and other qualifications.
> Situational questions present hypothetical situations that may occur on the job and require 

the candidate to describe how they would respond in such a situation.

Please continue to the next page to complete the exercises.
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Please look at the following example, which includes a target job with appropriate job 
dimensions and corresponding interview questions.

Job: Secretary

Dimension Question
1. Decision Making 1. Seppose a client needs some information &om your supervisor's personal Gles 

which you know is essential for the business transaction. However, your 
supervisor is out of town and cannot be reached and you have neither been 
permitted nor forbidden hom accessing these hies. What actions would you 
take in this situation?

2. Multitasking 2. Describe a past situation that required you to complete multiple tasks 
simultaneously and how you handled the situation.

3. Customer 
Relations

3. Suppose a two existing clients came to you in need o f  immediate service. 
However, the person responsible for providing this service is currently busy. 
Both o f  these clients have been loyal customers for several years. W hat actions 
would you take in this situation?

After reviewing the above example, write one interview question that addresses each 
dimension. You may use any of the 4 types of interview questions (job knowledge, past behavior, 
background, or situational).

Job: Secretary

Dimension Question
1. Record Keeping 1.

2. Responsibility 2 .

Please continue to the next page for the next exercise.
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Please look at the following example, which includes a target job with appropriate job dimensions 
and corresponding interview questions.

Job: Rich School Teacher

Dimension Question
1. Communication 1. Describe some past situations that required you to communicate to 

a large audience.
2. Handling 

Conflict
2. Several students are disturbing a fellow student during class causing the 

student to withdraw 6om classroom exercises and discussion. Describe 
how you would handle this situation regarding the disturbing students as 
well as the student being disturbed.

3. Continuing 
Education

3. Describe how you plan to further your training and keep up-to-date on 
the latest research and teaching techniques.

After reviewing the above example, write one interview question that addresses each 
dimension. You may use any of the 4 types of interview questions (job knowledge, past behavior, 
background, or situational).

Job: High School Teacher

Dimension Question
1. Advising 1.

2. Creative 2 .

Thinking

Please continue to the next page for the next exercise.
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Please look at the following example, which includes a target job with appropriate job dimensions 
and corresponding interview questions.

Job: Flight Attendant

Dimension Question
1. Problem 

Solving
1. Discuss a complex problem you have had to solve in the past.

2. First Aid 2. Suppose a passenger is complaining of chest pain and nausea. What do 
these symptoms indicate and what actions do you need to take?

3. Social 
Awareness

3. Describe a past situation that required you to maintain awareness of the 
needs of the people around you while you conducted your work

AAer reviewing the above example, write one interview question that addresses each 
dimension. You may use any of the 4 types of interview questions (job knowledge, past behavior, 
background, or situational).

Job: Flight Attendant

Dimension Question
1. Communication 1.

2. Handling 2
Stress

Please continue to the next page for the next exercise.
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Please look at the following example, which includes a target job with appropriate job dimensions 
and corresponding interview questions.

Job: Waiter or Waitress

Dimension Question
1. Maintenance 1. Discuss how you have performed tedious or non-essential activities 

during work.
2. Handling 

Stress
2. Deseribe some past situations that required you to complete multiple 

tasks simultaneously.
3. Teamwork 3. Describe a past situation requiring teamwork such that successful 

completion of your work was dependent on the work of your coworkers.

After reviewing the above example, write one interview question that addresses each 
dimension. You may use any of the 4 types of interview questions (job knowledge, past behavior, 
background, or situational).

Job: Waiter or Waitress

Dimension Question
1. Social 1.

Awareness
2. Customer 2 .

Relations

You are now completed with structured interview training. Please turn to the next page 
for further instructions.
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Appendix C 

D eception D etection T raining

As previously mentioned, structured interviews make it more difUcult for job candidates 
to provide inaccurate or false information. This is important because research has shown that as 
many as 50% of job candidates provide significantly inaccurate information during a job 
interview. The importance of using structured interviews should be even more apparent.
However, even though structured interviews make it more difficult for candidates to lie during an 
interview, they can, nevertheless, still provide false information. Furthermore, using a structured 
interview alone will not help an interviewer determine the authenticity of the candidate's 
statements.

With these limitations in mind we have developed criteria that can be applied to each 
candidate's statements in an effort to detect deception. There are two basic types of criteria:
Truth Criteria and Deception Criteria. Truth criteria are designed to detect truth in statements 
such that the presence of the criteria indicates truth. Conversely, deception criteria are designed to 
detect deception in statements such that their presence indicates deception. It is important to note 
that presence of one or two deception criteria (or truth criteria) in a candidate's statements does 
not necessarily indicate deception (or truth). Rather, you must take into account the combination 
of truth and deception criteria. There are no established guidelines for deciding if a respondent is 
honest or not (e.g. more than four deception criteria means the respondent is lying). In making 
your judgments, you must consider the ratio of truth to deception criteria rather than counting 
criteria.
To help you better understand the criteria and how to apply them, you will be given the list of 
criteria with accompanying dehnitions. Knowing the definitions of the criteria should help you 
understand why each is a truth or deception criterion and how it may appear in a statement. 
Additionally, there is an example statement that demonstrates how each criterion may appear in a 
statement. It is important to keep in mind that these are only examples and the appearance of the 
criteria may appear in different forms. Furthermore, a statement may contain more than one of the 
criteria. For simplicity, the examples are intended to reflect only the criteria they are presented 
with (though some are related enough that you may see additional criteria in some examples). On 
the following pages the criteria are presented along with definitions and examples. Following this 
you are required to answer several questions regarding the criteria.
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Deception Criteria

1) Reasons for evaluation of others NOT provided (AT)
Present when respondent mentions the evaluation of another person bnt does not 

provide a reason for that evaluation.
jZatfOMoZ.' When people discuss their evaluations of other people they will typically 

include reasons for this evaluation, especially if the evaluation is unfavorable. Not 
providing a reason for the evaluation might indicate deception.
ÆxaTMp/e.' "A project I was working on turned out very poorly because my partner 

was a terrible worker. We ended up having to start over and I requested a new 
partner."

2) Speaks In second person tense (AU)
Pg/zMfhoM.' Present when respondent's statements have relatively few self-references such as 

'T'. Most often seen in the form of "you" statements.
When people are deceptive they sometimes try to disconnect themselves 6om 

the lie by not using self-references such as I or me when discussing events they were 
supposedly involved in.
jEromp/g; "Being a manager is hard work. You have to be in charge of what people 

are doing and where they need to be. You are responsible for the performance of 
your group. You also have to solve other people's problems."

3) No explanation of stereotypically "odd" behaviors (CV)
Pg/zM:hon.' Present when a respondent describes behaviors typically viewed as odd but does 

not give an explanation for the behaviors.
jWzoMo/.' When people describe behaviors that might be viewed as odd by others they 

will typically want to provide an explanation for that behavior. When someone is 
being deceptive they may not provide an explanation for such behaviors because they 
do not actually perform them, thus they do not feel the need to explain.
^xomp/g.' "When I am alone in my ofBee I like to hang my pants up and wear 

shorts."

ffgasg rgviw ̂ *g ohovg crhgrw a sgcowd ümg A ^rg  moMWg on fo fAg «gxt set gnfgna.
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Deception Criteria (continued)

4) Lacks concrete descriptions (DF)
Present when respondent vaguely describes situations or behaviors.

/(atioMo/.' When being deceptive, it is difGcult for people to give concrete descriptions 
of events or situations they were supposedly involved in.
Exa/Mp/g.' "I have worked on many proj ects in the past. They usually turned out 

pretty well. Although I have worked on some diÆcult projects as well."

5) Does not discuss past behavior (AT)
Present when the respondent discusses many issues relevant to the topic such as 

their opinion but does not mention any specihc behaviors or actions.
Tfatm/za/.' When asked questions regarding past behavior, a deceptive person will have 

difRculty describing behaviors that they did not engage in. As a result, they will 
answer the question by describing something other than behavior, such as an opinion. 
Eropip/g.' "I usually do my best when I am in charge of completing a project 

because I take pride in my work and my ability to get the job done. I also like to 
work under pressure because that is when I do my best work"

6) Boastfng/Bragglng (DF)
Present when respondent is bragging (such as listing many achievements). 

JZaimMaA' When people are deceptive they often feel the need to emphasize certain 
aspects of their accomplishments, basically overcompensating for their deSciencies. 
This often appears to listeners as boasting or bragging.
Promp/g.' "I have been responsible for many employees. In my last three jobs I was 

responsible for 12 employees, 23 employees, and 17 employees. They always 
liked working for me."

ffgosg fgvfgw !*g ahovg cMfgrûz a sggomf fwwg A ^rg  movÎMg om fo fAg agxf sgf cr&gna.
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Deception Ciiteria (continued)

7) Lack of emotion for emotional event (EM)
Present when respondent is discussing an arousing event but does not display 

any emotion or indicate the experience of emotion.
jZatioMo/.' When people describe emotional events they experienced they often express 

similar emotions in their descriptions. When someone is describing emotional events 
they did not experience (thus being deceptive) they typically will not display 
expected emotions.
Exomp/e." "Our company was experiencing m^ or Gnancial trouble and they were 

letting many employees go. Several of the people in my department had been 
laid-off the previous month and they aimounced there would be more lay-offs in 
my department soon. At the end of the next week I received my release papers so 
I had to find a new job. I was unemployed for six months because there were no 
jobs available."

8) Emphasizes own contributions to successful events (AT)
Present when the respondent focuses mainly on their contribution to the success 

of group tasks.
When describing past successes, deceptive people will emphasize their own 

contributions to the success. This is another situaGon where the person is 
overcompensating or disguising some deGciency.
Eromp/e; "The project my team was working on was a big success. I was so happy 

because I did all of the work for the Gnal presentaGon which is what really sold it 
to management."

fk n sg  revffw fAe aAove cnfgrin a second dme Ae/bre moving on fo iAe nexi sef o f  crüena.
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Truth Criteria

1) Discusses goals or outcomes (AU)
Present when a respondent mentions some objective or the eventual outcome in 

achieving or not achieving a goal.
.Rafzona/.' Goals are abstract criteria for personal accomplishment. Thus, they are 

unlikely to be mentioned by someone who is not telling the truth.
Æromn/e. ''We had a few difGcult customers that came in frequently. They were 

usually tough to deal with but we attempt to satisfy all customers. I typically did 
not have to deal with any of them but when I did I tried my best to make them 
happy."

2) Dissatisfying or less than optimal outcome noted (AU)
Present when a respondent mentions some result that was disappointing.

.Rafzozzzz/.' People want to present themselves as best they can. When someone is being 
deceptive, it is unlikely they will mention anything that might make them look less 
than ideal. Thus, when someone mentions a dissatisfying outcome they are likely 
being honest.
ÆrzzzMp/g.' "The first project that I was in charge of was very difScult. I had a pretty 

good team but my organization skills were still developing. I spent many 
weekends making up for time that was lost because of my direction. The whole 
project was a disaster, but I learned 6om it and went on."

3) Mentions unusual/distinct details (AU)
Pg/zMZizoM." Present when the respondent's statement includes out of the ordinary elements. 

jZzztzozzzz/.' When people are involved in events it is common for them to observe some 
unusual incidents that they may subsequently describe.
PxazMp/g." "When I was working as a vet assistant we had to be careful when we 

worked with the animals. One time I was assisting on a surgery and another dog 
got loose and was running through the oGice. It came Dying through the room we 
were in and knocked over the tray of tools. It was kind of comical, we caught the 
dog and then had to clean up and Gnish the surgery."

ffgosg fgvzgw fAg zzAovg cr&grkz zz sgcomd fzmg Ag/brg zwovmg om fo f*g uexf &gf crzfgrw.
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Truth Criteria (continued)

4) Discusses blockages to goal attainment (CV)
Present when respondent discusses factors interfering with reaching a goal.

When someone s y rg to accomplish a goal they will hkely experience 
events that interfere with goai artainmenL As a result, they may mention these 
blockages.

"I was collecting money for a charity drive one summer and it was the 
Gnal day for receiving funds 6om the donors. I was having trouble contacting a 
few donors, they were not returning any of my calls. So, I had to find them in 
person to collect the money. It took me all day to locate three people to collect 
their donations."

5) Mentions alternatives that were not used (CV)
DeiîfHÜOM.' Present when respondent discusses or implies options available but not used for 

completing a task.
I&rtfona/.' When people are involved in making decisions they face one or more 

alternatives. In some cases the alternative may have been the better choice. If 
someone is fabricating their statements they did not choose between alternatives and 
are less likely to mention them.
Eromp/e.- "When I first started at my last job I had to make a decision regarding an 

equipment change. Since I was new and I didn't know much about the existing 
problem with the equipment it was a tough choice. At first I almost chose some 
equipment with similar problems but one of my coworkers helped me out and we 
fixed the problem"

6) Discusses lessons learned (CV)
Present when respondent mentions what they gained &om a situation (e.g. a 

moral to the story).
People often gain something &om their experiences. As a result, they will 

often mention what they have learned &om these various experiences.
Eramp/e.' "We lost some inqxartant documents at work and I was the last person to 

check them out. I knew I had turned them in but I could not prove it. We found 
them a couple weeks later. Apparently somebody filed them in the wrong drawer. 
From then on I always asked for a receipt when I returned documents."

fk a sg  revkw (Ae uAovg cr&grw a secomd dfmg wowmg (o fAg mgxf sgf CM/gna.
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Truth Criteria (continuedl

7) Discusses emotions of key participants (EM)
De/fTHYfon." Present when respondent talks about the feelings or emotions of others they are 

involved with.
jZatfona/.' When people interact they observe the emotions of other people. The 

emotions of other people are more prominent for certain events, such as conflict. 
When describing interactions with others, people are likely to mention the emotions 
other people displayed.
Ero/MpZe." "When our secretary quit it was really hard for my boss. She had worked 

for him for many years and he trusted her. He was upset for quite some time."

8) Mentions conflict with powerful others (AT)
De/f/iiqoM.' Present when the respondent talks about a conflict or disagreement they had with 

someone of power (e.g. supervisor or parent).
ZZotm/zaZ.' It is common for people to experience conflict either at home or at work. It 

might be viewed as unfavorable to mention having a conflict with one's boss. As a 
result, deceptive people are unlikely to mention conflict with a superior.
Eromp/e. "My boss wanted me to check the files for inconsistencies in billing but I 

had already checked them. We got into a heated argument about the efficiency of 
checking them again when there were other possibilities for the errors."

The MgxY gxercfsf rgÿwZrgsyuw Zo UMfwer some mw&(pfe cAofce gwes/foMS regordmg 
deZecfwm. fkuse use YAe ausM'er sAeef (o wdicafeyow amswers.

ffgase revZew (Ae aAove crifgna a sgeomf fZmg A ^ r g  movfmg am fa YAg uexY exgrcMg.
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Knowledge Appraisal: Deception Detection

1. Statements with relatively few self-references are indicative of which criterion?
1. Mentions conflict with powerful others
2. Speaks in second person tense**
3. Boasting/Bragging
4. Lacks concrete descriptions

2. Which of the following is a deception criterion:
1. Discusses lessons learned
2. Mentions unusual/distinct details
3. Does not discuss past behavior**
4. Discusses emotions of key participants

3. Which of the following is a truth criterion:
1. Discusses blockages to goal attainment**
2. Emphasizes own contributions to successfW events
3. Speaks in second person tense
4. Reasons for evaluation of others NOT provided

4. Discussion of issues relevant to the topic with little mention of speciGc behaviors or actions is 
indicative of which criterion?

1. Discusses emotions of key participants
2. Mentions alternatives that were not used
3. Mentions unusual/distinct details
4. Does not discuss past behavior**

5. The presence of even one deception criterion means the respondent is probably lying.
1. True
2. False**

6. As many as____of job candidates provide signiûcantly inaccurate information during a job
interview.

1. 10%
2. 25%
3. 50%**
4. 75%

Note: ** denotes correct response.
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Now that you have been introduced to the criteria and what they mean, you will complete 
some exercises to practice applying the criteria. To begin, you will be presented with statements 
that contain one or more criteria along with a list of potential criteria. Also included is the 
interview question leading to each statement. Your task is to read the statement and identify 
which criteria are present. Please note each statement may contain as few as one and as many 
as three criteria.

Exercise 1
Describe a time when you had to deal with a difBcult coworker or customer on a job.

''When I was working as a salesclerk I hated working with this one guy in particular. 
Whenever I had to work with him I would do everything I could to stay away. I would 
try to find other tasks to work on so I could be alone or with other people."

Cnfgrio:
1. Reasons for evaluation of others NOT provided
2. Discusses goals or outcomes
3. Discusses lessons learned
4. Does not discuss past behavior

Exercise 2
gweshOM: Describe a time when a travel experience did not go according to your plan.

Aafg/Ment: "When I was in New Yort I was traveling by train and one night the local union went 
on strike so the trains stopped running. Rather than take a taxi I ended up staying at the 
train station for the night. I started sleeping in a field near the station. In the middle of 
the night I had to get out of the field and I ended up sleeping on a cardboard box in the 
parking lot."

Cnfgna:
1. No explanation of stereotypically "odd" behaviors
2. Discusses blockages to goal attainment
3. Discusses emotions of key participants
4. Mentions alternatives that were not used

The next page contains the answers to these exercises. Please compare your answers with 
the key. Please do NOT change your answers on the answer sheet after reading the answer 
key.
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Answer: Exercise 1
The criteria present in this statement are 1 and 4.

The respondent indicates a dislike for a coworker, which is an evaluation. However, the reason 
for disliking the coworker is not mentioned, thus, the criterion "Reasons for evaluation of others 
NOT provided" is present.

Also, the respondent does not really discuss any behaviors. Thus, the criterion "Does not discuss 
past behavior" is present.

Note, the respondent does not discuss goals or outcomes or lessons learned. Thus, the criteria 
"Discusses goals or outcomes" and "Discusses lessons learned" are not present.

Answer: Exercise 2

The criteria present in this statement are 1, 2, and 4.

The respondent discusses sleeping in a Geld and then on a cardboard box. This is an "odd" 
behavior that might have an explanation (such as no money for a hotel). However, the respondent 
does not indicate a reason for engaging in this behavior. Thus, the criterion "No explanation of 
stereotypically "odd" behaviors" is present.

The respondent discusses traveling and encountering trouble reaching some destination due to the 
train stoppage. Thus, the criterion "Discusses blockages to goal attainment" is present.

Finally, the respondent indicates staying the night rather than take a taxi. Thus, the criterion 
"Mentions alternatives that were not used" is present.

Note, the statement does not include any mention of other people, thus, the criterion "Discusses 
emotions of key participants" is not present.

When you have finished comparing your answers to the key and understand why each 
criterion is present or nor present please continue to the next page to continue with the 
remaining exercises.
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Exercise 3
Describe a situation that required you to complete multiple tasks simultaneously.

Aate/Mcnt: "Most of the things you do in life require you to complete multiple things at the same 
time. It isn't always easy to do that though. Sometimes you have a project that you are 
working on and there are too many things to do at the same time so you have to get 
somebody to help you. I have worked in a group situation and that made it a little easier 
as long as you get along with everybody. I got into a bunch of arguments with my boss 
last year about how to do my job. That makes it more difficult, when you spend half the 
time arguing and not getting any work done."

1. Speaks in second person tense
2. Boasting/Bragging
3. Lacks concrete descriptions
4. Mentions conflict with powerful others

Exercise 4
gwesAon: Describe a project that you had to complete with little or no direction.

Aoie/Mgni: "When I was a senior in high school we had to con^)lete a Gnal project to graduate. 
There were no specific directions for the project so I decided to examine the role of 
traditional family values in athletics. I was hoping that I could demonstrate that 
successful student-athletes came &om more traditional homes. It turned out that getting 
data for what I wanted was much more difficult that I anticipated. I ended up changing 
the project to look at whether grades dropped during the athletic season versus the off­
season. I was not happy with changing that because I think I had a more valuable idea 
to begin with but the project passed and I graduated.

Crrtena:
1. Discusses goals or outcomes
2. Discusses lessons learned
3. Dissatisfying or less than optimal outcome noted
4. Mentions unusual/distinct details

The next page contains the answers to these exercises. Please compare your answers with 
the key. Please do NOT change your answers on the answer sheet after reading the answer 
key.
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Answer: Exercise 3
The criteria present in this statement are 1, 3, and 4.

In the first half and final part of the statement the respondent speaks with the general term "you" 
rather than use "I" or "me". These parts of the statement are spoken in the second person tense. 
Thus, the criterion "Speaks in second person tense" is present.

The respondent never gives any descriptions of the events or actions surrounding the events, thus, 
"Lacks concrete descriptions" is present.

The respondent does mention engaging in arguments with a supervisor, thus, "Mentions conflict 
with powerful others" is present.

There is no indication that the respondent is "Boasting or bragging".

Answer: Exercise 4
The criteria present in this statement are 1 and 3.

The respondent discusses the requirement of completing a project in order to graduate (a goal) as 
well as the outcome of the attenq)ts to conqilete the task. Thus, "Discusses goals or outcomes" is 
present.

The respondent discusses failing in the first attempt to complete the project, thus, "Dissatisfying 
or less than optimal outcome noted" is present.

The respondent never mentions what lessons were learned &om the experience (even though 
there was undoubtedly some lesson learned). Thus, "Discusses lessons learned" is not present.

Nothing in the statement can be regarded as unusual or distinct, thus, "Mentions unusual/distinct 
details" is not present. An example of an unusual or distinct detail might have been that the 
respondent indicated they collected information &om a professional sports team.

When you have finished comparing your answers to the key and understand why each 
criterion is present or nor present please continue to the next page to begin a new exercise.
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On the following pages yon will be presented with example statements. Your task is to 
read each statement and indicate which criteria are present. This task is similar to the task you just 
convicted with the exception that it is not multiple-choice. Rather, you are required to decide 
which criteria are present &om the entire list of criteria.

Here is a list of the criteria in alphabetical order. Please use this list when identifying 
criteria present in the statements on the following pages. Note, you wiU circle the criterion 
number rather than write the criterion itself. Please note each statement may contain as few as 
one and as many as three criteria. An answer key follows each exercise set.

a a a O O  Boasting/Bragging
O d O d O  Discusses blockages to goal attainment
d d d d d  Discusses emotions of key participants
d d d d d  Discusses goals or outcomes
d d d d d  Discusses lessons learned
d d d d d  Dissatisfying or less than optimal outcome noted
d d d d d  Does not discuss past behavior
d d d d d  Enq)hasizes own contributions to successful events
d d d d d  Lack of emotion for emotional event
d d d d d  Lacks concrete descriptions
d d d d d  Mentions alternatives that were not used
d d d d d  Mentions conflict with powerful others
d d d d d  Mentions unusual/distinct details
d d d d d  No explanation of stereotypically "odd" behaviors
d d d d d  Reasons for evaluation of others NOT provided
d d d d d  Speaks in second person tense
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Please read through the following statements and indicate which criteria are present in each
statement.

gwestioMf: Describe a work project that you had to complete with little or no direction.

Aatemgnt: "I had a job where I worked with a group. We each had our own responsibilities, and 
basically worked alone. The first project I worked on was diEGcult. I had to go through 
all the databases and look for errors. The Grst time I did it was not good. I went through 
each database and replaced all of the numbers that indicated missing data, which is a 
problem because the program was set up to recognize those characters. I reported my 
progress and my supervisor told me I had done it wrong. She was very upset at first but 
calmed down, probably because it was my first time. One of my coworkers showed me 
what to do so now I know what not to do."

Criteria:

Tell me about a speciSc problem you had to solve in a social or work setting.

Aatement: "Whenever you are doing your job and you see a coworker not doing what they are
supposed to do, there is nothing that you can really do about it, cause you don't want to 
go and rat on them or teU on them, so you have to cover for them and do what they 
were supposed to do, which is not fair, because you are covering for yourself and 
somebody else."

Cn/ena:

Discuss a complex problem you have had to solve in the past.

Ao/gment: "One time our car broke down and we didn't know what the problem was. I knew a 
little about cars so I took a look. At first I couldn't Sgure it out. Then I remembered 
when my dad's car broke. The distributor was messed up and I needed a screwdriver to 
get it oÉ. I took it off with a wrench and my bare hands which is pretty cool. Then I got 
creative and cleaned it out with some leaves which is pretty ingenious. It ended up 
working, I got the car fixed by myself.

CnYgrfü:
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The following contains the answers to the preceding exercises. Please note, you may have 
seen criteria in the statements that are not included in the answer key. This does not mean they 
were not present. Rather, these answers represent the strongest criteria present in the statements 
(and most justifiable based on the statements). However, if you did not correctly identi^ any 
criteria you may need to re-examine the définitions before moving on.

The correct criteria for the preceding exercises are as follows:

Question 1:
Discusses emotions of key participants (#3)
Discusses lessons learned (#5)
Dissatisfying or less than optimal outcome noted (#6)

Question 2:
Does not discuss past behavior (#7)
Lacks concrete descriptions (#10)
Speaks in second person tense (#16)

Questions:
Boasting/Bragging (#1)
Discusses blockages to goal attaiiunent (#2)
Emphasizes own contributions to successful events (#8)

Please make sure you understand why each criterion is present in the statements before 
moving on to the next section.
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Please read through the following statements and indicate which criteria are present in
each statement.

Describe a time when yon recently had to deal with a difdcnlt coworker or 
customer on a past or current job.

Aute/MgMt: "I had a job where I always argued with my boss. We never agreed on
anything. I don't think he was the brightest guy around. One time we got into an 
argument about how to inventory new shipments. He wanted to go through each 
item and check it off and I thought it would be quicker to use the list they gave 
us since we never had anything missing anyway."

CnYe/ia:

jgwgfffOMJ: Discuss problems you have encountered while traveling and how you handled them.

Aafe/MgMt: "Once I was driving to Atlanta for a job and I lost the directions. I knew how to get to 
Atlanta but once I was there I didn't know where to go. I was hoping to get there early 
so I could tour around town. I couldn't call anyone since the contact info was on the 
directions. When I got there I thought about getting online and finding directions but 
didn't think that would work. I ended up finding the place on accident when I was 
looking &)r somewhere to eat so I was able to tour around town."

Cnterio:

guayfiond: Discuss a social or family problem you have had to solve in the past.

Aotememt: "When my grandfather died I was in charge of organizing the wake. I was not 
pleased about that because I had other things to do. I was trying to get my truck 
running and wanted to keep working on that. My mother had all these things she 
wanted to do for the wake. She wanted to have certain music played and these 
special decorations. There was supposed to be a variety of food like sushi, little 
smokies, mozzarella sticks and stuff. I ended up helping but got out of being in 
charge of organizing it."

Cn/erm:
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The following contains the answers to the preceding exercises. Please note, yon may have 
seen criteria in the statements that are not included in the answer key. This does not mean they 
were not present. Rather, these answers represent the strongest criteria present in the statements 
(and most jnstihable based on the statements). However, if yon did not correctly identi^ any 
criteria yon may need to re-examine the dehnitions before moving on.

The correct criteria for the preceding exercises are as follows:

Question 4:
Mentions conflict with powerful others (#12)
Reasons for evaluation of others NOT provided (#15)

Question 5:
Discusses blockages to goal attainment (#2)
Discusses goals or outcomes (#4)
Mentions alternatives that were not used (#11)

Question 6:
Lack of emotion for emotional event (#9)
Mentions unusual/distinct details (#13)
No explanation of stereotypically "odd" behaviors (#14)

Please make sure you understand why each criterion is present in the statements. If you are 
comfortable with the criteria continue to the next page. Otherwise, please review the 
criteria.

You are now completed with deception detection training. Please turn to the next page for 
further Instructions.
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Appendix D 

Probe Q uestion T raining

Structured interviews may vary in several ways. One common variation of structured 
interviews involves the use of fbllow-i )̂ or probe questions. The purpose of probe questions is 
to allow an interviewer to extract additional information &om an interviewee. Typically, probe 
questions are asked after an interviewee has had a chance to respond to the initial question. Probe 
questions have the advantage of allowing an interviewee to communicate information beyond 
what was originally stated. Additionally, probe questions allow an interviewer to gain more 
information about a candidate in order to make decisions. Asking probe questions makes it more 
difficult for an interviewee to "gloss over" certain aspects of the original questions. As a result, 
probe questions are useful for detecting deception because they allow an interviewer to gather 
additional information in order to identify additional criteria for detecting deception.

To maintain the structured interview format interviewers are provided with a list of 
available probe questions to ask rather than allowing them to generate their own probe questions. 
Furthermore, probe questions should be direct and job relevant. Typically, probe questions are 
formulated based on global content. Probe questions should focus on the context of the response, 
the interviewee's response to the situation, and the outcome of the situation. For example, a 
context probe question might ask, "What were the circumstances surrounding this situation?", 
while a response probe question might ask, "What did you do in this situation?". Finally, a 
outcome probe question might ask, "How did things turn out?". Probe questions such as these 
should only be asked when the respondent does not address these aspects in their answer.

There are several potential strategies for using probe questions. In traditional 
interrogation type interviews, the interviewer con&onts the respondent with information that may 
contradict earlier statements. Typically, this information comes &om earlier statements. The goal 
here is basically to elicit an admission of deceit &om the respondent. However, this approach can 
elicit false confessions and is very uncomfortable for the respondent. As a result, it is not 
conducive to conducting employment interviews.

An alternative approach concedes that most people are not entirely truthful in all of their 
statements. As a result, both honest and dishonest people are lying somewhat. The difference 
between the two is in the degree to which their statements contain truth. Truthful statements are 
mostly true while deceptive statements are mostly not true. With these limitations in mind, it is 
useful to understand that when people relay information they are basically telling a story. 
Consequently, there are several strategies that can be employed to better ascertain if people are 
being honest. The strategies available are as follows: Ad^tional Information, Inconsistency, 
Expansion, and Interference.

The purpose of the Additional Information strategy is sinq)ly to obtain further 
information &om respondents in order to identify additional truth and deception criteria. For 
example, after the initial response, the interviewer might say, "Tell me more about that situation" 
or "How did things turn out?" Asking these types of general questions requires the respondent to 
give additional information. However, one drawback of this ^proach is that if allowed to speak 
too long, it is likely that most, if not all, criteria will be present in some of the statements. Thus, 
the interviewer must be cautious not to elicit too much information.
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The Inconsistency strategy requires asking probe questions that are inconsistent with the 
response (basically asking questions that "mess up" the story). Another way to think about this 
strategy is that the interviewer is asking questions that ̂ e  inconsistent with the statement but 
might normally occur. For exanqrle, the interviewer migbt say, "Most of the time resolving 
conflict between hiends is emotionally draining, why were you able to do it with such ease"?
This strategy is very useful when used eGectively. However, it is more difficult to use than the 
other strategies because it requires an interviewer to understand what typically happens in a given 
situation and subsequently communicate that to the respondent.

In the Expansion strategy respondents are allowed to expand their stories as much as 
possible, resulting in an increase in self-presentation. This ^proach is similar to the first strategy 
in allowing respondents to increase the content of their stories. However, it differs in that probe 
questions are not specific to the response. For example, the interviewer might say, "Please tell me 
more". This type of question does not direct the respondent towards any specific aspect of the 
response. Rather they are encouraged to expand the response in general. As with the Srst strategy, 
this approach may result in too much information.

The Interference strategy is slightly more complex. When people are deceptive, they 
have certain details activated in memory (i.e., the details surrounding their deception). This 
^proach is most easily applied when the statement is hill of details. Probe questions that are 
unrelated to die response are asked in an attempt to disrupt the flow of the response. For example, 
assuming the respondent had been discussing work habits, the interviewer might ask, "Tell me 
how have you handled conflicts between &mily members at home". This sudden change should 
interfere with the details activated in memory. Subsequently, the interviewer should ask an 
additional probe question specific to the original response. As a result of the interference, a 
deceptive respondent should have more trouble reconstructing the original information. Note, this 
approach is easily combined with the Grst strategy.

Each of the above strategies is an effective method for identifying additional truth and 
deception criteria. However, each have strengths and weaknesses that must be considered when 
deciding which to use. The responses given during the interview can dictate which strategy is 
appropriate to use. For example, if a statement regarding a situation includes typical reactions 
from those involved the inconsistency approach will not work well.

It is important to note that it is not always necessary to ask a probe question. It is 
common for a statement to contain enough information such that asking a probe question will be 
of little value. As a result, a fifth strategy to asking probe questions is to not ask a probe question.
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Knowledge Appraisal: Probe Questions

1. What is the general purpose of probe questions?
1. To force the respondent to mess up
2. To obtain additional information**
3. To clarify what the respondent said
4. To mislead the respondent

2. How are probe questions typically formulated during the interview?
1. From a list of available probe questions**
2. Whatever the interviewer feels hke asking
3. Randomly &om a list
4. Probe questions should be avoided whenever possible

3. Which probe strategy requires an interviewer to understand what typically happens in a given 
situation?

1. Additional Information
2. Inconsistency**
3. Expansion
4. Interference

4. W%y are probe questions effective for detecting deception?
1. They make a respondent uncomfortable
2. They make interviews longer
3. They do not allow a respondent to gloss over details**
4. Probe questions are not eSecdve for detecting deception

5. Which two strategies might result in too much information?
1. Inconsistency & Interference
2. Inconsistency & E)q)ansion
3. Additional Information & Interference
4. Additional Information & Expansion**

6. WTiat does interference hinder?
1. Decisions
2. Basic knowledge
3. Details activated in memory**
4. Monitoring

7. It is NOT necessary to always ask a probe question.
1. True**
2. False

Note: ** denotes correct response.
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The fbllowiag list contains probe questions typically asked during an interview. 
Additionally, the questions are written such that you can adapt them to the statements. Some 
statements contain multiple options for tailoring them to the response. These are indicated with an 
underline where you can insert the appropriate comment (with examples in parentheses). Some 
examples are stated in general terms (e.g. someone's reaction) such that you need to make them 
speciGc to the statement (e.g. how your boss reacted). Please review these probe questions and 
move on to the next exercise.

Additional Information
1. Describe how things turned out regarding_____ .

2. Tell me more about (the situation, someone's reaction, etc.).

3. What were the circumstances surrounding________ (the situation)?

4. What did you do_______ (regarding the situation)?

Inconsistency
1. Most of the time (some activity) is________(difBcult, not normal, performed by

professionals, etc.) why were you_______ (able to, asked to) complete it?

2. Typically_______ (some event or reaction happens). Why did this not happen to you?

3. In most situations similar to yours_______(some event or reaction occurs). Why was your
situation difkrent?

4. It is not normal for______ (event or reaction to occur). Why did it happen in your situation?

Expansion
1. Please tell me more about

2. Could you give me some examples of

3. 16nd interesting. Could you tell me more information about that?

4. You mentioned______ but you did not describe it much. Would you please tell me more
about______ (same as previous blank).

Interference
1. Describe how you have handled_________ .

2. Briefly describe

3. Briefly describe a situation where

4. Briefly describe what you like about
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Now that you have been introduced to the basics of probe questions, you will complete 
some exercises to apply the information you just learned. To begin, you will be presented with 
example interview responses. Also included is the interview question leading to each statement. 
Following that, the best strategies to use are identified. Your task is to write a probe question for 
each identiSed strategy using the list of probes on the previous page (basically, you are filling in 
the blanks &om the probe hst). Before beginning, please read through the example.

EXAMPLE
gwayfioM: Describe a time when you had to deal with a difBcult coworker or customer on a job.

Aotg/MeMt: ''When I was working as a salesclerk I hated working with this one guy in particular. 
Whenever I had to work with him I would do everything I could to stay away. I would try to find 
other tasks to work on so I could be alone or with other people."

Arafggzgg.'
Additional Information 
Expansion

Erobg gwayAoMf.

Tell me more about why you did not like working with this person.
I find your dislike for you coworker interesting. Could you tell me more about 
that?

Please look at the original probe questions (6om the list) and note how each was adapted to fit the 
statement.

Please continue to the next page to begin the exercise.
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E xercise 1
Describe a past situation requiring teamwork such that successful completion 
of your work was dependent on the work of your coworkers.

"I had a job working at an office where we had to coordinate schedules for the 
executives. I had to make sure I knew when other people had changed 
schedules so I could make changes where I needed."

Additional Information 
Expansion

frobe gw&ytfOMf.

The next page contains the answers to these exercises. After you have written your 
questions, please compare your answers with the key.
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Answer: Exercise 1
The best probe strategies here are Additional Information and Expansion.

The statement is somewhat brief with little detail. Asking for additional information would be 
helpful. An additional information probe is "Tell me more about how coordinating schedules 
works."

Because the statement is so vague, it might be useful to ask a general question and allow the 
respondent to expand. An expansion probe would be "Could you give me some examples of this 
occurring?"

The description of events in the statement seems normal given the job description. Thus, the 
Inconsistency approach would not work well.

The interference strategy might be ineffective in this situation because the statement is vague 
rather than rich with detail.

You may have used a different probe and your wording may be different. However, the probe 
questions you generated should be similar to these in what they focus on. For example, in this 
exercise, it is difficult to form a probe regarding outcomes (e.g. Describe how things turned out 
regarding______ ).

When you have finished comparing your answers to the key please continue to the next page 
to continue with the remaining exercises.
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Exercise 2
Discuss a complex problem you have had to solve in the past.

AateTMgMt: "On my first job my main duty was to keep everything organized. After I had been 
working there a while I started completing other tasks. One day my boss asked me to 
figure out why the computer network was not working. Some of the computers were 
working and some were not. It was important to get them all working again because 
that is how they did business. It took me two days to figure out the problem."

Arotegzar:
Additional Information 
Inconsistency

frobe gwarizo/K.

The next page contains the answers to these exercises. After yon have written your 
questions, please compare your answers with the key.
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Answer: Exercise 2
The best probe strategies here are Additional Inibnnation and biconsistency.

The respondent does not indicate wbat the solution was, bow it was obtained, or bow it turned 
out. An additional information probe question would be 'Tell me more about bow you solved the 
problem."

The respondent indicates that they were asked to solve computer problems but that was not part 
of Aeir job. An inconsistency probe question would be "Most of the time network problems are 
not normally bandied by general employees. Why were you asked to solve it?

The Expansion strategy is plausible here but given the information in the statement it is better to 
ask more specific questions regarding the situation.

The interference strategy might be ineffective in this situation because the statement is in general 
terms rather than rich with detail.

You may have used a different probe and your wording may be diSerent. However, the probe 
questions you generated should be similar to these in wbat they focus on.

When you have finished comparing your answers to the key please continue to the next page 
to continue with the remaining exercises.
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Exercise 3
gwggA'oM: What are the differences between exploratory and conHrmatory analyses?

"With exploratoiy analyses yon do not have any phor expectations about the structure 
of the data. Instead of having a theory or an idea to drive your analysis, you let the 
data tell you the underlying structure. This ^proach is useful when there is no theory 
to explain relationships among your variables. One drawback is that you are 
capitalizing on chance and it is important to cross-validate the Sndings. When you 
want to test a theory you should use a confirmatory analysis. With this method you 
have an idea of how the data should look. If you run an exploratory analysis on these 
data, you will likely find a better St but it is not likely that you can easily explain the 
pattern of results with theory. In general, confirmatory analyses are preferred over 
exploratory analyses."

Interference 

frobe gweyffo/w."

The next page contains the answers to these exercises. After you have written your 
questions, please compare your answers with the key.
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Answer: Exercise 3
The best probe strategy here is Interference.

This statement is rich with details and asking an interference question might be effective. An 
interference probe would be "Briefly describe a situation where you lost control". This would 
then be followed by a probe question asking about the original response.

This statement is rich enough with details that asking for Additional Information or Expansion 
will not be useful.

Also, the statement seems normal, thus, it would be difficult to formulate an Inconsistency probe 
question here.

When you have finished comparing your answers to the key please continue to the next page 
to continue with the remaining exercises.
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Exercise 4
gwaïfWM: Describe a time when yon recently had to deal with a diŒcult coworker or customer on 

a past or current job.

"I was working as a waiter and we had a customer who would always try to get out of 
paying for some part of his bill. He would complain that the food was not prepared 
correctly or that the service was not good. When he was seated in my section I would 
take extra care to make sure he was satisfied, even though his complaints were mostly 
fake. I would make sure to write down everything he said about his order. If he wanted 
his stake medium-rare I would make sure and tell the cook to get it perfect. I also tried 
to push his order through faster than normal. I also made sure to check on his drink 
more frequently than usual and I asked him if everything was O.K. multiple times.
The first time I served him that way was alright, he only complained about his meal. 
The second time I served him he didn't complain. I got server of the month for that."

Arofegiea:
None

frohe gweahons.

The next page contains the answers to these exercises. After yon have written your 
questions, please compare your answers with the key.
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Answer: Exercise 4
The statement here is complete. The respondent discusses the situation, what was done, reactions, 
and the outcome. Although it is easy to formulate an Additional Information or Expansion 
question, there is little to gain &om asking a probe question.

When you have finished comparing your answers to the key please continue to the next page 
to continue with the remaining exercises.
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Exercise 5
Describe a project that you had to complete with little or no direction.

Aotemenf: "Last semester I had to complete a final project for a senior seminar. I had to do two 
things. First I had to review and critique an established theory in psychology. Then I 
had to conduct a complete research project to test that theory. It was a lot of work and 
it took me a long time to find a theory I wanted to test."

Inconsistency
Expansion

f  robe gwayiio/K.

The next page contains the answers to these exercises. After you have written your 
questions, piease compare your answers with the key.
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Answer: Exercise 5
Inconsistency and Expansion are strategies that will work well here.

The respondent indicates they were asked to conduct a complete research project in one semester, 
an unlikely task. An inconsistency probe would be "It is not normal for a single person to 
complete an entire research project in one semester. Why did it happen in your situation?

Because the statement is somewhat vague, it may be difBcult to form a specific additional 
information question. However, it an expansion question would be "Please tell me more about the 
theory you tested.

The interference strategy migjht be ineSective in this situation because the statement is vague 
rather than rich with detail.

When you have Hnlshed comparing your answers to the key please continue to the next page 
to continue with the remaining exercises.
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Exercise 6
QwggA'on: Describe a past situation requiring teamwork such that successful completion of your 

work was dependent on the work of your coworkers.

"I was a research assistant for two years and was involved in several projects. Each 
one of them required coordination by all involved. The first project I worked on was 
the most complicated. I was given the job of gathering materials to use in the research. 
Before I could begin, my supervisor had to complete the lit review so I knew where to 
get the materials. Once that happened, I was able to finish. After that part was 
complete, we began to design the study, which involved all research members. Then I 
was the person in charge of collecting data. My supervisor had to wait until that was 
complete before she could write up the results. "

Additional Information 
Inconsistency 
Expansion 
Interference

The next page contains the answers to these exercises. After you have written your 
questions, please compare your answers with the key.
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Answer: Exercise 6
Each of the strategies could easily work here.

The respondent discusses duties performed for a project but never mentions the outcome. An 
additional information probe would be "Describe how things turned out regarding the project."

The respondent inqilies they were the only person doing data collection, a duty usually performed 
by multiple people. An inconsistency probe would be "In most situations similar to yours there 
are several people involved with data collection. Why was your situation different?"

The respondent is somewhat vague regarding specific actions performed. An expansion probe 
would be "You mentioned gathering materials but you did not describe it much. Would you 
please tell me more about gathering materials?"

Although the statement is vague in some respects, there is quite a bit of information there, thus, 
an interference probe might be useful. Such a probe might be "Briefly describe what you like 
about working with others."

Please compare your answers to the key and make sure you understand why each strategy 
is suited to the question or not.

You are now completed with training, inform the experimenter that you are ready to proceed to 
the interview phase. Your next task is going to be to interview someone using the techniques 
described in the training materials. You will be provided with the interview questions, the 
deception and truth criteria, and the hst of probe questions available for you to ask during the 
interview.

After the interview, you will complete a questionnaire asking you to answer several questions. 
One of these will ask you to indicate a hiring decision as if you were interviewing this person for 
an actual job. Other questions will assess the honesty of the respondent as well as the usability of 
the checklist.
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Appendix E 

Interview Materials

Interview Questions

1. Describe a school or work project that yon had to complete with little or no 
direction.

2. Describe a time when yon recently had to deal with a difhcnlt coworker or 
cnstomer on a past or cnrrentjob.

3. Discnss a complex problem yon have had to solve in the past.

4. Describe a time when a project tnmed ont to be more difhcnlt than yon thonght it 
wonld be.

5. Tell me abont a sitnation at school or work that reqnired yon to work and 
coordinate with two or more people in order to complete a task.

6. Describe a sitnation where yon had to make a difhcnlt decision that yon knew 
wonld negatively affect someone.

7. Describe a situation that reqnired yon to complete multiple tasks simultaneously.

8. Please discnss a successful project that yon completed as well as a project that did 
not turn out as yon had hoped.
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Criteria Checklist (Criteria type is in parentheses)

During Post
Interview Intervievy
a a a o Q Boasting/Bragging(D) a a a o a
a a a a a Discusses blockages to goal attainment (T) a o a a a
a o o a a Discusses emotions of key participants (T) o a a a a
o a a a a Discusses goals or outcomes (T) a a a a a
a a o a o Discusses lessons learned (T) a a a a a
a o a o a Dissatisfying or less than optimal outcome noted (T) a a a a a
a a a a a Does not discuss past behavior (D) a a a a a
a a a a a Emphasizes own contributions to successful events (D) a a a o o
o a a a a Lack of emotion for emotional event (D) a a a a a
a a a a a Lacks concrete descriptions (D) a a a a a
a a a a a Mentions alternatives that were not used (T) a a o o a
a a a a a Mentions conflict with powerful others (T) a a a o a
a a a a a Mentions unusual/distinct details (T) o a a a a
a a a a o No explanation of stereotypically "odd" behaviors (D) a a a a a
a a o o a Reasons for evaluation of others NOT provided (D) o a o a o

a a o a a Speaks in seeond person tense (D) a a o a o

# Truth # Truth

# Deception #Deception
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Probe Questions

Additional Information
1. Describe how things turned out regarding

2. Tell me more about_______ (the situation, someone's reaction, etc.).

3. What were the circumstances surrounding________ (the situation)?

4. What did you do________ (regarding the situation)?

Inconsistency
1. Most of the time_______ (some activity) is_______ (difBcult, not normal, performed

by professionals, etc.) why were you (able to, asked to) complete it?

2. Typically_______ (some event or reaction happens). Why did this not happen to you?

3. In most situations similar to yours_______ (some event or reaction occurs). Why was
your situation different?

4. It is not normal for______ (event or reaction to occur). Why did it happen in your
situation?

Expansion
1. Please tell me more about

2. Could you give me some examples of

3. I find interesting. Could you tell me more information about that?

4. You mentioned______ but you did not describe it much. Would you please tell me
more about (same as previous blank).

Interference
1. Describe how you have handled

2. Briefly describe

3. Briefly describe a situation where

4. Briefly describe what you like about
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Appendix F
Truth Script

a acAoof or worA pro/act that jyo« Aa«f to compZote w*A ZiAfg or mo dZroctZoa.

In high school, I had to do a senior prqect to graduate. Even though there were guidelines, 
there was not much direction. I had to complete 20 hours of volunteer work, write up a 
description of the work, complete a research project and give a presentation on it, and then 
write a personal philosophy paper. It was difBcult because each aspect of the project was so 
diflerent from the others. The hardest part was Ending volunteer work that I didn't mind 
doing. I ended up volunteering at a children's hospital which turned out pretty good. The 
whole project turned out alright and I graduated.

Criteria: Discusses blockages to goal attainment, discusses goals and outcomes

DescnAe o twMe wAem recewtfy A«(Z to deaf WtA a (ZijQïcaZt coworAer or castomor om a past 
or carroMt yoA.

When I worked at Blockbuster we had a customer who always turned in movies late but 
would try to get out of paying for it. He would say he called ahead and was told that we 
would not charge him. Other times he would say the movie didn't work even though he had it 
for several days. He usually got very upset too. Whenever I talked to him, I would try to 
calmly explain our policies and tell him that he would have to pay. I also told him that if he 
should return non-working movies immediately or at least call. I also told him to make sure 
he talked to a manager about making sure he wasn't charged. He usually paid when I talked 
to him.

Criteria: Discusses emotions of key participants, discusses goals and outcomes

Dwcwss 0  cofmpZex proA/gm* Aave Amf to Wve tAe past.

One time my mom left to help a hiend. She was gone for 3 weeks and I had to help take care 
of my younger brother and sister. I also had to do all the cooking and laundry since my dad 
didn't do that. I am not a very good cook and I got into a bunch of arguments with my dad. I 
also messed up one of his shirts and he said I did it on purpose.

Criteria: Mentions conflict with powerful others, less than optimal outcome, lacks concrete 
descriptions

DescnAf a Zowg wAe» a pro/gcf ZwrMaf owZ fa Ae mare dtgïcwA fAaw paw fAawgAf & wawW Ae.

One time I tried to install a stereo in my car. It was way more difBcult than I thought. I had 
hooked up stereos in my house before but when I tried to hook it up I had no idea what wires 
were for what. After several hours I gave up and had a Biend help me. He showed me what 
wires went where. I did some damage to the wires but we got it working. Next time I will just 
let someone else do it.

Criteria: Blockages to goal attainment, Discusses goals and outcomes. Discusses lessons 
learned
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7WZ mg aAowf a gfAfodow af gcAoaf or Mwr* fAaf rggwfrg«f j/aw fa war* amf caargKnafg wAA fwa 

ar marg /»gapfg im anfgr fa campfgfg a  f a f t

I helped some professors with their research last year. Mostly I helped with collecting data 
but I also helped do some lit searches. Sometimes it would get hectic because I was working 
for two professors. One would ask me to get some articles and the other needed me to help 
with materials. That made things difficult because I needed to be in two places at once. I 
would have to try and coordinate between them because they didn't seem to communicate 
with each other very well. One time I got mad and started arguing with one of them about it. I 
shouldn't have done that but I was tired that day. I enjoyed working with them but if I am 
ever a research assistant again I will only work with one person in charge.

Criteria: Discusses lessons learned, Mentions conflict with powerful others, Discusses 
blockages to goal attainment

DgscrfAg a s&waffom wAgfg yow Aad fo ma*g a d^Tcwff dgc»m« fAafyaw Awgw waw/d Mggafrvgfy 

a/yggf somgoMgL

One time my family was planning a vacation. Right before that I had agreed to help a friend 
who's grandmother had recently died. If I went with my family I would be letting my hiend 
down but if I stayed my mom would be really upset because we had never taken a vacation 
together. It was hard because I didn't want to upset anyone. I thought about asking another 
hiend of mine to help but Ggured that would be tacky. So, I decided to spend the hrst few 
days with my Mend, then I bought my own ticket to fly down and meet my parents. It was 
hard but I think I reached a happy medium.

Criteria: Discusses emotions of participants, Discusses goals and outcomes, mentions 
alternatives not used

DgscnAg a sffwaffom fAaf rggwirgff fa cowpfgfg mwffjipfg fasAs s:mwffaMga»s(x.

Anytime you have a job you have to complete tasks at the same time. It would probably be 
boring if you had a job where you only had to do one thing at a time. Secretaries have to do 
many things at once. My mom did that for a while and she was pretty good at it. I have never 
had ajob where there was too much to do. At Blockbuster I had to answer the phone while 
helping a customer.

Criteria: Does not discuss past behavior, lacks concrete descriptions, speaks in second person 
tensef/gggg ffkcff&s a y?ro/gcf fAof a j?rq/gcf fAaf
Mof fwrm OMf as Aad AopedL

I was on prom committee in high school and we had to decide on themes for the prom. It 
wasn't very difficult, we all got along, got things done. As far as one that didn't work out, 
when I was on a welcoming committee it was a disaster. Nobody was very responsible for 
getting the things done that we had decided to do.

Criteria: Lacks concrete descriptions. Does not discuss past behaviors, Reasons for 
evaluations of others not provided, Less than optimal outcome
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Appendix G
Deception Script

a gcAoof or wort prq/ecf Aatjrow tad to cowpkte w&A f&tk or wo ÆrectioM.

In a marketing class we had to design a marketing strategy for a new product. That is all we 
were told. It was diSicult to get started. I had to drst decide what the new product was then I 
had to figure out how to market it. It was difGcult but it worked out in the end because I am 
somewhat skilled at marketing.

Criteria: Boasting/Bragging, Discusses goals or outcomes

Dascrihg a Awe wAew }̂0 M recgwffy fo deaf w&A a coworkor or casfomgr ow a past
or carrewt yoh.

When I worked at Applebee's we had a manager that was rude. I did not like him much and I 
think he did a really bad job. One time I got into an argument with him. It was really heated 
and I ended up quitting.

Criteria: Reasons for evaluation NOT provided, Lacks concrete descriptions. Does not 
discuss past behavior, Mentions conflict with powerful others

Dwcass a compfexproA/em poa Aave Aawf to so/ve fw tAe past.

I was in an engineering class and we had a group assignment to figure out a way to create a 
bridge with little resources. It was complicated because we could only use materials in the 
surrounding environment. My group members were not very helpful. I came up with the plan 
and then when we were supposed to write it up I was the only one who did anything useful. 
No thanks to my group but the project turned out good because my plan was really creative.

Criteria: Boasting/Bragging, Discusses blockages to goal attainment. Emphasizes own 
contributions, Reasons for evaluation NOT provided

DescrfAg « Awg wAgfi o prq/ggf f»r«g«f owf fo 6g morg «figïcwff (Aawyow & wowW Ag.

One time I tried to install a stereo in my car. It was way more difBcult than I thought. I had 
hooked up stereos in my house before but when I tried to hook it up I had no idea what wires 
were for what. After several hours I gave up and had a Biend help me. He showed me what 
wires went where. I did some damage to the wires but we got it working. Next time I will just 
let someone else do it.

Criteria: Blockages to goal attainment. Discusses goals and outcomes. Discusses lessons 
learned
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Tleff mg a gfAfafiom af fcAaaZ ar w art ftaf ragfargff )zaa fa w art aa<f aaardmafg w t t  fwa 

a r mare /wopZe fm ardgr fa campfefg a fa&t

When I worked with a group in political science class we had to work together to solve 
several diplomatic issues where each person on the team was responsible for getting speciAc 
things done.

Criteria: Lacks concrete descriptions, Does not discuss past behaviors

Descrfhg a sffwaffaa w tare^'aa ta d  fa m ate a dDQïcfdf deckfaa fta f  j^aa tmaw waafd aegafivefy 

ajgtcf ŝ amgaaa.

It's hard when you have to make decisions that hurt other people. You have to be careful not 
to hurt them too much. You should also be careful that you think everything through really 
well. I avoid having to make decisions like that. One time I had to make a difficult choice 
about my family. I didn't want to do it so I just left for a few days and stayed at a hotel.

Criteria: Lacks concrete descriptions, Speaks in second person tense. No explanation of odd 
behavior

Dgscrihg a sffnafmm fAaf fo comp/gfe midf(pfg fasks sfmaffangawsfy.

Cooking requires multitasking. I like to cook but sometimes it gets complicated when you 
have a lot of stuff and only one oven. Last thanksgiving I had to cook a turkey and three other 
dishes. It was hard because they needed diSerent temperatures and diSerent times.

Cnteria:Blockages to goal attainment. Lacks concrete descriptions

fk a sg  dbcfws a /?ra/gcf fAaf j'oa  compkfed as wdZ as a jfrq/ecf fAaf did wof farm oaf

asyoa Aad Aqped

I was on prom committee in high school and we had to decide on themes for the prom. It 
wasn't very diSicult, we all got along, got things done. As far as one that didn't work out, 
when I was on a welcoming committee it was a disaster. Nobody was very responsible for 
getting the things done that we had decided to do.

Criteria: Lacks concrete descriptions. Does not discuss past behaviors. Reasons for 
evaluations of others not provided. Less than optimal outcome
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Appendix H 
Post Interview  Q uestionnaire 1

1. In general, die interviewee was honest in relaying answers.

Strongly Somewhat
disagree Disagree disagree

1 2 3

2. How deceptive was the interviewee?

Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

4

Somewhat
agree Agree

6

Strongly
agree

7

VeryNot at all Sligjitly Moderately
Deceptive Deceptive Deceptive Deceptive Deceptive

1 2 5 6 7

3. What is your hiring recommendation regarding the interviewee?

1. Do not hire

2. Hire

4. How quickly did you make your hiring decision?

Very slowly Somewhat Somewhat
Slowly slowly quickly Quickly

1 2 3 4 5 6

5. How conSdent are you in your decision?

Very Somewhat
unconHdent UnconGdent unconGdent

1 2 3 4 5 (

6. How much did you like the interviewee?

Strongly Somewhat IndiGerent/ Somewhat
dislike Dislike dislike Neutral like Like

1 2 3 4 5 6

Somewhat 
conGdent ConGdent conGdent

Very
quickly

7

Very

Strongly
like

7

7. How difGcult was the criteria checklist to use during the interview?

Very
easy

1
Easy

2

Somewhat
easy

3

Somewhat
difGcult

5

Very
DifGcult DifGcult 

6 7

Please review the interview on the T V. when you are finished with this questionnaire.
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Appendix I 
Post Interview  Q uestionnaire 2

8. In general, the interviewee was honest in relaying answers.

Neither
Strongly Somewhat agree or Somewhat Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree disagree agree Agree agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. How deceptive was the interviewee?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Very
Deceptive Deceptive Deceptive Deceptive Deceptive

1 2 5 6 7

10. How many additional criteria did yon check while watching the interview?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  8+

Please list any additional criteria yon checked.

11. After viewing the video, what is yonr hiring recommendation regarding the interviewee? 
(It is acceptable to change you decision if you feel you want to)

1. Do not hire

2. Hire

12. Were there any criteria critical in making your decision? If yes, please list.

No Yes

13. Was there anything other than the criteria that helped you make your decision? If yes, 
please explain.

No Yes

If your decision Is the same as before please stop here.
If your decision changed from before please answer the following questions.

14. If you changed your decision indicate why you did so.

15. If you changed your decision, where there any specific criteria leading to the change? If 
yes, please list.

No Yes
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Appendix J 
Complete ANOVA Table

DF = 2,122 M5 F n

Training (Structured Interview vs. 
Deception Detection vs. Probe Questions)

Level of Honesty after Interview 0.41 1.40 0.29 .07
Level of Deception after Interview 4.16 0.79 5.28** .28
Quickness of Decision 0.64 1.50 0.42 .08
ConGdence in Decision 0.84 1.17 0.72 .11
How much did you like interviewee 2.24 0.99 2.27 .19
Difficulty of Checklist 7.51 1.82 4.13* .25
Level of Honesty after Video 1.16 1.92 0.60 .10
Level of Deception after Video 2.94 0.73 4.02* .25
# of Additional Criteria Checked 1.98 7.21 0.28 .06
# Truth Criteria During Interview 160.13 28.81 5.56** .29
# Deception Criteria During Interview 106.48 15.44 6.89** .32
# Truth Criteria During Video 100.89 29.52 3.42* .23
# Deception Criteria During Video 97.41 20.72 4.70* .27
# Criteria Correct During Interview 136.12 16.66 8.17** .34
# Criteria Incorrect During Interview 64.12 19.14 3.35* .23
# Criteria Correct During Video 46.04 14.69 3.14* .22
# Criteria Incorrect During Video 121.23 22.94 5.29** .28
% Correct During Interview" 711.47 163.55 4.35* .26
% Incorrect During Interview" 711.47 163.55 4.35* .26
% Correct During Video" 1292.15 154.29 8.38** .35
% Incorrect During Video" 1292.15 154.29 8.38** .35

< .05
**p < .01

indicates analysis conducted with percent x 100
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DF= 1,122 M9 F

Interview Veracity (Truth vs. Deception)
Level of Honesty after Interview 31.75 1.40 22.74** .40
Level of Deception after Interview 5.68 0.79 7.21** .24
Quickness of Decision 36.41 1.50 24.32** .41
Confidence in Decision 19.48 1.17 16.68** .35
How much did you like interviewee 8.68 0.99 8.77** .26
Difficulty of Checklist 2.78 1.82 1.53 .11
Level of Honesty after Video 38.64 1.92 20.09** .38
Level of Deception after Video 9.79 0.73 13.39** .31
# of Additional Criteria Checked 54.04 7.21 7.49** .24
# Truth Criteria During Interview 369.18 28.81 12.81** .31
# Deception Criteria During Interview 676.65 15.44 43.81** .51
# Truth Criteria During Video 378.70 29.52 12.83** .31
# Deception Criteria During Video 852.43 20.72 41.15** .50
# Criteria Correct During Interview 35.00 16.66 2.17 .13
# Criteria Incorrect During Interview 0.78 19.14 0.04 .00
# Criteria Correct During Video 13.23 16.66 0.79 .08
# Criteria Incorrect During Video 3.69 22.94 0.16 .03
% Correct During Interview^ 686.67 163.55 4.20* .18
% Incorrect During Interview* 686.67 163.55 4.20* .18
% Correct During Video* 196.34 154.29 1.27 .10
% Incorrect During Video* 196.34 154.29 1.27 .10

Note: I] = square root of partial effect size.
* j? < .05
** jp < .01

indicates analysis conducted with percent x 100

107



DF = 2,122 MS MSg F n

Training x Interview Veracity

Level of Honesty after Interview 1.57 1.40 1.12 0.13
Level of Deception after Interview 0.91 0.79 1.15 0.14
Quickness of Decision 0.47 1.50 0.31 0.07
Confidence in Decision 0.59 1.17 0.51 0.09
How much did you like interviewee 0.94 0.99 0.95 0.12
Difficulty of Checklist 0.16 1.82 0.09 0.03
Level of Honesty after Video 0.47 1.92 0.25 0.06
Level of Deception after Video 0.28 0.73 0.38 0.08
# of Additional Criteria Checked 3.10 7.21 0.43 0.08
# Truth Criteria During Interview 7.50 28.81 0.26 0.06
# Deception Criteria During Interview 5.48 15.44 0.36 0.08
# Truth Criteria During Video 48.24 29.52 1.63 0.16
# Deception Criteria During Video 4.97 20.72 0.24 0.06
# Criteria Correct During Interview 7.56 16.66 0.47 0.09
# Criteria Incorrect During Interview 10.59 19.14 0.55 0.09
# Criteria Correct During Video 6.54 14.69 0.45 0.08
# Criteria Incorrect During Video 31.53 22.94 1.37 0.15
% Correct During Interview' 448.21 163.55 2.74 0.21
% Incorrect During Interview' 448.21 163.55 2.74 0.21
% Correct During Video' 200.66 154.29 1.30 0.14
% Incorrect During Video' 200.66 154.29 1.30 0.14

Note: T| = square root of partial effect size, 
indicates analysis conducted with percent x 100
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Appendix K 
Tables of Descriptive Statistics

Interview

Honesty
Following
Interview

Deceptive
Following
Interview

Honesty
Following

Video

Deceptive
Following

Video

Truthful
Training

Structured
Interview 5.80 (1.28) 1.83(1.04) 5.59 (1.47) 1.86 (0.80)

Deception
Detection 5.77 (0.65) 2.59 (0.95) 5.33 (1.03) 2.47 (0.98)

Probe
Questions 5.98 (0.97) 1.86 (0.77) 5.67 (1.20) 1.96 (0.95)

Deceptive
Training

Structured
Interview 4.99 (1.28) 2.63 (1.06) 4.47(1.41) 2.76 (0.97)

Deception
Detection 4.75 (1.32) 2.76 (0.81) 4.12(1.71) 2.98 (0.83)

Probe
Questions 4.45 (1.64) 2.32 (0.71) 4.21 (1.43) 2.57 (0.78)

Note: Means are actuated for covariates. Number in parentheses indicates standard 
deviation.
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Interview

Quickness
of

Decision

Confidence
in

Decision

How much 
liked 

Interviewee

Difficulty
of

(Checklist

Additional
Criteria
Checked

Truthful
Training

Structured
Interview 4.91 (1.24) 5.66(1.02) 5.32 (1.11) 4.24(1.45) 2.87 (2.49)

Deception
Detection 5.02(1.35) 5.59 (0.94) 5.47 (0.94) 4.54 (1.08) 2.93 (2.71)

Probe
Questions 5.06 (1.00) 5.64 (0.95) 5.61 (0.95) 5.03 (1.35) 3.49 (2.73)

Deceptive
Training

Structured
Interview

3.80 (1.22) 4.80 (1.48) 4.59(1.48) 4.36(1.34) 3.95 (3.11)

Deception
Detection 4.15(1.47) 4.63 (1.31) 5.29(1.31) 4.94 (1.44) 4.64 (3.01)

Probe
Questions 3.77(1.20) 5.13 (0.85) 4.98 (0.85) 5.25(1.28) 4.12(2.14)

Note: Means are a(^usted for covariates. Number in parentheses indicates standard 
deviation.
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Truth
Criteria

Deception
Criteria

Truth
Criteria

Deception
Criteria

Interview Interview Interview Video Video

Truthiul
Training

Structured
Interview 15.72 (6.97) 4.14 (3.11) 17.63 (7.48) 6.21 (5.16)

Deception
Detection 13.74 (4.47) 7.23 (3.58) 14.14(4.10) 8.18 (4.49)

Probe
Questions 12.10(6.04) 3.94 (3.20) 14.98 (5.85) 5.61 (3.39)

Deceptive
Training

Structured
Interview 11.27 (5.93) 8.48 (5.09) 12.45 (5.41) 10.39 (5.14)

Deception
Detection 10.59 (4.01) 10.90 (4.32) 12.36 (5.93) 13.61 (4.95)

Probe
Questions 7.28 (4.36) 9.05 (4.27) 9.05 (3.28) 11.26 (3.96)

Note: Means are adjusted for covariates. Number in parentheses indicates standard 
deviation.
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Criteria Criteria Criteria Criteria
Correct Incorrect Correct Incorrect

Interview Interview Interview Video Video

Truthful
Training

Structured
Interview 12.71 (3.83) 7.14(3.25) 14.14(3.71) 9.70 (4.35)

Deception
Detection 14.75 (4.08) 6.21 (3.66) 15.14(4.07) 7.19(4.44)

Probe
Questions 10.57(4.11) 5.48(4.15) 13.92 (3.15) 6.66 (4.66)

Deceptive
Training

Structured
Interview 12.61 (4.77) 7.14 (5.75) 14.12(4.36) 8.72 (5.55)

Deception
Detection 15.01 (3.89) 6.48 (4.53) 16.97 (4.47) 9.00 (6.77)

Probe
Questions 12.31 (4.02) 4.03 (4.93) 15.15 (4.39) 5.16(2.92)

Note: Means are actuated for covariates. Number in parentheses indicates standard 
deviation.
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% Correct % Incorrect % Correct % Incorrect
Interview Interview Interview Video Video

Truthful
Training

Structured
Interview .65 (.10) .35 (.10) .60 (.12) .40 (.12)

Deception
Detection .72 (.09) .28 (.09) .71 (.13) .29 (.13)

Probe
Questions .68 (.17) .32 (.17) .70 (.16) .30 (.16)

Deceptive
Training

Structured
Interview .67 (.12) .33 (.12) .64 (.11) .36 (.11)

Deception
Detection .72 (.13) .28 (.13) .68 (.13) .32 (.13)

Probe
Questions .80 (.14) .20 (.14) .76 (.12) .24 (.12)

Note: Means are a<^usted for covariates. Number in parentheses indicates standard 
deviation.
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