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ABSTRACT: This study examined the effect of probing for additional information on
the accuracy of deception detection. One hundred forty-eight experimental interac-
tions were analyzed to see whether deceivers and truthtellers behave differently
when probed and whether probing improved deception detection. Probing pro-
duced a number of changes in nonverbal behavior, several of which differed be-
tween deceivers and truthtellers. Probing may have communicated suspicion or
uncertainty; therefore, deceptive sources were motivated to control their nonverbal
demeanor to mask deception-related cues and appear truthful. Probing did not im-
prove detection. Instead, probing receivers considered all sources more truthful. It
is suggested that suspiciousness and prior knowledge may affect probing’s efficacy.

An assumption underlying research on deception is that receivers at-
tend to behavioral nuances in attempting to detect deception; however,
deciphering nonverbal cues may make up only part of the detection pro-
cess. Prior research shows that observers are rarely able to detect decep-
tion at above chance levels, even though nonverbal cues change when de-
ception occurs (see also DePaulo, Stone, & Lassiter, 1985a; Kraut, 1980;
Zuckerman, DePaulo, & Rosenthal, 1981). This has lead several research-
ers to speculate that receivers must employ additional detection strategies
such as probing for more information to detect deception accurately (De-
Paulo, Zuckerman & Rosenthal, 1980b; Knapp & Comadena, 1979; Kraut,
1980; Zuckerman, DePaulo, & Rosenthal, 1981). Despite this rather obvi-
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ous assertion, only one study (Stiff & Miller, 1986) has investigated the effi-
cacy of probing. The present project was designed to examine the role of
probing in deception detection by ascertaining whether probing (a) affects
the sources’ behavior and (b) improves honesty judgments.

Stiff and Miller (1986) predicted that probing questions elicit nonver-
bal cues that could aid deception detection. Instead, they found that prob-
ing produced only small differences bétween the nonverbal behavior of
deceivers and truthtellers. Furthermore, the nature of probes (accepting
versus suspicious) affected sources’ nonverbal behavior and observers’ at-
tributions of honesty. Suspicious probes produced fewer nonverbal arousal
cues—fewer blinks and smiles and shorter response latencies—and higher
ratings of truthfulness than accepting probes, irrespective of actual deceit.
Thus neither accepting nor suspicious probes increased overall detection
accuracy.

While their study provided a first look at probing, Stiff and Miller
failed to collect data on baseline behavior prior to probing; therefore their
results are open to two alternative explanations. First, only one of their two
types of probing may have produced a change in anxiety and concomitant
arousal cues. For instance, suspicious probes may have produced changes
while accepting probes did not. Second, sources in the suspicious condi-
tion may have behaved differently than those in the accepting condition
throughout the conversations, and the observed difference is a carry-over
from baseline behavior, not an effect of probing.

Another shortcoming is that Stiff and Miller did not examine how the
behaviors changed over time in the conversations. Recently, Buller and
Aune (1987) showed that behaviors related to deception are dynamic.
Some behaviors emerge early in deceptive conversations but dissipate in
later periods. Others do not appear until the middle or end of the decep-
tive conversations. These authors concluded that very few deception-
related behaviors are maintained throughout the conversation. It is likely
that changes produced by probing also will be dynamic. Tests of probing,
then, must examine both changes in the level of a behavior and the stabil-
ity of those changes.

In explaining their results, Stiff and Miller proposed that, when con-
fronted with probes that communicate suspicion, liars monitor and control
their behavior in an attempt to appear sincere. A monitoring explanation is
not unique to their study. Kraut and Poe (1980) speculated that deceivers
can effectively manage their impressions to appear truthful and this skill
accounted for the lack of differences between their deceivers and truthtell-
ers. Toris and DePaulo (1985, p. 1071) proposed that, in face-to-face in-
teractions, deceivers may detect receivers’ suspiciousness and manage
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“their impressions even more carefully, and perhaps even actively [retali-
ate] with special antidetection strategies,” producing lower detection accu-
racy. Hocking and Leathers (1980) suggested that deceivers control those
nonverbal behaviors which most people stereotypically associate with de-
ception. Consistent with this, Buller and Aune (1987) reported that deceiv-
ers encoded fewer arousal cues than truthtellers and attempted to mini-
mize initial changes in behavior.

Liars, though, may not be completely successful at appearing truthful.
In Buller and Aune’s study, deceivers did not eliminate all arousal cues nor
constrain them from emerging as the deceptive conversations unfolded.
DePaulo (DePaulo, Zuckerman, & Rosenthal, 1980a; DePaulo, Stone, &
Lassiter, 1985b) argues that, when motivated to control deception cues,
deceivers should be more successful in nonverbal channels with greater
controllability, sending capacity, and feedback (Ekman & Friesen, 1969,
1974). That is, they should be able to contro!l facial cues but display cues
to deception in the body and voice. Thus it is likely that some deception-
related cues will occur in response to probing; however, they may be
fewer in number and shorter in duration as deceivers attempt to mask
them.

The next issue is whether deceivers and truthtellers manifest different
changes when probed. A study by deTurck and Miller (1985) suggests that
they will. In that study, arousal induced by deception produced changes
which differed in degree or level from changes produced by arousal unre-
lated to deception. For example, deceivers displayed more hand gestures
and longer response latencies, whereas aroused nondeceivers decreased
their display of these cues. Also, deceivers increased their adaptors 10
times more than aroused nondeceivers and decreased their talking time
twice as much. If one assumes that probing arouses truthtellers, as well as
challenges deceivers, then probing should produce changes in all sources,
but deceivers should display a different degree of behavior change than
truthtellers.

In sum, behavior during probing should distinguish deceivers from
truthtellers, and differences are likely to be manifested in the magnitude,
as well as the type, of behavior change. In addition, to the extent that
sources faced with probes monitor and control their displays, differences
between deceivers’ and truthtellers’ behaviors should be greatest imme-
diately following the onset of probing but should decrease over time as
deceivers manage their behavior. It is possible, though, that a few decep-
tion-related changes will persist or emerge over time, particularly in less
controllable channels such as the voice and body. The following study
employed a cross-sectional interrupted time series design to explore the
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changes in deceivers’ and truthtellers’ behaviors when faced with probing
questions. In addition, the effect of probing on attributions of honesty was
examined.

Method

Overview

In 148 interactions, a receiver interviewed a source about her/his responses to
a personality scale. After one minute of interaction, half of the receivers probed for
additional information. Receivers completed a posttest which assessed honesty at-
tributions. The nonverbal behavior of all sources was coded in 15-second time pe-
riods during the 30 seconds prior to and after the onset of probing. This constituted
a cross-sectional interrupted time series design.

Participants

Two hundred thirty-nine (239) undergraduate students from a large southwest-
ern university were recruited from lower division communication courses and
given extra credit for participating. Ninety-one (91) participants served as receivers.
Of these, 57 interacted with two sources, and 34 interacted with only one source
(23 sources failed to appear).

Self-Report Measures

Source Pretest. The source pretest consisted of either Crowne and Marlowe's
(1964) Social Desirability scale or Snyder’s (1974) Self-Monitoring scale. Sources
answered each question true or false and their responses were used as topics for
the experimental interviews.

Source Posttest. Following each interaction, the source completed a two item
posttest designed to check the deception manipulation. The first question asked
sources whether they told the truth or lied and the second asked what percentage
of their responses was truthful.

Receiver Posttest. After each interview, the receiver completed a 44-item ver-
sion of Burgoon and Hale’s (1987) relational message scale. Embedded in this scale
were two items measuring attributions of honesty: He/she was honest; he/she was
not sincere. They were summed to form an initial honesty attribution scale. After
completing both interactions, the receiver was informed that the sources may have
been lying and was asked to judge whether each source was telling the truth or ly-
ing. This was a second measure of the honesty attribution.

Procedure

Participants arrived at the research lab in groups of three. The experimenter
explained that the study examined how people communicate in natural conversa-
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tions. The sources were taken to a separate room where they completed their pre-
tests. Meanwhile, the receiver was seated in one of two chairs positioned approxi-
mately 3.5 feet from each other.

The receiver was told that he/she would interview each of the sources sepa-
rately about their answers to the personality scales; however, the actual purpose of
the study was to see how people respond to different styles of questioning. In the
probing condition, the receiver was asked to be a “confederate” and manipulate
question-asking behavior. The receiver was instructed to begin by simply asking
the source whether he/she answered true or false to each question. Then, when the
experimenter walked through the room and into an adjoining room, the receiver
was to change her/his questioning, by first asking for the true-false answer and then
asking why the source gave that answer. The receiver was to ask follow-up ques-
tions until he/she understood the reason for the answer. Each successive answer
was to be probed with indepth questions untif the experimenter stopped the inter-
action. In the no probe condition receivers were told to read each question and ask
whether the source answered “true” or “false,” but not to discuss any of the an-
swers. The receiver was not informed that deception was being manipulated.

Immediately preceding the interaction, the source was informed that the re-
ceiver was going 1o interview her/him about the responses to one of the personality
scales. For truthful sources, the final instruction was to answer the interviewer hon-
estly. For deceptive sources, the final instruction was to lie about all the answers,

When the source was reunited with the receiver, the experimenter briefly re-
viewed the instructions and signalled the receiver to start the interview. After one
minute of interaction, the experimenter entered the room and crossed into an ad-
joining room. After another minute, the experimenter stopped the interview. The
receiver and source completed their posttests. During the interaction, the experi-
mental assistant recorded the source’s true/false responses, and these were com-
pared to the source’s answers on the pretest to check the deception manipulation.
In addition, the behavior of the source was videotaped during the interaction.

The second interview proceeded in the same fashion. The receiver completed
the final posttest revealing the deception manipulation at the conclusion of this
interview. Roles, order of sources, personality scales, deception condition, and
probe condition were alternated to avoid order effects.

Nonverbal Behavior Measures

Fight undergraduate students coded the nonverbal behaviors listed in Table 1.
Behaviors were coded in 15-second intervals, beginning 30 seconds prior to the
first probe and continuing 30 seconds after the first probe. A combination of fre-
quency counts (speech errors, speaking turns, interruptions (simultaneous talk re-
sulting in turn exchange), talkovers (simultaneous talk not resulting in turn ex-
change), responses to a question, gazes, shrug emblems, illustrators, adaptors
{Friesen, Ekman, & Wallbott, 1979}, head nods, smiles, and head shakes), timings
(talking time, response latency, gazing time), and 5-point bipolar ratings (facial ani-
mation, facial pleasantness) were performed. Ebel’s intraclass correlations were
calculated to measure interrater reliability and were sufficiently high on all nonver-
bal behaviors except facial pleasantness which was omitted (Table 1).
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TABLE 1

Interrater Reliability: Ebel’s Intraclass Correlations

Intraclass Intraclass

Behavior Correlation Correlation
Interruptions .78 Shrug Emblems .88
Talkovers .82 Ilustrators .90
Pauses .94 Brief Face & Head Adaptors .65
Speech Errors - .78 Long Face & Head Adaptors .90
Speaking Time .97 Brief Body Adaptors 74
Number of Turns 92 Long Body Adaptors 71
Response Latency Time .93 Brief Object Adaptors 77
Number of Responses .98 Long Object Adaptors .86
Nodding .83

Head Shaking .89 Postural Shifts .94
Smiling 79 Gazing Time .93
Facial Animation .64 Number of Gazes .85
Facial Pleasantness .26

Results

Manipulation Check

The deception manipulation was successful. In the truth condition, 39
sources provided a truthful response to every “true/false” question. The 35
truthful sources who did not provide truthful answers to all questions aver-
aged only 1.89 deceptive responses to an average of 16.6 questions per in-
terview. Truthful sources also reported that on average 91.3% of their re-
sponses to the receivers were true. In the deception condition, 34 sources
gave deceptive responses to every “true/false” question. The 37 deceptive
sources who did not provide deceptive answers to all questions averaged
only 3.0 truthfu! responses to an average of 15.1 questions per interview.
Deceptive sources said that 16.0% of their responses were truthful.

Behavioral Analysis

Statistical analysis. Cross-sectional interrupted time-series analysis
(Simonton, 1977) was performed on the behaviors in Table 1. Analyses
were conducted separately on truthtellers and deceivers, using the follow-
ing regression equation:
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Y, = by + boXy + bsZ + bat + bsXit + bgXit + b,Zt + bgXZt

In the analysis, by is the pre-intervention intercept of the control (no
probe) group; b, is the estimate of the difference between the pre- and
post-intervention intercept of the control group (i.e., controls for historical
artifact); b, is the estimate of the difference between the pre-intervention
intercepts of the control and experimental (probe) groups (tests equiva-
lence of control group); b, is the estimate of the pre-intervention slope of
the control group (historical artifact); bs is the estimate of the difference
between the post-intervention intercepts of the control and experimental
groups (effect of intervention on level of behavior); by is the estimate of
change in the control group’s slope after the intervention (historical arti-
fact); b, is the estimate of the difference between the pre-intervention
slopes of the control and experimental groups (equivalence of control
group); and bg is the estimate of the difference between the post-inter-
vention slopes of the control and experimental group (effect of intervention
on rate of behavior).

A necessary condition for applying the preceding equation is equiva-
lence between the experimental and control groups (i.e., by = b, =0).
For behaviors which had nonequivalent control groups,' the regression
analyses were performed independently on each of the four groups in the
study — probed truthtellers, control (i.e., no-probe) truthtellers, probed de-
ceivers, and control deceivers—using the following equation (Simonton,
1977):

Y, = by + boX; + bst + byXit

In this analysis, b, is an estimate of the pre-intervention intercept, b, is an
estimate of the difference between the pre- and post-intervention intercepts
(effect on level of behavior), b; is an estimate of the rate of change in the
behavior before the intervention, and b, is an estimate of the difference
between the pre- and post-intervention regression slopes (effect on rate of
behavior). Nonverbal behaviors demonstrating significant auto-correlations
were corrected prior to the analysis (Simonton, 1977).

In the following report, only the significant effects of probing on level
and rate (i.e., slope) of each behavior are presented.

Vocalic behavior. The analyses on vocalic behavior revealed several
effects due to probing and a few differences between truthtellers and de-

"Nonequivalent control groups existed for number of turns, number of responses (de-
ceivers only), gazing time, number of gazes, brief face and head adaptors (truthtellers only),
postural shifts (truthtellers only), head nodding (truthtellers only), smiling, head shaking, and
facial animation.
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ceivers. Probing significantly increased the number of speech etrors (truth-
tellers 1(1,272) = 2.24, p<.05; deceivers (1,267) =2.18, p<.05) and
pauses (truthtellers (1,272)=2.65, p<.05; deceivers t(1,267)=3.47,
p <.05). Truthtellers made more errors than deceivers throughout the con-
versations, while truthtellers paused more than deceivers only during the
periods preceding probing. After probing commenced, deceivers increased
their pausing rate to match that by truthteilers (Table 2). Probing also
caused sources to talk longer (truthtellers «(1,272) = 5.82, p<<.05; deceiv-
ers t(1,267) = 4.33, p<<.05). Although it naturally took more time to ex-
plain an answer than to reply true or false, deceivers consistently talked for
less time than truthtellers and displayed smaller gains in talking time when
responding to probes. This suggests that deceivers were consistently more
reticent than truthtellers (Table 2).

The time-series analysis on number of responses to questions showed
that deceivers answered more questions than truthtellers immediately fol-
lowing the onset of probing (truthtellers £(1,272) = 1.93, p>.05; deceivers
t(1,142) = 3.20, p<.05) (Table 2). This may be due to deceivers provid-
ing shorter or less complete answers than truthtellers. By the last time pe-
riod, though, deceivers and truthteliers responded to the same number of
questions (significant post-interruption decreasing slope for deceivers
t(1,142) =7.24, p<.05). The analysis of response latency, however,
showed that latency was not affected by probing, and truthtellers and de-
ceivers encoded similar length response latencies throughout the conversa-
tions. However, truthtellers may have interrupted receivers more when re-
sponding to probes than deceivers (post-interruption slope for truthtellers
t(1,272) =1.71, p = .08).

Eye contact. Probing increased eye contact by deceivers, t(1,142) =
2.24, p<.05, but not by truthtellers, t(1,156) = 1.70, p>.05 (Table 2).
Further, it appears that deceivers in the probing condition engaged in less
eye contact throughout the conversations than truthteilers (Table 2). Even
when they attempted to increase it during probing, they did not display
quite as much eye contact as truthtellers.

Facial behavior. Facial animation may have been altered by probing
(Table 2). While the analysis showed no significant effect for probing on
deceivers’ facial animation (effect of probing on level ¢(1,142) = .34, p>
.05 and rate of animation t(1,142) = 1.40, p>.05), facial animation de-
creased when deceivers were not probed, (level t(1,102) =2.77, p<.05;
rate {(1,102) = 6.90, p<<.05). Also, truthtellers’ facial animation decreased
in the latter half of the interactions, {1,156) = 1.98, p<<.05. Thus probing
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TABLE 2

Nonverbal Behavior by Time Period

Behavior
Pauses

Interruptions

Speech Errors

Speaking Time

Number of

Responses

Gazing Time

Brief Face &
Head Adaptors

Head Nodding

Facial Animation

Condition
Truth

Deception

Truth

Deception

Truth

Deception

Truth

Deception

Truth

Deception

Truth

Deception

Truth

Truth

Truth

Deception

Probe
Control
Probe
Control

Probe
Control
Probe
Control

Probe
Control
Probe
Control

Probe
Control
Probe
Control

Probe
Control
Probe
Control

Probe
Control
Probe
Control

Probe
Control

Probe
Control

Probe
Control
Probe
Control

.09
14
.03
.14

.00
.00
.00
.00

.06
.00
01
.00

.87
.89
.67

2.23
2.26
2.08
1.93

3.55
6.32
3.08
6.79

.02
.00

1.09
.75

1.73
3.19
1.74
3.09

Time Period
2 3
31 1.59
.20 27
12 1.53
.18 .25
.02 11
.00 .00
.00 .05
.03 .03
.03 .58
.00 .00
.01 .36
.07 .03
2.22 9.41
1.07 .90
1.47 7.05
.85 .83
3.09 2.35
3.08 3.14
3.30 2.84
2.70 2.51
5.53 10.30
8.77 8.42
4.40 9.32
9.46 9.41
.18 .23
.00 .07
1.83 1.02
1.05 .76
2.55 3.04
4.47 4.32
2.45 3.19
4.41 4.38

1.67
.39

.16

.05
.00
.08
.02

.57
.00
40
.00

9.07
1.09
8.26

.96

2.30
3.14
2.31
2.54

11.27
7.79
9.52
9.20

.16
.04

1.19
.75

3.24
4.26
3.42
4.26




164

JOURNAL OF NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR

may have motivated deceivers to maintain their pre-probe level of facial
animation.

Head behavior. Truthtellers significantly decreased their display of
head nodding—a sign of agreement—when probed, t(1,156)=2.32,
p<.05 (Table 2). By contrast, deceivers’ use of head nods was not signifi-
cantly affected by probing, t(1,261) = .60, p>.05 (Table 2).

Summary. The results showed that probing had a significant impact on
the behavior of all sources, Some of the behavior changes were a function
of the qualitative change in the conversation once probing began and were
manifested by both deceivers and truthtellers. In particular, probing in-
creased speech errors, pausing, and talking time. Other changes brought
about by probing seemed to be influenced by whether sources were telling
the truth or deceiving and suggested that deceivers may have monitored
and controlled their behavior in response to probing more than truthtellers.
Specifically, when probed deceivers increased their gazing and maintained
their facial animation. Further, deceivers made more responses and inter-
rupted receivers less than truthtellers. Finally, a few nonverbal behaviors
distinguished deceivers from truthtellers throughout the conversation, in-
cluding fewer speech errors and pauses, and shorter responses by deceiv-
ers. These differences also suggested that deceivers monitored and con-
trolled their presentations.

Attributional Analysis

Statistical analysis. The two honesty attribution measures were ana-
lyzed by 2 (deception) X 2 (probing) within-subjects ANOVAs, employing
a sequential sums-of-squares method. The sequential sums-of-squares
method increased the power of the test on the probing factor, by including
all interviewers in the equation. When testing the within-subjects decep-
tion factor, the analysis omitted interviewers who did not interact with two
sources.

Honesty attributions. There was a significant main effect for probing
on the two-item honesty measure, F(1,89) = 4.45, p<.05. Receivers who
probed judged sources to be more truthful (M = 11.25) than receivers who
did not probe (M = 10.19). This honesty judgment was not affected by the
deception condition, F(1,55)=1.17, p>.05, or by the interaction be-
tween deception and probing, F(1,55) = .59, p>.05. Thus probing did not
increase detection accuracy; it merely increased attributions of truthful-
ness.
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The within-subjects ANOVA produced no significant main effects on
the single dichotomous honesty judgment receivers made on the final
posttest: probing F(1,88) = .31, p>.05; deception (F(1,55)=2.73, p>
.05. The interaction between probing and deception condition also was
nonsignificant, F(1,55) = .34, p>.05.

Discussion

Effects on Behavior

This study examined the impact of probing on the nonverbal behavior
of truthtellers and deceivers and on receivers’ honesty attributions. Behav-
iorally, probing changed the nature of all conversations, by shifting from
a very restrictive format involving single-word answers (i.e., “true” or
“false”) to a more extended discussion requiring longer responses.

However, probing also distinguished deceivers from truthtellers. One
explanation for these changes is that deceivers were more concerned with
controlling their nonverbal behavior than truthtellers. As mentioned, moti-
vated deceivers may be able to control behaviors in those channels more
amenable to control, like the face, but unable to control behaviors in less
controllable channels, such as the body and voice (DePaulo et al., 1980a;
DePaulo et al., 1985b). This greater control over the face is evident in
gaze, which deceivers increased when probed. Deceivers may have been
motivated to control gaze by the strong social stereotype linking less eye
contact to deception (Hocking & Leathers, 1980; Hocking, Miller, & Fon-
tes, 1978; Zuckerman, Koestner, & Driver, 1981; see Zuckerman, De-
Paulo, & Rosenthal, 1981, and Zuckerman & Driver, 1985, for similar be-
havior by motivated liars).

That deceivers talked less and responded to more questions than truth-
tellers when probing first commenced suggests that deceivers were more
reticent than truthtellers. Reticence may have been a strategy to avoid pro-
viding information which deceivers feared would reveal their deceit, How-
ever, by being reticent, they may have provided insufficient answers, caus-
ing receivers to ask additional follow-up questions. By contrast, truthtellers
may have provided more information and therefore more adequate an-
swers, stimulating follow-up comments rather than follow-up questions
from receivers. Deceivers, though, may have noticed the inadequacy of
their replies and adjusted them accordingly, since the number of responses
by deceivers matched the number of responses by truthtellers in the last
time period. :
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Reticence also may account for less frequent interruptions by deceiv-
ers. Deceivers may have been content to allow receivers to ask entire
questions, rather than respond hurriedly. Alternately, the lack of interrup-
tions may have stemmed from deceivers’ need to formulate deceptive re-
sponses. Prior research has found that deceivers take longer to respond to
questions (cf., Zuckerman & Driver, 1985), a difference attributed to the
higher cognitive effort required to formulate deceptive responses. While
the current experiment did not find a difference in response latency, it is
possible that deceivers took full advantage of the time needed to ask a
question to formulate their responses. However, deceivers may have made
a point of responding immediately after the question finished to mask their
deceit, since response latencies are stereotypically associated with deceit
(Hocking et al., 1978; Zuckerman, Koestner, & Driver, 1981). By contrast,
truthtellers required less time to formulate a reply and as a result often re-
sponded before questions were completed. Thus, deceivers actually took
more time to answer than truthtellers, but given the way truthtellers be-
haved, this hesitancy appeared in the form of less interruptive behavior
than as longer silences following a question.

Several of the behavioral changes produced by deception, irrespective
of probing, further imply that deceivers monitored and controlled their
nonverbal presentation. Increased speech errors and pauses, and longer re-
sponses, are stereotypically associated with deception {Hocking & Leath-
ers, 1980; Hocking et al., 1978; Zuckerman, Koestner, & Driver, 1981);
therefore, deceivers may have been motivated to inhibit these cues. On
the other hand, that deceivers seemed to gaze less throughout the conver-
sations may have reflected their anxiety (Zuckerman, DePaulo, & Rosen-
thal, 1981; Zuckerman & Driver, 1985). Even more interesting is the fact
that deceivers actively increased gazing when probed but were unable to
match the eye contact exhibited by truthtellers. This supports Buller and
Anne’s (1987) contention that motivated deceivers are not entirely success-
ful at controlling all facets of their nonverbal demeanor.

The behavioral analysis, then, showed that probing changed the na-
ture of conversational behavior by requiring longer, more elaborate re-
sponses. However, probing also caused deceivers to modify their nonver-
bal behavior in order to appear more truthful, perhaps because the act of
probing communicated suspicion, disbelief, or uncertainty about sources’
responses. Moreover, deceivers actually may have appeared maore truthful
than truthtellers, not only in response to probes but throughout the conver-
sations. Deceivers, though, did not achieve entirely truthful presentations.

One qualification to these data is that by measuring only two time
segments before and after probing, the analysis did not test for curvilinear
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trends in behavior changes (i.e., whether changes persisted or dissipated).
Therefore, the lifespan of each behavior change is not known. A second
concern is whether the deception task was sufficiently arousing to generate
deception apprehension. Deceiving a partner who has the ability to inter-
act should be more arousing than simply deceiving an observer (Buller &
Aune, 1987). Moreover, the shift from true/false answers to elaborate ex-
planations should have been arousing, since deceivers may have felt suc-
cessful during the baseline period where their answers were unchallenged.

Effects on Honesty Attributions

Given the mixed set of nonverbal cues, it is not surprising that probing
did not aid deception detection. By communicating suspicion or uncer-
tainty about the sources’ responses, probing may have caused both deceiv-
ers and truthtellers to present some cues indicative of truthfulness. And,
even though deceivers’ modified their behaviors differently from those of
the truthtellers, receivers may have been misled by these truth-related
cues. Faced with mixed messages, receivers may have discounted the de-
ception cues, especially since they had no contextual cues that suggested
deception as a possible explanation for the changes in nonverbal behavior
(DePaulo et al., 1985a). That is, without situational cues to deception,
receivers relied on their general assumption of veracity (Zuckerman, De-
Paulo, & Rosenthal, 1981) and attributed honesty to sources whom they
probed, because these sources encoded behaviors linked to stereotypes of
truthtellers. By contrast, sources who were not probed may have exerted
less control over their presentations, because they received a false sense of
success when receivers did not pursue their reasons for the “true/false”
answers.

The question that remains is whether probing can be an effective de-
tection strategy. While the present data do not paint a very optimistic pic-
ture, two design decisions may have reduced probing’s efficacy. First, the
present experiment used strangers. The efficacy of probing is predicated on
the idea that probes obtain additional information with which to check the
veracity of source’s statements. It follows that receivers with more knowl-
edge about the source should be able to detect deception because they
can recognize changes in behavior (Brandt, Miller, & Hocking, 1980a,
1980b, 1982) and verify the verbal portion of a response. The strangers in
this experiment may have been handicapped by their lack of prior knowl-
edge about the sources when attributing deception, making probing less
efficacious. Likewise, the true/false responses prior to probing may have
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provided limited knowledge of baseline behavior and further reduced the
effectiveness of probing for strangers.

The second design decision that may have affected detection was to
leave receivers naive to deception. it is possible that suspicion would im-
prove the efficacy of probing. Suspicious receivers may pay closer atten-
tion to nonverbal channels likely to leak deception clues, such as vocal
cues, and they may be more sensitive to the channel discrepancies arising
from deceivers’ attempts to minimize deception cues (Zuckerman, Spiegel,
DePaulo, and Rosenthal, 1982). In addition, suspicious receivers may ask
more challenging, pointed questions that trap deceivers. Challenging ques-
tions also may overmotivate deceivers to control their behaviors, resulting
in substantial departures from truthtellers” behavior or mixed messages pro-
duced by successfully controlling some behaviors but not others (Buller &
Aune, 1987; DePaulo et al., 1985b).2

In sum, probing caused deceivers to manage their nonverbal presenta-
tions and minimize behaviors stereotypically associated with deception. As
a result, probing did not improve deception detection, rather probers were
more convinced that all sources were truthful. The utility of probing as a
detection strategy may lie in how much prior knowledge the receiver pos-
sesses about the source, both in terms of baseline behavior and back-
ground information. In addition, suspicion may be instrumental. Sources
may perceive suspicion in probes and manage their presentation. Suspi-
cion also may affect how receivers probe and process responses.

References

Bauchner, J. E. (1978). Accuracy in detecting deception as a function of level of relationship
and communication history. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Michigan State Univer-
sity.

Brandt, D. R., Miller, G. R. & Hocking, J. E. (1980a). Effects of self-monitoring and familiarity
on deception detection. Communication Quarterly, 28, 3-10.

Brandt, D. R., Miller, G. R. & Hocking, ). E. (1980b). The truth-deception attribution: Effects
of familiarity on the ability of observers to detect deception. Human Communication Re-
search, 6, 99-110.

2Prior knowledge and suspicion do not guarantee probing efficacy. Receivers may be
hesitant to attribute deception to well-known partners (Bauchner, 1978; Buller, 1987; McCor-
nack & Parks, 1985; Miller, Bauchner, Hocking, & Brandt, 1981), because with greater inti-
macy comes an assumption of truth. Thus, probing may be effective only with acquaintances
and friends, but not with intimates. Similarly, challenging questions from suspicious receivers
may simply improve deceivers’ control over nonverbal and verbal cues (Stiff & Miller, 1986)
or suspicion may simply make receiver more skeptical of deceivers and truthtellers, alike
(Toris & DePaulo, 1985). Still, both factors warrant examination before making final conclu-
sions about the efficacy of probing.



169

BULLER, COMSTOCK, AUNE, STRZYZEWSKI

Brandt, D. R., Miller, G. R. & Hocking, J. E. (1982). Familiarity and lie detection: A replica-
tion and extension. Western Journal of Speech Communication, 46, 276-290.

Buller, D. B., & Aune, R. K. {1987). Nonverbal cues to deception among intimates, friends,
and strangers. Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 11, 269-290.

Burgoon, J. K., & Hale, J. L. (1987). Validation and measurement of the fundamental themes
of relational communication. Communication Monographs, 54, 19-41.

Crowne, D., & Marlowe, D. (1964). The approval motive: Studies in evaluative dependence.
New York: Wiley.

DePaulo, B. M., Stone, J. |., & Lassiter, G. D. (1985a). Deceiving and detecting deceit. In B.
R. Schlenker (Ed.), The self and social life (pp. 323-370). New York: McGraw-Hill.
DePaulo, B. M., Stone, J. I., & Lassiter, G. D. (1985b). Telling ingratiating lies: Effects of tar-
get sex and target attractiveness on verbal and nonverbal deceptive success. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 48, 1191-1203.

DePaulo, B. M., Zuckerman, M., & Rosenthal, R. (1980a). Detecting deception: Modality ef-
fects. In L. Wheeler (Ed.), Review of personality and social psychology (pp. 125-162).
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

DePaulo, B. M., Zuckerman, M., & Rosenthal, R. (1980b). The deceptions of everyday life.
Journal of Communication, 30, 216-218.

deTurck, M. A., & Miller, G. R. (1985). Deception and arousal: 1solating the behaviorai cor-
relates of deception. Human Communication Research, 12, 181-202.

Ekman, P., & Friesen, W. V. (1969). Nonverbal leakage and clues to deception. Psychiatry,
32, 88-105.

Ekman, P., & Friesen, W. V. (1974). Detecting deception from the body or face. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 29, 288-298.

Friesen, W. V., Ekman, P., & Wallbott, H. (1979). Measuring hand movements. journal of
Nonverbal Behavior, 4, 97-1 2.5

Hocking, J. E., & Leathers, D. G. (1980). Nonverbal indicators of deception: A new theoreti-
cal perspective. Communication Monographs, 47, 119-131.

Hocking, J. E., Miller, G. R., & Fontes, N. E. (1978). Videotape in the courtroom. Trial,
52-55.

Knapp, M. L. & Comadena, M. E. (1979). Telling it like it isn't: A review of theory and re-
search on deceptive communications. Human Communication Research, 5, 15-29.
Kraut, R. (1980). Humans as lie detectors: Some second thoughts. fournal of Communication,

30, 209-216.

Kraut, R. & Poe, D. (1980). On the line: The deception judgements of customs inspectors and
laymen. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39, 784-798.

McCornack, S. A. & Parks, M. R. (1985). Deception detection and relationship development:
The other side of trust. In M. L. Mclaughlin (Ed.), Communication yearbook 9, (pp.
337-389). Beverly Hills CA: Sage.

Miller, G. R., Bauchner, J. E., Hocking, ). E. & Brandt, D. R. (1981). “. . . . and nothing but
the truth”: How well can observers detect deceptive testimony? in B. D. Sales (Ed.), Per-
spectives in law and psychology. Volume 3, The jury, judicial and trial process.

Simonton, D. K. (1977). Cross-sectional time-series experiments: Some suggested statistical
analyses. Psychological Bulletin, 84, 489-503.

Snyder, M. (1974). Self-monitoring of expressive behavior. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 30, 526-537,

Stiff, J. B. & Miller, G. R. (1986). “Come to think of it . . . ”: Interrogative probes, deceptive
communication, and deception detection. Human Communication Research, 12, 339-
358.

Toris, D., & DePaulo, B. M. (1985). Effects of actual deception and suspiciousness of decep-
tion on interpersonal perceptions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47,
1063-1073.

Zuckerman, M., DePaulo, B. M., & Rosenthal, R. (1981). Verbal and nonverbal communica-
tion of deception. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology
(Vol. 14, pp. 1-59). New York: Academic Press.



170

JOURNAL OF NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR

Zuckerman, M., & Driver, R. E. (1985). Telling lies: Verbal and nonverbal correlates of de-
ception. In A, W. Siegman & S. Feldstein (Eds.), Multichannel integrations of nonverbal
behavior (pp. 129-148). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Zuckerman, M., Koestner, R., & Driver, R. E. (1981). Beliefs about cues associated with de-
ception. journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 6, 105-114.

Zuckerman, M., Spiegel, N. H., DePaulo, B. M., & Rosenthal, R. (1982). Nonverbal strate-
gies for decoding deception. journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 6, 171-187.



