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Abstract (150)

Unlike truth-tellers’ statements that show forgetting, lie-tellers’ statements appear less
sensitive to delay. For lie-tellers this failure to correctly simulate forgetting has been referred
to as a stability bias. This experiment tests two explanations for this stability bias: the
‘miscalibration’ hypothesis and the ‘strategic’ hypothesis. Using a 2 (Task Type: recall
estimate vs strategic estimate) x 2 (Delay: immediate vs. three-week) design, participants (n
= 142) either estimated how much detail a truth-teller might remember from an intelligence
briefing (testing the miscalibration hypothesis), or how much detail was necessary to make a
fabricated statement about the same intelligence briefing appear convincing to others (testing
the strategic hypothesis). Before making these estimates, participants were informed that the
briefing occurred immediately beforehand, or three-weeks beforehand. Recall estimates
correctly predicted forgetting would occur after a three-week delay. Strategic estimates did

not vary as a function of statement-time. No differences in subjective beliefs emerged.
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Introduction

Genuine memory performance is time sensitive (Anderson, 1983; Ayers & Reder,
1998; Wixted & Carpenter, 2007). Information recalled from memory becomes less
accessible with increased delay between encoding and retrieval (Penrod, Loftus & Winkler,
1982; Wixted & Ebbesen, 1997), with declining performance occurring rapidly at first, before
plateauing (a pattern known as the forgetting curve; Ebbinghaus, 1885; Murre & Dros, 2015).
In contrast, when lie-tellers provide statements after delays, their reported statements tend to
underestimate the effects of forgetting (Harvey et al., 2017a; 2019; 2020; lzotovas et al.,
2018; Nahari, 2018). This has been referred to as a ‘stability bias’ effect (Harvey et al.,
2017b). Although the mechanism responsible for this stability bias effect amongst deceivers
is currently not understood (Harvey et al., 2019), two potential explanations have been
proposed: (i) the ‘miscalibration’ hypothesis and (ii) the ‘strategic’ hypothesis (Harvey et al.,
2017b; 2019). According to the miscalibration hypothesis, the stability bias effect is
attributable to lie-tellers’ inability to accurately estimate the extent of genuine forgetting over
time. According to the strategic hypothesis, the stability bias is underpinned by lie-tellers’
motivation to over-report details after delays in order to appear convincing to others. The aim
of this current experiment is to test the extent to which either hypothesis can account for the
stability bias effect amongst lie-tellers.

In most deception experiments, truth tellers and lie-tellers are typically interviewed
immediately after experiencing some target event (Harvey et al., 2019; Nahari, 2018; Vrij,
2008). Fewer studies have explored the effects of delay upon suspects’ verbal statements (c.f.
Harvey et al., 2017Db; lzotovas et al., 2018; Nahari, 2018). However, from this initial research
on the effects of delay, three main findings have emerged. Firstly, consistent with established
memory theory predicting that forgetting occurs over time (Anderson, 1983; Ayers & Reder,

1998; Wixted & Carpenter, 2007), truth-tellers report fewer details when interviewed after



Running Head: Testing ‘miscalibration’ and ‘strategic’ hypotheses.

delays compared to when interviewing occurs immediately (e.g. Harvey et al., 2017a; Nahari,
2018). Secondly, and the focus of the current experiment, lie-tellers fail to accurately
simulate this pattern of forgetting after delays in their own statements (e.g. l1zotovas et al.,
2018; also see Vrij et al., 2009), thereby displaying a stability bias effect (Harvey et al.,
2017b). This stability bias emerges both when lie-tellers incorporate imagined delays into
their statements (Harvey et al., 2017b, Study 1) and when lie-tellers fabricate statements after
experiencing real delays (Harvey et al., 2017b, Study 2; Harvey et al., 2017a; 2019, 2020).
Thirdly, as truth-tellers typically report more details than lie-tellers when interviewed without
delay (Amado, Arce, Farifia, & Vilarino, 2016), deceptive and genuine statements are more
similar in terms of reported detail when interviewing occurs after delays, compared to when
interviewing is immediate (Harvey et al., 20173, Izotovas et al., 2018; Nahari, 2018).

Examination of the stability bias is important. For example, it may be useful to know
why lie-tellers display a stability bias effect after delays in order to develop interviewing
techniques to exploit their specific mental processes (e.g. Harvey et al., 2019). Although it is
theoretically unclear why the stability bias effect amongst deceivers emerges, at least two
alternative hypotheses can be posited.

The miscalibration hypothesis is theoretically based upon the dual view of
metacognitive judgements derived from the Cue Utilization Approach (Koriat, 1997; Koriat
et al., 2004; Kornell et al., 2009). According to this theory, metacognitive judgements are
either (a) theory-based or (b) experience-based. The former requires the explicit application
of theory and belief (i.e. knowledge about memory decay across time), whist the latter
utilizes processing of actual items in memory (i.e. strength and precision of genuine
recollection to act as a guide). Although the relative dominance of each explanation is unclear
(but see Harvey et al., 2017Db), it is well-established that individuals typically hold false

beliefs about memory, e.g. believing that information is permanently stored in memory, in a
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manner similar to that of a computer or video camera (Legaut & Laurence, 2007; Loftus &
Loftus, 1980; Magnussen et al., 2008; Ost, et al., 2016; Simons & Chabris, 2011). If lie-
tellers hold false beliefs about general memory performance (or false beliefs regarding their
own memory ability), this may lead to overestimating the appropriate level of detail to report
after delays. Such an overestimation may occur when individuals make only a single estimate
of recall performance (i.e. what would be recalled after a delay) in a between-subjects
manner, or when individuals make several estimates of recall performance (i.e. what would
be recalled after 1 week, 1 month, or 1 year) in a within-subjects manner.

In contrast, the strategic hypothesis is theoretically based upon interviewee’s
impression management strategies, Unlike truth tellers who tend to take their credibility as
self-evident (Gilovich, Savitsky, & Medvec, 1998; Jordan & Hartwig, 2013), lie-tellers are
motivated to convey an honest impression (e.g. Kéhnken, 1989, 1996, 2004). Therefore, to
maximise their chances of appearing convincing to others, lie-tellers may be strategically
motivated to report statements rich in detail (Hartwig et al., 2007; Masip & Herrero, 2013;
Stromwall et al., 2006). This strategy makes good practical sense as detailed statements are
more likely to be judged as credible compared to sparsely detailed statements (Bell & Loftus,
1989; Johnson, 2006; Johnson, Foley, Suengas, & Raye, 1988). This hypothesis also accounts
for why the stability bias effect generalises across settings whereby lie-tellers (i) incorporate
an imagined delay into their statement (Harvey et al., 2017b, Study 1), and (ii) lie after
experiencing a real delay (Harvey et al., 2017b, Study 2; Harvey et al., 2017b; 2019, 2020).
In both settings, lie-tellers are concerned with appearing as credible, not estimating the extent
of genuine recall, after delays.

The strategic explanation is further supported by a close examination of the
methodology (specifically, the pre-interview instructions) used in previous deception

research. For example, Harvey et al. (2017b, Study 1) informed lie-tellers that they were free
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to report any information necessary to ‘convince the interviewer’ that they were actually
genuine (also see Harvey et al., 2017a; 2019; 2020). Analogous instructions have been used
by other researchers (Izotovas et al., 2018; Nahari, 2018). Thus, the strategic explanation for
the stability bias effect amongst deceivers is also consistent with lie-tellers closely following
experimental instructions.

Based upon the previous theoretical considerations, we expected that when
individuals made recall estimates (estimating how much detail could actually be recalled as a
function of delay), declining performance over time would be predicted (Hypothesis 1). In
contrast, we expected that when individuals made strategic estimates (estimating how much
detail is required for a statement to appear convincing as a function of delay), a ‘stability

bias’ pattern would be predicted (Hypothesis 2).

Method

Design

A 2 (Task Type: Recall Estimate vs Strategic Estimate) x 2 (Delay: Immediate vs.
Three-week delay) between-subject experimental design was used. The main dependent
measures were the estimated percentage of details (e.g. 50%) required for the recall or
strategic task, and responses on the post-experiment questionnaire responses. Our post-
experiment questionnaire included four questions assessing participants’ beliefs about
memory from the Memory Assessment Questionnaire (Ost et al., 2013; also see Ost et al.,
2017). These four items constitute the entire ‘mailability of memory’ component of the
Memory Assessment Questionnaire (Ost et al., 2017), with low scores indicating a belief that
memories are accurately stored and retrievable; that “true” and “false” memories can be
reliably distinguished. This included questions such as, “...on a scale of 1 (strongly agree) to

4 (strongly disagree), to what extent do you agree with the following statement: Memory is
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like a computer, accurately recording events as they actually occurred...”). Our
questionnaire also included five questions assessing participants’ beliefs about their own
metacognitive ability from the Squire Subjective Memory Questionnaire (SSMQ); see van
Bergson et al., 2010). These five items were selected from the eighteen SSMQ items (van
Bergson et al., 2010), with low scores indicating a belief that memory performance is poor.
This included questions such as, ‘...on a scale of -4 (disastrous) to 4 (perfect), how would

you rate the following statement: My ability to recall things when I really try is...”).

Ethics

A favorable ethical review decision was given, prior to the research, by the Science
Faculty Ethics Committee (SFEC 2018-018), University of Portsmouth (UK). Our
Institution’s SFEC conforms to the British equivalent of APA ethical standards (see British
Psychological Society, 2009; 2014; 2018). All participants’ rights were upheld during the

research.

Participants

An a priori power analysis using G*Power (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang & Buchner, 2007;
Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner & Lang, 2009), assuming a medium effect size of f = 0.25 (o =
0.05) for four groups, indicated a sample size of 128 would be sufficient for power of 0.80
(Cohen, 1988, 1992). However, for tests that examine interaction effects (e.g. the Task Type
x Delay interaction effect explored in the current experiment), G*Power tends to
underestimate the number of required participants to achieve 80% power (for more
information, see https://approachingblog.wordpress.com/2018/01/24/powering-your-
interaction-2/). To account for this, and compensate for any potential participant attrition (i.e.
participants not following experimental instructions and requiring exclusion), an additional

14 individuals were recruited (approximately 10% of the original sample size estimate). A
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total of 142 participants were recruited on a voluntarily basis, comprising 111 females and 31
males, aged between 18 and 68 years (M = 24.87 years, SD = 10.64, 95% CI [23.27, 26.91]),

from the undergraduate (n = 106), postgraduate (n = 24) and staff (n =12) communities.

Procedure

Participants were recruited via adverts on the university’s online participant
recruitment platform and posters placed around the campus. The adverts solicited individuals
to participate in a experiment on ‘memory performance’ in intelligence gathering settings.
Individuals who had previously taken part in similar previous research were not eligible to
participate.

All participants arrived individually at the laboratory at pre-arranged times. Following
consent procedures, participants were then randomly allocated to one of four experimental
conditions: the immediate (n = 35) or delayed (n = 35) Recall Estimate task condition, or the
immediate (n = 36) or delayed (n = 36) Strategic Estimate task condition. All participants
were provided with experimental instructions (specific to their condition) and a detailed
statement (identical for all participants).

Experimental instructions

Participants in the Recall Estimate task conditions (n = 71) were instructed to imagine
themselves as an intelligence agent who attended a classified briefing. Participants were
informed that they would be provided with a written statement accurately describing all the
information disclosed during the classified briefing. Participants were further informed that
their task was to estimate how many of these details they, as an agent present at the briefing,
could correctly recall.

Participants in the Strategic Estimate task condition (n = 71) were instructed to
imagine themselves as an intelligence agent who attended a classified briefing. However,

they were then instructed that their mission was to mislead a hostile intelligence agency by
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passing on false information about this classified briefing. Participants were informed that
they would be provided with a written statement outlining all the false information that had
been prepared to mislead the hostile agency.

Briefing Statement

All participants were then provided with the same detailed briefing statement that was
218 words long and adapted from a video stimulus used in previous research (Harvey et al.,
2017a; 2017b, 2019, 2020). Using Reality Monitoring criteria (see Vrij, 2008), each spatial
detail (information about locations and spatial arrangements of people and/ or objects; n =
19); temporal detail (information about when an event happened or explicit descriptions of
sequences of events; n = 6); and perceptual detail (information regarding sounds, smells,
tastes, physical sensations, and visual details; n = 55) within the briefing statement was
underlined for the participants (total details: n = 80). RM criteria are used extensively in
research due to (a) their strong theoretical foundation; (b) their ability to accurately index the
level of detail contained within a statement; and (c) their detailed and clearly operationalised
criteria that facilitates good inter-rater agreement in scoring (Masip et al., 2005; Vrij, 2008).
Note. The RM coding for this briefing statement can be found in the supplementary materials
on the first author’s OSF account (https://osf.io/yd8hf/).

In the Recall Estimate condition, participants were informed that their task was to
estimate how many of these details (from the detailed statement) they, as the agent, could
correctly recall. Participants in the immediate condition (n = 35) were instructed to estimate
how many details they could correctly recall immediately after the briefing, whereas
participants in the delayed condition (n = 36) estimated how many details they could
correctly recall three-weeks after the briefing.

In the Strategic Estimate condition, participants were informed that their task was to

estimate how many of these false details (from the detailed statement) they, as the agent,
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should report to convince others in the hostile intelligence agency that they are being honest.
Participants in the immediate condition (n = 35) were instructed to estimate how many details
they should report to appear convincing immediately after the briefing, while participants in
the delayed condition (n = 36) estimated how many details they should report to appear
convincing three weeks after the briefing.

All participants reported their estimation in the same way. Participants provided a
percentage estimate (e.g. 50%) of the amount of detail they believed would be recalled
(Recall Estimate condition) or should be reported (Strategic Estimate condition). After
providing their estimate, all participants were provided with an identical post-experiment

questionnaire.

Post-experiment questionnaire

The post-experiment questionnaire comprised three sections: The first section
assessed participant’s level of motivation during the experiment, their engagement with the
experimental task, and four manipulation checks. The second section comprised nine
questions assessing participant beliefs about memory in general (metamemory), or beliefs
regarding their own memory performance (metacognition). See Table 3 for descriptive
statistics. In the final section, all participants read a statement similar in content to the first
(i.e. also about a ‘classified intelligence briefing’). To check whether participants in both
Task conditions could predict forgetting occurs over time, all participants (regardless of the
experimental conditions) were instructed to estimate what percentage of the (second)
statement’s details they would recall correctly after (i) one day, (ii) one month, and (iii) one
year. In this manner, participants estimated their recall in a within-subjects manner. Note.
The post-experiment questionnaire can be found in the supplementary materials on the first

author’s OSF account (https://osf.io/yd8hf/).

10
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This second statement was 154 words long, composed of 40 RM details (n = 23
perceptual details; n = 11 spatial details; n = 6 temporal details). The RM coding for this
second statement can be found in the supplementary materials on the first author’s OSF
account (https://osf.io/yd8hf/).

Once participants finished the post-experiment questionnaire, the experiment finished.

Participants were thanked, debriefed and left the laboratory.

Results

Analysis plan

For parsimony we report Cohen’s f for all ANOVA effect sizes (whereby f = 0.1,
0.25, and 0.4 correspond to small, medium and large effects respectively; Cohen, 1988).
Following recommendations (Cohen, 1988; Lakens, 2013), for all other contrasts we report
Cohen’s d (with 95% confidence intervals).

To assess the strength of evidence, and in addition to null hypothesis significance
testing, we also calculated a Bayes Factor (BF) score (e.g. Wagenmakers et al., 2016) using a
default Bayesian t test (with the default Cauchy's prior of 0.707; see Lakens, 2016) and open-

source JASP software (https://jasp-stats.org see Wagenmakers et al., 2017b). BFiois the

Bayes factor giving the evidence for an alternative hypothesis over the null (and increases
when evidence more strongly supports the alternative hypothesis). BFoz is the Bayes factor
giving the evidence for the null hypothesis over the alternative (and increases when evidence

more strongly supports the null hypothesis). Note: BF1o = 1/ BFo:.

Motivation

Overall, interviewees’ reported motivation was high (overall M = 6.41, SD = 1.03,

95% CI [6.23, 6.57]). No significant main or interaction effects emerged, all f < 0.09, all p’s

11
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> .260, BFo1 4.35 — 20.42. This suggests that participants in all conditions were equally

motivated to perform well during the experiment.

Engagement

Overall, interviewees’ reported engagement with the instructions was high (overall M
=6.24, SD =0.95, 95% CI [6.08, 6.39]). No significant main or interaction effects emerged,
all f <0.07, all p’s > .368, BFo14.68 — 33.33. This suggests participants in all conditions were
equally engaged with reading and understanding the experimental instructions during the

experiment.

Manipulation checks

We conducted four 2 (Task Type: Recall Estimate vs. Strategic Estimate) x 2
(Statement Time: Immediate vs Three-week delay) between-subjects analyses of variance
(ANOVASs) with four manipulation check items as dependent variables (all checking if
participants followed condition-specific instructions). For these analyses, see Supplementary
analysis. Collectively, these analyses support the validity of our Task Type and Statement

Time manipulations.

Hypothesis Testing

We conducted a 2 (Task Type: Recall Estimate vs. Strategic Estimate) x 2 (Delay:
Immediate vs Three-week delay) between-subjects ANOVAS to examine the estimated
percentage of details to include to appear convincing.

A significant main effect for Task Type was found for the estimated percentage of
details to include, F(1, 138) = 47.78, p <.001, f = 0.59, BF10 = 1.17/9, such that participants
in the Strategic Estimate condition estimated including a higher percentage of details than
participants in the Recall Estimate condition. A significant main effect was found for

Statement Time, F(1, 138) = 9.86, p =.002, f = 0.27, BF1o = 1289.34, such that participants

12
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in the Immediate condition estimated including a higher percentage of details than
participants in the Three-week delay condition. Furthermore, a significant Task Type x

Statement Time interaction effect was also found, F(1, 138) = 16.19, p <.001, f = 0.34, BF1o

= 815.63.
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Figure 2: Participants’ estimates of the percentage of details to be included, as a function of

Task Type and Statement Time (with 95% error bars).

Participants in the Recall Estimate condition included a greater percentage of details
in the Immediate condition (M = 82.86, SD = 11.33, 95% CI [78.95, 86.46]) than those in the
Three-week delayed condition (M = 66.66, SD = 15.46, 95% CI [61.70, 71.56]), 1(62.34) =
5.00, p <.001 (one-tailed), d=1.20, 95% CI [0.68, 1.70]. Bayesian analysis showed our data
supported the alternative hypothesis, BF1o = 3656.97. These findings support Hypothesis 1.
In contrast, in the Strategic condition, no significance difference for the percentage of details
included emerged between participants in the Immediate condition (M = 89.39, SD = 15.31,
95% CI [83.83, 94.00]) compared to those in the Three-weeks delayed condition (M = 91.39,

SD = 11.16, 95% CI [86.32, 94.66]), t(70) = 0.63, p = .528 (two-tailed), d= 0.15, 95% CI [-

13
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0.31, 0.61]. Bayesian analysis showed our data supported the null hypothesis, BFo1 = 3.46.
These findings support Hypothesis 2.
Individual’s beliefs about memory

To examine participants’ beliefs about memory as a function of our experimental
conditions, we conducted a 2 (Task Type: Recall Estimate vs. Strategic Estimate) x 2
(Statement Time: Immediate vs. Three-week delay) between-subjects ANOVA using the
combined mean score of the four question items (from the Memory Assessment
Questionnaire; Ost et al., 2013; 2017) as the dependent measure. No significant main or
interaction effects emerged, all f <0.04, all p’s > .658, BFo1 7.20 — 40.27. Thus, our
participants did not differ in beliefs about memory performance (i.e. metamemory). For
descriptive statistics of the individual question items, see Supplementary analysis.
Individual’s beliefs about their own memory ability

To examine participants’ ratings of their own memory ability as a function of our
experimental conditions, we conducted a 2 (Task Type: Recall Estimate vs. Strategic
Estimate) x 2 (Statement Time: Immediate vs. Three-week delay) between-subjects ANOVA
using the combined sum total score of the five question items (from the SSMQ); see van
Bergson et al., 2010) as dependent measure. No significant main or interaction effects
emerged, all f <0.02, all p’s > .842, BFo1 7.91 — 42.26. Thus, our participants did not differ in
beliefs regarding their own memory ability (i.e. metacognition). For descriptive statistics, see
Supplementary analysis.
Within-subject estimates of recall

To check whether participants in both Task Type conditions could predict that
forgetting occurs over time, we conducted a 2 (Task Type: Recall Estimate vs. Strategic
Estimate) x 2 (Statement Time: Immediate vs. Three-week delay) x 3 (Retention Interval: 1

day vs. 1 month vs. 1 year) mixed ANOVA). Task Type and Statement Time were the

14
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between-subject factors and Retention Interval was the within-subjects factor. Mauchly’s
Test indicated that the assumption of sphericity was violated, ¥%(2) = 0.67, p < .001. As a
result, Huynd-Feldt corrections were applied.

A significant main effect of Retention Interval emerged, F(1.55, 213.41) = 335.83, p
<.001, f =1.56, BF1o = 2.55"13. Post-hoc LSD tests revealed that participants estimated a
higher percentage of recall after one day (M = 88.27, SD = 17.40, 95% CI [85.36, 91.19])
compared to after one month (M = 55.28, SD = 21.02, 95% CI [51.78, 58.78]) or after one
year (M =37.98, SD = 24.96, 95% CI [33.81, 42.15]) (all p’s <.001). No other significant
main or interaction effects emerged, all f < 0.09, all p’s > .283, BFo1 8.14— 11641.22. 40.27.
Thus, our participants did not differ in their ability to predict (in a within-subjects manner)

that forgetting occurs over time.

15
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Figure 3: Participants’ estimates of the percentage of details recalled, as a function of Task

Type, Statement Time, and Retention Interval (with 95% error bars).

Discussion

The aim of this current experiment is to test the extent to which either the
miscalibration hypothesis or strategic hypothesis can account for the stability bias effect
amongst lie-tellers. Participants in the Recall Estimate condition (estimating how much detail
the agent could recall) correctly predicted the likelihood of declining memory performance
over time (i.e. forgetting) when estimating how much detail to include. These results support
Hypothesis 1. In contrast, participants in the Strategic Estimate condition (estimating how
much detail the agent should report to appear convincing) reported similar estimates of detail
to include to appear convincing irrespective of the statement being provided immediately or
after a three-week delay. These results support Hypothesis 2. Accordingly, the strategic
hypothesis (c.f. miscalibration hypothesis) appears to better account for the stability bias

effect amongst lie-tellers (e.g. Harvey et al., 2017a; 2017b; 2019).

16
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No differences emerged for participants’ beliefs about general memory performance
(metamemory), or beliefs about their own memory ability (metacognition). Further no
differences emerged for participants’ objective ability to predict their own (declining) recall
performance over time. Therefore, our participants’ apparent insensitivity to the effects of
delay in the Strategic (but not Recall) condition cannot be attributed to differences in beliefs
about their own or others’ memories.

Our results suggest that, despite an ability to correctly predict that forgetting occurs,
individuals discount such information when judging how much detail should be reported after
delays to appear convincing to others. These findings make theoretical sense. According to
the strategic hypothesis, unlike truth-tellers who tend to take their credibility as self-evident
(Gilovich, Savitsky, & Medvec, 1998; Jordan & Hartwig, 2013), deceptive individuals must
project a credible impression to others to avoid detection (e.g. Kéhnken, 1989, 1996, 2004).
Therefore, to maximise their chances of appearing credible to others (Hartwig et al., 2007;
Masip & Herrero, 2013; Stromwall et al., 2006), lie-tellers may over-report details after
delays. This strategy may be effective as detailed statements are more likely to be judged as
credible compared to sparsely detailed statements (Bell & Loftus, 1989; Johnson, 2006;
Johnson, Foley, Suengas, & Raye, 1988). Thus, the stability bias effect observed amongst
deceivers (e.g. Harvey et al., 2017a; 2017b; 2019; 2020) appears to be a by-product of lie-
tellers’ (1) motivation to appear credible to others, and (i1) seemingly static beliefs about what
constitutes a credible impression. However, creating a credible impression is typically
believed by both lie-tellers and truth-tellers to involve more than just providing richly
detailed statements (Hines et al., 2010). Hence, other dimensions of verbal content (e.g.
providing clear, careful stories lacking contradictions) may be manipulated by lie-tellers after
delays in a similar manner to overall reported detail (also see DePaulo et al., 2003). Future

research should explore this possibility.

17
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It might be argued that our experiment activated participants’ metacognitive
knowledge (that forgetting occurs over time) in a manner that is unlikely to translate to
laboratory-based lie-detection research or the real world. That is, we elicited an explicit
estimate of recall after delays. This may have activated our participants’ knowledge of
forgetting, allowing them to predict a decline in performance over delays (for a similar
argument, see Koriat et al., 2004). However, when statements (rather than explicit estimates
of recall performance) are elicited in more typical laboratory research (e.g. Harvey et al.,
2017b; Izotovas et al., 2018; Nahari, 2018), the same knowledge of forgetting may not be
activated. Participants in such research may be unable to predict forgetting. We believe this is
unlikely as previous research has shown that, under certain conditions, individuals can quite
accurately predict forgetting (Koriat et al., 2004). Furthermore, this argument does not
explain our experiment’s core finding that estimates of how much detail is needed to appear
convincing did not vary as a function of delay, whereas estimates concerning recall did.
Rather, we believe it likely that lie-tellers can (even in laboratory research) predict that truth-
tellers forget information. However, this is unlikely to be their primary concern when making
a fabricated statement (or preparing a lie-script). These topics warrant further investigation.

Individuals in our experiment did not freely generate their own statements, but were
given information and asked to make estimates regarding that information. Individuals were
thus provided with a ‘lie script’ (Colwell et al., 2007) or ‘self-manipulated memory’ (Nahari,
2018) that served as the basis for their estimates. It is possible that different results may have
been obtained if individuals were free to generate their own lie-script (or self-manipulated

memory) to appear convincing. Future research could explore this possibility.

Conclusion

In sum, our results provide compelling support for the strategic explanation of the

stability bias effect amongst deceivers.
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Supplementary analysis

Manipulation checks

We conducted four 2 (Task Type: Recall Estimate vs. Strategic Estimate) x 2
(Statement Time: Immediate vs Three-week delay) between-subjects analyses of variance
(ANOVASs) with four manipulation check items. There was a significant main effect for Task
Type for our first manipulation check (*...When making your estimates, to what extent did
you consider how much detail you thought the agent could remember...”). Participants in the
Recall Estimate condition provided higher ratings (indicating they considered, to a greater
extent, how much detail could be recalled) than participants in the Strategic condition (Table
1). No other significant main or interaction effects emerged, all f <0.13, all p’s > .143, BFo:
2.52 - 2.80.

As Table 1 also shows, a significant main effect for Task Type was found for our
second manipulation check (*...When making your estimates, to what extent did you consider
how much detail you thought the agent should report to appear convincing...”). Participants
in the Strategic Estimate condition provided higher ratings (indicating they considered, to a
greater extent, how much detail would be needed to appear convincing) than participants in
the Recall Estimate condition (Table 1). No other significant main or interaction effects
emerged, all f <0.09, all p’s > .306, BFo1 3.39 — 4.12. Collectively, both findings support the
validity of our Task Type manipulation by showing participants in their respective conditions
understood their core task differently (i.e. to estimate detail that could be recalled or would be
needed to appear convincing) but consistently with instructions.

A significant main effect for Statement Time emerged for our third manipulation
check (°...When making your estimates, to what extent did you imagine that the intelligence

briefing occurred immediately beforehand...”), F(1, 138) = 473.50, p < 0.001, f = 1.85, BF1o
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= 1.94"14. Participants in the Immediate condition reported imagining that the intelligence
briefing occurred immediately beforehand to a greater extent (M = 6.01, SD = 0.93, 95% ClI
[5.80, 6.22]) than participants in the Three-weeks delayed condition (M = 2.37, SD = 1.06,
95% CI [2.11, 2.63]). As Table 1 shows, no main effect for Task Type emerged.
Furthermore, the Task Type x Statement Time interaction effect was not significant, F(1,
138) = 1.51, p = .221, f = 0.10, BFo1 = 3.30

A significant main effect for Statement Time emerged for our fourth manipulation
check (°...When making your estimates, to what extent did you imagine that the intelligence
briefing occurred three-weeks beforehand...”), F(1, 138) = 358.21, p < 0.001, f = 1.61, BF1o
= 1.20"14. Participants in the Three-weeks delay condition reported imagining that the
intelligence briefing occurred three-weeks beforehand to a greater extent (M = 6.01, SD =
1.25, 95% CI [5.74, 6.27]) than participants in the Immediate condition (M = 2.13, SD = 1.18,
95% CI [1.85, 2.40]). As Table 1 also shows, no main effect for Task Type emerged.
Furthermore, the Task Type x Statement Time interaction effect was not significant, F(1,
138) = 0.07, p=.790, f = 0.02, BFo1 = 6.49. Collectively, both findings support the validity of
our Statement Time manipulation by showing that participants understood their core task
differently (making estimates based upon no delay or a three-week delay) but consistently

with instructions.
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Table 1

ANOVA Main Effects of Task Type for Manipulation Check Scores.

Task Type

Recall Estimate

Strategic Estimate

M(SD) 95%ClI M (SD) 95% Cl F-statistic p-value Cohen’sf BF
Manipulation check 1: When making your estimates, to 5.99 5.75, 1.81, 1.58, F(1,138) = <.001 2.20 BF1 = 2.22 x 10™.
what extent did you consider how much detail you thought  (0.99) 6.22 (0.94) 2.02 669.14
the agent could remember
Manipulation check 2: When making your estimates, to 1.87 1.69, 6.15, 5.93, F(1,138) = <.001 2.63 BF =1.33 x 10%
what extent did you consider how much detail you thought (0.76) 2.04 (0.88) 6.37 955.20
the agent should report to appear convincing
Manipulation check 3: When making your estimates, to 421 3.67, 4.17 3.71, F(1,138) = .777 0.02 BFo1 = 5.49
what extent did you imagine that the intelligence briefing  (2.16) 4.70 (2.02) 4.64 0.08
occurred immediately beforehand
Manipulation check 4: When making your estimates, to 4.09 3.51, 4.01 3.48, F(1, 138) = .883 0.01 BFo1 = 6.76
what extent did you imagine that the intelligence briefing  (2.33) 4.62 (2.28) 5.59 0.02

occurred three-weeks beforehand
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Table 2

Participants’ Beliefs about Memory from the Memory Assessment Questionnaire (Ost et al., 2013; 2017) and the SSMQ (van Bergen et al.,

2010, as a Function of Experimental Conditions (Task Type and Statement Time)

Recall Estimate task

Strategic Estimate task

Immediate Three-week delay

M (SD) 95% Cl M (SD) 95% Cl

Immediate Three-week delay

M (SD) 95% Cl M (SD) 95% Cl

Memory Assessment

Questionnaire items (Ost et

al., 2013; 2017)

Memory is like a computer, 1.142(0.43) 1.03,1.31 1.172(0.71) 1.00,1.44
accurately recording events as

they actually occurred.

Early memories, from the first 1.832 (0.66) 1.61, 2.06 1.772(0.65) 1.57,1.98
year of life, are accurately

stored and retrievable.

1.11%(0.40) 1.00, 1.26 1.17#(0.65)  1.00, 1.39

1.83*(0.77) 1.61,2.11 1.80% (0.47)  1.65,1.95
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Memory is not inferenced by ~ 1.112 (0.53)
suggestion.

It is possible for an individual ~ 1.49? (0.74)
to distinguish between ‘true’
and ‘false’ memories.

SSMQ items (van Bergen et
al., 2010)

My ability to recall things 1.002 (1.95)
when I really try is...

My ability to reach back into  1.40% (1.87)
memory and recall what
happened a few minutes ago
is...

If | was asked a month from 0.20% (1.95)
now, my ability to recall facts

about this questionnaire would

be...

1.00,1.31

1.27,1.75

0.29, 1.67

0.77,2.03

-0.51, 0.83

1.11% (0.53)

1.43% (0.78)

0.89: (1.78)

1.23 (1.55)

0.34° (1.86)

1.00,1.31

1.16, 1.69

0.26, 1.47

0.70,1.76

-0.33, 0.89

1.14% (0.54)

1.50% (0.88)

1.11% (1.62)

1.31% (1.45)

0.17% (1.95)

1.00, 1.33

1.23,1.81

0.58, 1.59

0.81,1.81

-0.47, 2.36

1.11% (0.52)

1.39% (0.73)

1.22% (1.24)

122 (1.99)

0.31% (1.95)

1.00, 1.32

1.18,1.62

0.56, 1.60

0.59,1.82

-0.39, 0.94
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My ability to remember things 0.97%(2.13)  0.21, 1.68 0.74*(1.74)  0.14,1.33 0.922(1.81) 0.29,1.52 0.78%(2.23) 0.03, 1.44
that happened more than a

year ago is...

My ability to recall things that  0.83%(1.95)  0.19, 1.46 0.972(1.98) 0.26,1.59 1.06%(1.85)  0.45, 1.67 0.97(2.08) 0.29,1.62

happened a long time ago is...

Note. superscripts denote significant differences (p < .05) between experimental conditions (only cells with different superscripts differ

significantly).
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