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People lie from time to time (Ariely, 2012). DePaulo and Kashy (1998)
asked people to maintain a daily record of all their lies and reported that, on
average, people tell one or two lies a day. This indicates that lying is an
everyday occurrence for most people. In contrast, Halevi, Shalvi, and
Verschuere (2014) found that most people reported not lying in the
previous 24 h and only a small minority reported frequent lying. This may
indicate existence of substantial individual differences in people’s tendency
to lie frequently (Bond & DePaulo, 2008).

When people lie, they lie about their feelings, preferences, attitudes,
achievements, and failures. As to everyday lies, DePaulo et al. (2003)
reported that people did not spend much time either planning them or
worrying about them. They expressed no regret and reported that such
social interactions were more superficial compared to interactions in which
they told the truth. However, the more noticeable lying instances are those
in which significant lies were told and in these cases the perceived ability to
be persuasive when telling lies may be important to accomplish one’s goals.

To be successful in social interactions, people should be able to detect
others’ lies. For this end, they must develop lie-detecting skills and acquire
confidence in using them. The perceived ability to detect deception may
assist people in their lie-detection decisions. Nevertheless, past research on
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lie detection suggested that most people’s lies go undetected (e.g., Bond &
DePaulo, 2008). Furthermore, even professionals who are regularly
engaged in detecting deceit, such as customs officials (Kraut & Poe, 1980),
and federal law enforcement officers (DePaulo & Pfeifer, 1986), were
unable to differentiate truthful from deceptive messages.

To determine peoples’ feelings about their ability to persuade others
when they are lying, and their feelings about their ability to detect lies, the
concept of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977) is central. Self-efficacy is the belief
in one’s ability to accomplish goals in given situations. Self-efficacy research
confirmed that it determines how people think, behave, and feel, and it is
also related to actual success.

Similarly, the perceived lie-telling and lie-detecting abilities may be
correlated with what people feel, think, and behave. Nevertheless, the
research on various aspects of the perceived lie-related abilities is in its
creation. In this chapter, I will describe what has been done and portray
directions for future research.

HIGH SELF-ASSESSED ABILITY TO DETECT LIES AND LOW
SELF-ASSESSMENT OF THE ABILITY TO TELL LIES

Early accounts suggested that individuals tend to rate their own lie-telling
ability relatively lower than other people’s ability (Ekman & O’Sullivan,
1991; Elaad, 2003; Vrij, 2008). In contrast, they tend to rate their lie-
detecting ability higher than that of other people.

Elaad (2003) reported that participants (police interrogators and police
personnel) using a nine-point scale, gave low ratings of their own lie-telling
ability (mean ¼ 4.45, SD ¼ 2.05), below the middle point (5) “as good as
others.” At the same time, participants assessed their own lie-detecting
ability as being greater than the same ability of others (mean ¼ 6.1,
SD ¼ 1.01).

The following were conditions of studies, summarized in Table 15.1,
which compared participants’ self-assessed lie-telling and lie-detection
abilities. Participants in all these conditions, were asked: “Comparing to
other people, how would you assess your own ability to tell lies
convincingly?” and “Comparing to other people, how would you assess
your own ability to detect lies successfully?” Answers were given on a scale
ranging from 0 (much worse than others) to 100 (much better than others) with 50
(as good as others) serving as the middle point.
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Table 15.1 Percent means, SDs, and other statistics of self-assessed abilities to tell lies convincingly and detect lies successfully
Lying abilities Detect lies Tell lies

Mean SD 95% CI Mean SD 95% CI N t dRM r

Elaad (2006)

Secular students 0.61 0.20 0.551e0.666 0.50 0.23 0.423e0.568 48 2.5a 0.36 0.06
Secular Kibbutz 0.59 0.20 0.533e0.647 0.53 0.28 0.449e0.607 50 1.9 0.27 0.59
Religious individuals 0.59 0.18 0.529e0.646 0.38 0.28 0.294e471 40 4.2b 0.66 0.13
Religious collective 0.54 0.20 0.485e0.596 0.33 0.24 0.265e0.400 52 5.1b 0.70 0.11

Elaad (2009)

Laypersons 0.68 0.21 0.600e0.760 0.48 0.27 0.374e0.576 30 3.9b 0.71 0.32
Prisoners 0.65 0.25 0.556e0.744 0.44 0.22 0.354e0.519 30 3.8b 0.70 0.17
Interrogators 0.74 0.13 0.691e0.788 0.63 0.19 0.556e0.702 28 3.8b 0.73 0.59

Elaad et al.(2012)

Adolescents 0.63 0.21 0.594e0.669 0.49 0.28 0.443e0.543 121 5.4b 0.47 0.35

Elaad (2015a)

Students 0.67 0.28 0.603e0.727 0.37 0.30 0.297e0.433 80 6.9b 0.78 0.12

Elaad(2015b)

Prosecutors 0.75 0.18 0.686e0.818 0.42 0.25 0.326e0.509 32 6.6b 1.16 0.16
Laypeople 0.60 0.22 0.520e0.677 0.45 0.25 0.355e0.535 32 2.7a 0.48 0.08
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Table 15.1 Percent means, SDs, and other statistics of self-assessed abilities to tell lies convincingly and detect lies
successfullydcont'd
Lying abilities Detect lies Tell lies

Mean SD 95% CI Mean SD 95% CI N t dRM r

Elaad and Reizer (2015)

Students 0.59 0.20 0.556e0.618 0.46 0.27 0.418e0.499 174 6.2b 0.47 0.33

Elaad and Sommerfeld
(2016)

Students 0.64 0.20 0.598e0.677 0.48 0.20 0.435e515 100 7.0b 0.69 0.33

Yaacov (2017)

Community 0.54 0.22 0.512e0.574 0.38 0.25 0.346e0.416 192 8.4b 0.60 0.34

Elaad (2017)

Secular 0.77 0.16 0.738e0.809 0.67 0.21 0.624e0.716 80 4.5b 0.50 0.38
Religious 0.56 0.19 0.517e0.602 0.39 0.17 0.385e0.400 80 7.2b 0.80 0.32

Overall Weighted Means 0.62 0.46 0.343e0.582 73.1 0.60 0.30

CI, Confidence Interval; dRM ¼ repeated measure effect size; N, number of participants; r, correlation coefficient between lie telling and lie detection; t, paired
sample t-test.
As Table 15.1 represents a repeated-measures design that focuses on differences within a person, a repeated-measure effect size (dRM) was used (see, Morris &
DeShon, 2002), which is defined in terms of the mean difference in SD difference (SD d) units, as follows:

dRM ¼ Md�Mt
SD d

in which Md is the mean lie-detection assessment and Mt is the mean lie-telling assessment.
Ninety-five percent confidence intervals were defined in standard error units. The 95% confidence intervals for the weighted means were computed only for
the lie-telling assessments because, for the lie-detecting assessments, all the variance can be expected from sampling error and the correct variance equals zero.
See Hunter and Schmidt (1990).
aP < .05.
bP < .01, two tailed.
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To summarize the differences between lie-detecting and lie-telling
ability assessments, a mini metaanalysis was performed. Such a procedure
has been used before in psychological research (e.g., Lamarche & Murray,
2014; Williams & DeSteno, 2008) and has been recently endorsed (e.g.,
Goh, Hall, & Rosenthal, 2016; Maner, 2014). Goh et al. (2016) asserted
that such a metaanalytic procedure allows us to succinctly summarize the
results across studies and illuminate the picture, even with only two
available studies. The advantage of such a procedure is in redirecting
attention toward effect sizes and away from individual studies’ P-values,
which have very limited comparative value. Another advantage of con-
ducting a mini metaanalysis is in providing greater transparency as
researchers can include their “null” findings and still provide justification for
their overall result. Finally, a mini metaanalysis provides the opportunity to
find small and sometime counterintuitive effects that are only detectable in
a cumulative design but not in a single study.

For each assessed ability within each condition, 95% confidence
intervals (CIs) were computed. CIs provide useful information about dif-
ferences between the self-assessed ability and the middle point: “as good as
others.” To secure that the mean ability rating is not just a sampling error,
the CI was based on standard error units. Thus, if the lower bound of the
CI is larger than the middle point (0.50), confirmation for the over-
estimation of self-assessed ability is provided. Similarly, if the upper bound
of the CI is smaller than the middle point, it may be assumed that the self-
assessed ability is underestimated. To estimate if the bias is systematic across
all conditions, a correction for sampling error was applied (Hunter &
Schmidt, 1990), and the remaining variance, after the correction, was used
to compute the 95% CI for the weighted-mean statistic. The means of the
two ability assessments, along with other statistics, are presented in
Table 15.1.

Table 15.1 indicates that people tend to self-assess their ability to detect
lies higher than their ability to tell lies convincingly. In support of this
conclusion, 15 out of 16 comparisons are significantly different and present
an effect size (dRM) of at least 0.36.

Inspection of Table 15.1 further suggests that the lie-detection ability is
overestimated. The lower bounds of 15 out of 16 CIs are clearly above the
middle point and, after applying the correction for sampling error, the
weighted mean across conditions, which can be assumed to be the correct
value, is well above 0.50. The results for the lie-telling ability assessments
are not consistent and the upper bound of the CI computed for the
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weighted mean is above 0.50. This leads to the conclusion that the
lie-telling ability assessment is not biased. However, very different pop-
ulations were used in the different conditions (e.g., religious people, secular,
students, prisoners, prosecutors), which justifies a search for moderators.

Because most lies go undetected, it is reasonable to assume that people
would rate their lie-telling ability higher than their lie-detecting ability.
There are several explanations why the opposite was found. Specifically,
why the lie-telling ability is not rated higher than the lie-detecting ability
(or at least similarly, high).

First, lie-telling is believed to be a difficult task. It is difficult because the
liar must construct a new and never-experienced tale, whereas telling the
truth is a simple matter of “telling it like it is” (Buller & Burgoon, 1996;
Miller & Stiff, 1993). Nevertheless, some lies are easily formulated when
they are based on scripts of familiar stories. Still, examples of difficult lies are
more available than easily formulated lies. In addition, the desire to sustain a
positive self-image may also explain the results. Thus, if I am not an able lie-
teller, I am entitled to believe that I am an honest person.

As to the overestimated lie-detection ability in daily life, people are
more often confronted with truthful statements than with deceptive ones.
By believing the statements they feel they are correct most of the time. As
to deceptive messages, most of the sender’s lies remain undetected and the
perceivers get no feedback about their lie-detection failures. In the absence
of corrective feedback, perceivers feel that they are able lie detectors.

Another explanation for the lie-detection ability bias is the tendency of
people to think of themselves in a positive way. Norms dictate that people
should not allow themselves to be easily deceived. In support of this attitude
people would like to believe that their ability to succeed in detecting lies is
above average.

DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS

Table 15.1 highlights some possible mediators that may account for de-
mographic differences in the lie-detecting and lie-telling ability assessments.
We will focus on religiosity, gender, age, and in-service lying experience.

RELIGIOSITY

Elaad (2006) studied the relation between religiosity and lie-related (tell
and detect) abilities. The study was published in Hebrew and is, therefore,
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described in detail here. The effects of religiosity and collectivism on self-
assessment of the lie-related abilities were examined on four Israeli
groups of participants. It was hypothesized that secular people are more
cognitively flexible than religious people. Cognitive flexibility is the ability
to restructure knowledge in multiple ways depending on changing situa-
tional demands (Spiro, Feltovich, Jacobson & Coulson, 1995). Ariely (2012)
used the term cognitive flexibility to describe how people live with two
conflicting motivations, to benefit from cheating and at the same time
believing to be honest. Therefore, cognitively flexible people tend to
“fudge” more than less flexible people. When secular participants were
asked to assess their lie-telling ability, they tended to overrate this ability
without weakening their sense of honesty. Religious rules compromise the
cognitive flexibility of (Jewish) religious people. These rules condemn lying
and therefore religious participants underrate their lie-telling ability to
preserve their honesty.

Collectivism emphasizes values that promote the welfare of the in-
group over values that promote individual goals (Sagy, Orr, & Bar-On,
1999). Members of a segregated Jewish religious community were
considered high in collectivism and represented the collective face of reli-
giousness. A sample of individual Jewish religious people from the wide
community volunteered to participate in the study and represented the less
collective side of religiousness. Similarly, members of an operating Israeli
Kibbutz (in contrast to other Kibbutz forms that ceased operating at the
time of the study), which emphasizes sharing and community life, repre-
sented secular collectivism. Israeli secular students who were individually
approached and were asked to participate in the study were considered the
less collective secular group. Results indicated that, although all groups
rated their lie-detection ability above average and there were no religiosity
effects on lie-detection assessments, the religious groups tended to rate their
lie-telling ability (Mean ¼ 35.4, SD ¼ 25.8) significantly lower than the
secular groups (Mean 51.4, SD ¼ 25.7), t(188) ¼ �4.29, P < 0.001,
d ¼ 0.62.

A more recent study (Elaad, 2017) provided the opportunity to reex-
amine religiosity effects. Eighty religious and 80 secular people from the
community served as participants. Table 15.1 indicates that secular partic-
ipants rated their lie-telling ability significantly higher than religious
participants, t(158) ¼ 9.30, P < 0.001, d ¼ 1.47. Similarly, secular partici-
pants rated their lie-detection ability significantly higher than their religious
counterparts, t(158) ¼ 7.73, P < 0.001, d ¼ 1.23.
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Combining the three religious groups (religious individuals, religious
collective group, and the religious group in the Elaad (2017) study), the
weighted-mean lie-telling ability assessment was 0.37. All the variance is
expected from sampling error. Therefore, the computed mean can be
assumed to be the correct value. The three matched secular groups yielded
a weighted mean lie-telling ability assessment of 0.58 and a 95% CI of
0.466e0.703. It may be concluded that religious participants under-
estimated their lie-telling ability, whereas secular participants did not. As to
the lie-detection ability, the three religious groups yielded a weighted mean
of 0.56 (assumed to be the correct value). The three corresponding secular
groups exhibited a weighted mean of 0.68 and a respective 95% CI of
0.526e0.829.

To conclude, it is evident that religiosity reduces both lie-telling and
lie-detecting ability assessments. Religious people underestimated their
lie-telling ability assessments and allocated it below the middle point “as
good as others.” Both religious and secular participants overestimated their
lie-detection ability.

GENDER

Gender differences may also be dominant in assessing lie-related commu-
nication abilities. A metaanalysis of scales from widely used personality
inventories from 1940 to 1992 showed that females scored slightly but
consistently higher on scales of trust (Feingold, 1994). It may be suggested
that females believe in other people’s honesty and in their positive
intentions. Males reported more frequent lying than females and scored
higher on the Social Adroitness scale, which was designed to pinpoint
ambitious persons skilled at persuading others in a subtle diplomatic way
(Kashy & DePaulo, 1996). It is suggested that females, who are more
sensitive than males to honesty, may evaluate their lie-telling ability lower
than males. The more ambitious males would rate their lie-telling ability
higher than females because the lie-telling skill is necessary to accomplish
their ambitious goals. Sweeney and Ceci (2014) reported no gender dif-
ferences in ability to detect lies. No hypothesis regarding gender differences
with respect to lie-detecting ability was made.

Elaad (2015a) examined gender differences in self-assessments of
lie-telling and lie-detecting abilities. Forty males and 40 female students
participated in this study. Male assessments were: Mean ¼ 0.67
(SD ¼ 0.28), and Mean ¼ 0.41 (SD ¼ 0.31) for the respective lie-detection
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and lie-telling abilities. Using a matched sample t-test, The difference is
significant (t(39) ¼ 4.11, P < 0.001). Female assessments were: lie-detecting,
Mean ¼ 0.66 (SD ¼ 0.22) and lie-telling, Mean ¼ 0.32 (SD ¼ 0.29).
Again, the difference is significant (t(39) ¼ 5.76, P < 0.001). A t-test on the
lie-telling ability assessments revealed no significant difference between
males and females (t(78) ¼ 1.40, ns).

Two other recent studies (Elaad, 2017; Elaad & Reizer, 2015) provided
the opportunity to reexamine gender differences in lie related ability
assessments. Elaad and Reizer compared the lie-telling assessment of 84
male students (mean 50.0, SD ¼ 27.97) with that of 88 female students
(mean 40.9, SD ¼ 25.15). Although the difference is significant
(t(170) ¼ 2.37, P ¼ 0.019, d ¼ 0.34). The rather low effect size dictates
caution. No gender differences were obtained for the lie-detection ability
assessments (Mean ¼ 59.7, SD ¼ 18.3, and Mean ¼ 58.5, SD ¼ 20.7, for
males and females, respectively).

Elaad (2017) compared the lie-telling ability assessments of 79 male
community members (mean 57.2, SD ¼ 26.0) and 81 female members
(mean 48.9, SD ¼ 20.4). Although a significant difference was obtained
(t(158) ¼ 2.25, P ¼ 0.025, d ¼ 0.36) Cohen’s d (effect size) is rather small.
No significant gender differences were found for the lie-detection assess-
ments (Mean ¼ 66.1, SD ¼ 21.0, and Mean ¼ 67.2, SD ¼ 20.2, for males
and females, respectively).

The weighted means and the corresponding 95% CIs of the lie-related
ability assessments were computed for the two gender groups across the
three studies. Females underestimated their lie-telling ability (weighted
mean ¼ 0.42, 95% CI ¼ 0.373e0.472) and overestimated their lie-
detecting ability (weighted mean ¼ 0.63, all the variance was expected
from sampling error and no CI was, therefore, computed). Males over-
estimated their lie-detection ability (weighted mean ¼ 0.63, 95%
CI ¼ 0.565e0.709) but not their lie-telling ability (weighted mean ¼ 0.51,
95% CI ¼ 0.459e0.562). It may be concluded that both males and females
are biased toward enhanced lie-detection ability. Females alone underes-
timate their lie-telling ability.

When difference in assessing the two abilities are considered, female
participants showed a somewhat lower perceived lie-telling ability than
males. Nevertheless, the difference is either insignificant or presents a small
effect size. Furthermore, studies comprising a male participant majority
(e.g., Elaad, 2009) display similar lie-telling assessments as studies that used a
female participant majority (e.g., Elaad & Sommerfeld, 2016). In summary,
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the effect of gender on the self-assessed lie-telling ability is not yet resolved
and requires additional research. No gender difference in the self-assessed
lie-detecting ability exist.

AGE

Another interesting question is how the self-assessed lie-related skills
change over time. A prevailing belief is that older adults, who become
more dependent on others, may lose confidence in their ability to lie
convincingly. Ruffman, Murray, Halberstadt, and Vater (2012) examined
lie-telling skills in older adults. Their adult people (60e89 years old) were
more transparent as liars than young adults (17e26 years old). As to the
lie-detection ability, Shaw and Lyons (2016) found that deception-
detection accuracy increased with age. They explained that as people
get older they are more aware that overt expressions do not always
resemble internal feelings. However, Shaw and Lyons’ sample consisted of
a large proportion of students and only few participants were over
50 years of age. Bond, Thompson, and Malloy (2005) compared old
adults (ages 62e84) with young adults (ages 18e35) drawn from two
different populations (prison and nonprison). They found that older adults
were better able to discriminate lies from truths than younger adults. They
explained that older participants’ experience and knowledge base are
advantageous when engaging in social interactions. Sweeney and Ceci
(2014) found the opposite. They noted that college students were better
at detecting deception than older adults (ages 60e93), and explained that
the older participants have worse emotion recognition and may have
experienced neurological changes that make them more trusting of others
than is warranted by circumstances. Sweeney and Ceci further reported
that the older the participants were the worse they were at detecting
deception. It follows that old age (above 60) is associated with lower
ability to detect lies and this should lower the self-assessment of the lie-
detecting ability.

A pioneer study conducted on 39 old people (ages 66e94), all residents
of two Israeli nursing homes, showed low self-assessments of the lie-telling
ability, Mean ¼ 21.8, (SD ¼ 25.9), and somewhat lower than average lie-
detecting ability, Mean ¼ 52.8 (SD ¼ 34.0). It seems that residents of
nursing homes, who are in constant need for assistance, feel unequipped to
convince other people to believe them when they lie. It should be noted
that using age to explain the results may be misleading because results from
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more independent old people are missing. It may be hypothesized that
independent old people would be more confident in their lie-telling skills
than the present sample of nursing home residents. The examination of the
hypothesis is left for future research.

Elaad et al. (2012) examined the lie-related ability assessments in ado-
lescents (ages 14e18). Adolescents tend to lie to their peers to gain greater
autonomy (Arnett-Jensen, Jensen-Arnett, Feldman, & Cauffman, 2004). At
the same time, they develop lie-detection skills when protecting themselves
from lies directed to them. By doing so they gain experience in lying
and lie-detection, thus increasing their confidence in their lie-telling and
lie-detection abilities. Nevertheless, Table 15.1 shows that lie-telling and
lie-detection ability ratings of adolescents were not different in comparison
of those of students and other age groups. Additional research on adoles-
cents’ self-assessed lying abilities is necessary.

GAINING ON-THE-JOB LIE-TELLING AND LIE-DETECTING
EXPERIENCE

On-the-job experience in occupations that require lying and/or lie-
detection skills, such as interrogators, spies, attorneys, salespersons, actors,
and others, may enhance the perception of the ability to lie successfully and
detect lies efficiently.

Police interrogators and prosecutors are endorsed to exhibit such
abilities. Table 15.1 shows that interrogators perceive their lie-telling
ability higher than other groups. Specifically, Elaad (2009) reported that
police interrogators assessed their lie-telling ability higher than both lay
people (t(56) ¼ 2.49, P ¼ 0.016, d ¼ 0.65) and prisoners (t(56) ¼ 3.55,
P ¼ 0.001, d ¼ 0.93). Table 15.1 shows that interrogators and prosecutors
exhibited the highest assessment of the lie-detection ability. Lie-detection
assessments of prosecutors in Elaad (2015b) study were significantly higher
than the corresponding assessments of students (t(62) ¼ 3.05, P ¼ 0.003,
d ¼ 0.76).

In summary, on-the-job experience may contribute to higher assess-
ments of lie-telling and lie-detection abilities. Alternatively, accepting a job
that requires above-average lie-telling and/or lie-detection abilities, may
generate self-selection of high perceivers of the lie-telling and lie-detecting
abilities. In any case, there are individual differences in the self-assessed
lie-related abilities and additional effort to look for these differences is
necessary.
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OTHER POTENTIAL MEDIATORS

Perceived Importance
The different assessments of the lie-related abilities may be linked to the
importance people attribute to these abilities. Strong relations were found
between the self-assessed abilities and their perceived importance (Elaad,
2015a). Specifically, the lie-telling ability assessments were positively
correlated with the importance participants attributed to that ability
(r ¼ 0.31, P ¼ 0.016). Similarly, lie-detecting ability assessments were
positively correlated with the importance people assigned to the ability
(r ¼ 0.31, P ¼ 0.017). When the importance ratings were compared,
lie-telling received much lower importance ratings (Mean ¼ 48.17,
SD ¼ 29.26) than lie-detecting (Mean ¼ 78.67, SD ¼ 21.51). Using a
paired sample t-test, the difference is significant, t(59) ¼ 7.01, P < 0.001.
People feel that it is more important to detect the lies of other people
than to be a good liar. The importance ratings can be considered in two
opposite ways: “it is important to possess a specific trait therefore I believe I
possess it”, or “I believe I possess the ability, therefore it is important to
have it”.

TesteRetest Reliability
Elaad and Sommerfeld (2016) provided some insight into the reliability of
the lie-related abilities. In this study, 100 students were asked to self-assess
their abilities twice, in two sessions separated by 1e14 days. Testeretest
correlations were computed for the lie-telling ability (r(100) ¼ 0.67,
P < 0.001) and for the lie-detecting ability (r(100) ¼ 0.72, P < 0.001). The
reliability results may indicate that both lie-telling and lie-detecting ability
assessments are lasting attributes.

SELF-ASSESSED LIE-TELLING AND LIE-DETECTION
ABILITIES AND PERSONALITY DIMENSIONS

There are people who associate the ability to lie successfully with
dishonesty (negative quality). Such people are expected to rate their ability
to persuade others when lying below average. Other people may apply a
double standard and consider their own lies as an unavoidable necessity and
therefore less innocuous than lies of other people (Bond & DePaulo, 2006).
Yet other people may think that lying is a positive quality that serves them
well in social interactions (Kashy & DePaulo, 1996). Such people are
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expected to rate their ability to lie successfully above average. In summary,
people do not share similar notions about what is positive and what is
negative concerning the lie-telling ability.

Considering the perceived lie-detection ability, most people evaluate
their lie-detection ability higher than others. However, a metaanalysis
indicate that people are no better than chance when judging deception
(Bond & DePaulo, 2008). It seems that the high lie-detection ability
evaluation is not justified. Furthermore, lie-detection ability assessments
vary among individuals.

Elaad and Reizer (2015) examined the contribution of personality
dimensions to self-assessed lie-telling and lie-detecting abilities using the
“Big Five” model of personality trait structure (McCrae & Costa, 1997).
The Big Five presents five orthogonal dimensions that capture the full range
of personality traits: Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to experience,
Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness.

Using hierarchical regression models for predicting lie-telling and lie-
detecting ability assessments, Elaad and Reizer found that higher levels of
Extraversion and Openness to experience, and lower levels of Agreeable-
ness, contributed significantly to higher assessments of the lie-telling ability.
Similarly, higher levels of Extraversion and Openness to experience and
lower levels of Agreeableness contributed significantly to lie-detection
assessments. Conscientiousness and Neuroticism did not contribute to the
lie-related ability assessments (Table 15.2).

A recent unpublished study (Elaad, 2017) conducted on 160 Israeli
participants from the community (81 females) provided an opportunity to
reexamine the contribution of the Big Five personality dimensions to high
and low self-assessments of the lie-related abilities. Using hierarchical
regression models, lower levels of Agreeableness contributed significantly to
higher assessment of the lie-telling ability. All other dimensions failed to
show any contribution to the perceived ability to tell credible lies. Similar
results were obtained for the lie-detecting assessments (Table 15.2).

A yet unpublished M.A. thesis (Yaacov, 2017) performed on 192
participants from the community (108 females) reexamined the association
between the self-assessed abilities to tell and detect lies and the Big Five
personality dimensions using hierarchical regression analyses. One partici-
pant failed to complete the Big Five inventory and was excluded from the
personality analysis. It emerged that lower levels of Agreeableness and
higher levels of Openness to experience contributed significantly to higher
assessments of the lie-telling ability. Higher ratings of Extraversion and
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Conscientiousness and lower ratings of Agreeableness and Neuroticism
predicted higher assessments of the lie-detecting ability.

The regression analyses indicate that the association between self-
assessments of the lie-telling and lie-detecting abilities and Big Five traits
is robust. To reach concise and more convincing conclusions, a mini
metaanalysis (Goh et al., 2016), based on three own studies, indicated in
Table 15.3, was conducted. The advantage of a mini metaanalysis over the
individual regression analyses is the estimation of the overall effect size that
places more weight on the reliability and the replicability of the findings
than on individual effects that may or may not meet the level of significance
(Braver, Thoemmes, & Rosenthal, 2014). For the mini metaanalysis,
Pearson correlations between lie-telling ability assessment and the Big Five
dimensions in each study were calculated. The correlations are displayed in
Table 15.2. Similar correlations computed for the lie-detection ability
assessments appear in Table 15.3.

A separate mini metaanalysis was performed for each Big Five dimen-
sion across the three studies. Fixed effects were used in which mean effect

Table 15.2 Data on correlations between lie-telling ability assessments and Big Five
dimensions

Agreeable Conscientious Extraversion Openness Neuroticism

Elaad and
Reizer (2015)
N ¼ 174

�0.307c �0.112 0.199b 0.218b �0.107

Yaacov (2017)
N ¼ 191

�0.217b �0.105 0.111 0.143a �0.101

Elaad (2017)
N ¼ 160

�0.348b �0.095 0.022 �0.100 �0.026

M rz �0.296 �0.104 0.117 0.156 �0.080
M r �0.288 �0.104 0.117 0.155 �0.080
Combined Z �6.52c �1.65 2.06a 2.05a �1.14

M r, weighted mean correlation (converted from rz to r); M rz, weighted mean correlation
(Fisher’s Z transformation for normalization).
The combined Z value summarizes the Z (standard normal deviate) that corresponds to each
study’s P-value and attaches the appropriate sign. Calculations were performed according the
following formula (Goh et al., 2016):

Z combined ¼
P

Zffiffi
k

p

in which k refers to the number of independent Zs being combined.
aP < .05.
bP < .01.
cP < .001.
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size (i.e., mean correlation) was weighted by sample size. All correlations
were Fisher’s z transformations for analyses that were converted back to
Pearson correlations for presentation. Across the three studies, lie-telling
assessments were positively associated with Extraversion and Openness to
experience and negatively associated with Agreeableness. Although
consistent negative association emerged between Conscientiousness and
Neuroticism and lie-telling ability assessments, the combined Z score is
insignificant. Similar results were obtained for lie-detection assessments.
Specifically, the assessments related positively with Extraversion and
Openness to experience, and negatively with Agreeableness.

The outcomes deserve further explanation. It seems that extroverts who
are sociable, energetic, talkative, with positive emotions and tend to seek
stimulations with others (McCrae & Costa, 1997), who are drawn to social
life and have more opportunities to communicate with others, are more
inclined to tell lies than introverts who have fewer social opportunities
(Kashy & DePaulo, 1996). Extroverts learn to be persuasive when lying.
This is in line with the notion that extroverts perceive themselves as good
persuaders (Barrick & Mount, 1991). Frequent social interactions also
contribute to the perceived ability of extroverts to notice and detect when
other people are lying to them.

Table 15.3 Data on correlations between lie-detecting ability assessments and Big
Five dimensions

Agreeable Conscientious Extraversion Openness Neuroticism

Elaad and
Reizer (2015)
N ¼ 174

�0.204b 0.093 0.367c 0.379c �0.027

Yaacov (2017)
N ¼ 191

�0.171a 0.197a 0.177a 0.117 �0.204b

Elaad (2017)
N ¼ 160

�0.272b �0.010 �0.038 �0.024 0.087

M rz �0.216 0.100 0.182 0.168 �0.006
M r �0.213 0.100 0.180 0.166 �0.006
Combined Z �4.42c 1.89 4.45c 3.89c �1.15

M r, weighted-mean correlation (converted from rz to r); M rz, weighted-mean correlation
(Fisher’s Z transformation for normalization).
Combined Z, Summarized Zs that correspond to each study’s P-value.
aP < .05.
bP < .01.
cP < .001, (all two tailed).
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Openness to experience also contributed to the perceived abilities to tell
lies persuasively and to be able to detect others’ lies. Openness to experi-
ence reflects the degree of intellectual curiosity, independent thinking,
creativity, and preference for novelty and variety (McCrae & Costa, 1997).
Such people are motivated to engage in intellectual pursuit (Moutafi,
Furnham, & Crump, 2006) and are positively associated with emotional
intelligence (McIntyre, 2010). Such people are curious about other people
and spend time and effort in collecting information from others. Confi-
dence in their lie-related abilities helps them in this matter. Furthermore,
open-minded people who prefer variety of experiences over a strict routine
(Barrick & Mount, 1991) will try deception more often than others and will
learn how to become a better liar. In summary, gaining experience with
lying may be associated with higher self-assessed lie-telling ability.

Agreeable people consider themselves as nice, friendly, and trustworthy
(McCrae & Costa, 1997). Agreeableness is associated with the tendency to
be genuine in one’s relationships (Gillath, Sesko, Shaver, & Chun, 2010)
and is associated with low self-assessments of the abilities to lie persuasively
and detect lies successfully.

LYING PREFERENCE AND LIE-TELLING ABILITY
ASSESSMENTS

Yaacov (2017), linked the self-assessed lie-related abilities to preferences for
a deceptive option over a truthful one. Specifically, participants drawn from
the local community were presented with four implausible scenarios of
misconduct. They were then asked to simulate the role of the innocent
respondent and defend themselves by convincing that they are indeed
innocent. There were three alternative options: (1) tell a completely true
but implausible story; (2) tell a story that was basically true story although
many implausible aspects of the event were removed from the description;
(3) tell a complete lie that makes sense.

Yaacov found that participants who rated high their lie-telling ability
tended to choose deceptive alternatives more often than low lie-telling
ability raters (r(189) ¼ 0.19, P ¼ 0.009). Specifically, participants who gave
a high score to their lie-telling ability preferred a deceptive alternative over
the truthful option, whereas participants who were less confident in their
lie-telling ability preferred to tell the less-plausible truth. No association
between the self-assessed lie-detection ability and preference for a deceptive
option was found.
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SELF-ASSESSED LIE-TELLING AND LIE-DETECTING
ABILITIES AND PERFORMANCE IN THE CONCEALED
INFORMATION TEST

The final part of the present review offers evidence of associations between
participants’ self-assessed lie-related abilities and their responses to critical
items in the Concealed Information Test (CIT). The CIT consists of a series
of multiple-choice questions, each containing one critical item (e.g., an
item of information related to the crime under investigation) and several
neutral (control) alternative items, which cannot be distinguished by
innocent suspects who have no crime-related knowledge (Lykken, 1998).
Typically, if a suspect’s physiological responses to the critical items are
consistently greater than to the controls, it is possible to infer that the
examinee has knowledge about the crime in question. Usually, three
physiological measures are being used to detect concealed knowledged
electrodermal responses, cardiovascular activity, and respiration changes.

A recent attempt to link between self-assessed lie-telling and lie-
detecting abilities and the performance on a version of the CIT (the
Guilty Answer Test [GAT]) was made by Elaad and Sommerfeld (2016).
The experiment used a mock-theft procedure in which 100 participants
were randomly assigned to four experimental conditions in a 2 � 2 factorial
design. There were two guilt conditions (guilty and informed innocents)
and two human interrogation-feedback conditions. In one condition,
participants received a feedback of belief from an “interrogator,” whereas in
the other condition they were not believed. The polygraph test was
administered several days after the mock crime and the human interroga-
tion. Self-assessments of the ability to tell lies convincingly and to detect lies
successfully were gathered twice, in the mock-crime session and after the
polygraph session.

In this study, skin conductance responses (SCR) were computed as the
maximal increase in skin conductance, from 1 to 5 s after stimulus onset
(Ben-Shakhar, Gronau, & Elaad, 1999). Other measures used in this study
include finger pulse waveform length (FPWL) responses, the measured line
length of the pattern that depicts the activity of the peripheral blood vessel
within 15 s from stimulus onset, and respiration line length (RLL)
responses, the total respiration line length during the 15 s interval following
stimulus onset. For both FPWL and RLL, shorter lines represent stronger
responses (see Elaad & Ben-Shakhar, 2006; Elaad, Ginton, & Jungman,
1992; for details).
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It was observed that in the 2-min rest period before the test, guilty
participants who have high assessments of their lie-telling ability elicited
higher tonic skin conductance levels (SCL) than lower lie-telling ability
raters. Larger SCL responses may reflect arousal; therefore, it is suggested
that guilty (but not-informed innocent) participants who have high
assessments of their lie-telling ability were more aroused before the test
compared with their low-rated counterparts. It was suggested that low lie-
telling ability raters acknowledge the fact that the polygraph will detect
their concealed knowledge and make no effort to change this outcome.
The smaller group of high lie-telling ability raters may have felt that they
have to prove something and were motivated to influence the polygraph
outcome. Such motivation may have increased tonic SCL before the test
and enhance responsivity to critical items during the test. As to standardized
responses to critical items along the test, high self-assessed ability to tell lies
convincingly contributed to the relative magnitude of SCRs. Lie-telling
ability assessments were not associated with RLL or FPWL responses.
Lie-detection ability assessments did not predict physiological responses. As
the SCRs are most sensitive to orienting responses (Klein Selle, Verschuere,
Kindt, Meijer, & Ben-Shakhar, 2016), future research should explore the
relation between orientation and the lie-telling ability assessment.

DISCUSSION

The present chapter clearly shows that many people feel that they have
difficulties to persuade others to believe their lies and rate low their lie-
telling ability. Demographic differences such as gender, age, religiosity,
and on-the-job experience may mediate these assessments. However, these
differences await further experimental clarifications. Current research on
the association between self-assessed lie-related abilities and additional
demographic differences, such as education, social-economic status, and
profession, calls for future research.

It was found that high lie-telling ability raters were more responsive in
the CIT than lower lie-telling ability raters. The effect was observed only
for the SCR measure which is sensitive to orientation. It was speculated
that high lie-telling ability raters may be more susceptible to orienting
responses than lower lie-telling ability raters. This should be further
examined in future research. A related question is: would high lie-telling
ability raters, undergoing a CIT polygraph test, use more countermea-
sures than other examinees? The rational is that people who believe they
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have the ability to lie persuasively may be motivated to try and prove their
assertion in the polygraph test when they are lying. A clear answer may be
relevant and important for the polygraph industry.

Generally, people feel confident about their ability to detect deception.
This lie-detection ability is important in situations that involve personal
relations including law enforcement situations. High self-assessed lie-
detection ability serves well police interrogators’ tendency to be suspi-
cious (Elaad, 2003; Meissner & Kassin, 2002) and that of prosecutors’ who
are committed to prove their case in court. No wonder that interrogators
and prosecutors exhibited the highest lie-detection ability assessments (see
Table 15.1).

Personality attributes may play a role in lie-related ability assessments.
Using the Big Five personality inventory, results indicated that lie-telling
and lie-detection assessments were positively related with Extraversion
and Openness to experience and negatively related to Agreeableness.
Specifically, people who perceive high their ability to lie successfully and
their ability to detect lies accurately can be characterized by extraversion
dimensions such as sociability and positive emotions, a tendency to seek
contact with other people, and being talkative. It was further found that
high lie-related ability raters assessed high features of the Open to experi-
ence dimension. Attributes such as curiosity and independent thinking,
emotional intelligence, seeking novelty and variety, as well as spending time
and effort in collecting information from other people may characterize this
group of people. In contrast, low Agreeableness ratings were associated with
high lie-telling and high lie-detecting ability assessments. Agreeable people
trust others and tend to perceive themselves as nice and friendly. In contrast,
people with low ratings of Agreeableness assume that others are generally
untrustworthy and act accordingly until their trustworthiness is demon-
strated over time.

It may be suggested that people who assess high their lie-telling ability
are inclined to tell lies more often than low lie-telling ability raters who are
more introverted and have fewer social opportunities. The rational is that
high raters are open to a variety of experiences and gain more lying skills
than low lie-telling raters.

In this framework, the Self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1986) is relevant.
Self-efficacy is commonly defined as the belief in one’s capabilities to
achieve a goal or an outcome. Higher self-efficacy levels in a specific area
are related to better performance in that area. For example, students with a
strong sense of self-efficacy are more likely to challenge themselves with
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difficult tasks and are ultimately likely to achieve better academic perfor-
mance (e.g., Margolis & McCabe, 2006).

It follows that higher self-assessment of one’s ability to tell lies may be
associated with better and more successful lying. Some evidence to support
this notion was offered by Yaacov (2017), who reported association
between high lie-telling ability assessments and lying preferences. Schneider
and Goffin (2012) developed the Perceived Ability to Deceive (PATD)
scale and found an association between the scale scores and self-reported
counterproductive workplace behaviors. Grieve and Hayes (2013) inves-
tigated the relationship between PATD scores and actual ability to deceive
successfully within the context of simulated vocational faking. They found
that PATD scores did not predict successful faking. Nevertheless, the
relation between high confidence in one’s lie-telling ability and actual lying
behavior deserves further attention. Other related questions that warrant
further investigation include: Do above-average lie-telling ability raters lie
more frequently than others? In what situations do above-average lie-telling
ability raters tend to use or refrain from using their alleged lying skills?

It was indicated that people tend to self-assess their ability to detect lies
higher than their ability to persuade others when they lie. Further, the
lie-detection ability assessment is generally overrated, whereas the lie-telling
ability is not. Several possible explanations were provided for the lower
lie-telling ability assessment. For example, the desire to sustain a positive
self-image. By rating low the ability to lie successfully, people support their
self-image of being honest. Similarly, an explanation for the overrated lie-
detection ability refers to the tendency of people to think of themselves in a
positive way. Norms dictate that people should not allow themselves to be
easily deceived. In support of this attitude people would like to believe that
their ability to succeed in detecting lies is above average.

The question that follows is: Do respondents lie intentionally when they
self-assess their lie-related abilities? Specifically, are people motivated to
present themselves as honest people who lack the ability to lie convincingly
when they do not truly believe they lack lie-telling skills? Do people truly
believe that they are above-average lie detectors or do they rate themselves
as such simply because they are motivated to deny being gullible or being
easily deceived by others?

Social desirability, or the tendency of respondents to answer questions in
a manner that is viewed favorably by others, is relevant here. However,
social desirability predicts negative correlation between the self-assessed
lie-telling ability (low) and the self-assessed lie-detection ability (high). In
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contrast, Table 15.1 presents positive correlations between the two assessed
abilities for all 16 examined conditions, with nine substantial correlations
(above r ¼ 0.30). It may be suggested that alternative explanations, such as
confidence (or lack of confidence) in the lie-related abilities, play the major
role in biased assessments rather than social desirability. Williams and
Gilovich (2008) provided further support to this notion showing that
people truly believe in their self-enhanced ratings and take their estimates
seriously enough to guide their actions.

LIMITATIONS

The set of studies reviewed in the present mini metaanalysis were con-
ducted in Israel by a single research group. Specifically, all samples
comprised Israeli (mostly Jewish) individuals. This is a primary limitation of
the reported results, which impairs their external validity. To assess the role
of self-assessed abilities in more general terms, it would be beneficial to
conduct similar studies in different countries and societies, using a variety of
individuals. The robust findings described in this review are replicable and
should encourage further research in investigating the role of self-assessed
lie-related abilities in countries other than Israel. Such replications are
expected to support the present outcomes.

Another limitation is the evaluation procedure. All the described studies
used a single question to define lie-telling and lie-detecting ability assess-
ments. Such a procedure may preclude separate reliability tests for each
study. It is advised to develop a questionnaire containing several items that
represent the multiple aspects of each ability to continue this line of research.
An earlier attempt in this direction was the PATD scale (Schneider &
Goffin, 2012), a multiquestion questionnaire, that was developed to
examine individual faking differences in preemployment testing. The PATD
results offer some external support to the present outcomes. For example,
PATD scores are negatively related to Agreeableness and unrelated to
Conscientiousness.

CONCLUSIONS

The present review of studies is in line with the tendency to examine how
biases influence social and interpersonal attitudes, thoughts, feelings, and
behavior. Lie-telling and lie-detecting ability assessments influence a variety
of features. However, caution is recommended when one tries to
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determine the direction of influence. For example, the link between per-
sonality dimensions and lie-telling assessments can be interpreted in both
directions. Personality attributes influence the way people learn about their
abilities to lie convincingly and at the same time accumulated feedback on
lying experiences shape an individuals’ personality. The task of future
research is to help us resolve the direction of the link. It is vital to learn
more about the influence of high lie-telling ability ratings on specific
behaviors. For example, more attention should be given to guilty high
lie-telling ability raters who seem more responsive than low raters to critical
items in the CIT. In summary, research on self-assessed lie-telling and
lie-detecting abilities is in its creation and additional research is necessary. I
hope that the current review made its contribution in encouraging further
research.
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