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Abstract

The aim of the study was to provide further evidence of the accuracy of indirect deception detection measures and to test the ef-
fects of informing those engaged in detecting lies of the actual reason for their observations. The results are important from the
point of view of potential applications. The experiment was conducted in two phases. First, a group of college students was asked
to describe honestly or dishonestly four of their acquaintances. The statements were videotaped. Second, the video-clips were
shown to a group of undergraduate students randomly assigned to one of four experimental groups in which the participants were
asked to assess: 1) the honesty of the senders by answering direct questions; 2) the honesty of the senders by answering indirect
questions; 3) the senders by answering indirect questions; 4) the senders by answering direct questions. The results revealed that
participants were able to distinguish between truth and lies most accurately when an indirect question was applied and that in-
forming lie detectors of the real aim of their activity did not impair the accuracy of this method. The theoretical considerations and

the implications for future research are discussed.
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1. Introduction

In the majority of the research conducted on lie de-
tection based on observing the behaviour of participants
under suspicion even experts have rarely achieved a level
of accuracy greater than chance [4, 27]. The majority of
this research has either used a method of labelling an-
swers as true or untrue or has used scales as a method
of assessing answers. These methods are defined as ex-
plicit or direct [7]. Some experiments, though, have in-
troduced additional measures of lie detection beyond
those deployed in the direct method. One of the first of
these was conducted by DePaulo and Rosenthal [9]:
with reference to films they had watched the partici-
pants were asked not only to determine which people

had lied and which had told the truth about their degree
of fondness for acquaintances, but also to give their
impression of how ambivalent the statements were. It
transpired that participants assessed statements con-
taining lies as less sincere with greater than random ac-
curacy. However the accuracy was even greater when
lies were detected based on the presence of ambiva-
lence in statements [7]. It also appeared to be the case
that lies were more ambiguous than truth.

The same films were used in an investigation of
children’s ability to detect lies [6]. People in five age
groups were asked whether a speaker was lying or tell-
ing the truth, whether a speaker liked or disliked the
person talked about and also whether that same speaker
had mixed feelings. In general, deception detection by
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the direct method grew in accuracy together with age
(with the exception of a decrease in accuracy in the
third age group), but only the results obtained by the
two oldest groups (17 and 18 year olds) were statisti-
cally significant. When differentiating between truth
and lies based on assessing the presence of mixed feel-
ings was concerned it appeared that this grows linearly
with age and that significant differences are already
visible at a developmentally earlier stage — in fifteen-
year-olds [6]. It would appear then, that at a stage
when we cannot detect a lie directly by answering yes
or no we can do so by identifying the presence of
mixed feelings.

Research in which Hurd and Noller [19] asked par-
ticipants to articulate their feelings when listening to
truth or lies delivered similar results. The accuracy of
the direct detection of lies was unimpressive, but a more
interesting relationship was observed: at the moment
when the participants heard a lie they were more likely
to define a given piece of information as untrue. Yet
when it was time to indicate directly whether a state-
ment was sincere or not, they did not take the earlier
promptings of their own intuition into consideration
[19]. Furthermore, indirect indications, such as how
comfortable the participants were when observing state-
ments including a lie or a truth, the nature and extent of
their suspicion and whether they obtained enough in-
formation were more accurate indicators of truth and
lies than direct questions [7]. The participants felt
more comfortable and certain watching statements con-
taining the truth, while statements which according to
them did not provide enough information were usually
untrue [7].

Research which investigated participants’ certainty
in assessing the sincerity of observed statements has
also provided evidence of the effectiveness of indirect
questions. In their meta-analysis DePaulo, Charlton,
Cooper et al. [5] demonstrated that participants de-
clared a greater certainty in their judgements when
they assessed the truth than when they assessed a lie. In
some cases truth could be more accurately differenti-
ated from lies by reference to declarations concerning
the certainty of judgements than by asking directly
whether a person was lying or not.

The majority of studies using indirect methods of
deception detection have been conducted in laborato-
ries and have involved students, who also answered di-
rect questions. These problems were addressed by
Vrij, Edward and Bull [31] when they invited police-
men to participate in a study and assigned them ran-
domly to groups answering indirect or direct questions.
The indirect questions concerned the mental effort
(thinking hard) expended in the answers of the people

the policemen watched. The results showed that the
upholders of the law were able to differentiate sincere
statements from lies accurately, but only on the basis
of indirect questions. Though the difference between
the indirect and direct method was statistically not sig-
nificant (which is to be expected because in both meth-
ods the assessments for liars were higher) the differ-
ence in the indirect method was almost twice that of the
direct method. Those within the observed group assessed
as putting more effort into a statement lied signifi-
cantly more often. Moreover it was demonstrated that
participants most probably used real deception indica-
tors only when the indirect method was deployed [31].

Similar results were obtained by Landstrom, Granhag
and Hartwig [21] who found that people telling the
truth were assessed as putting less mental effort into
their statements than liars. Furthermore, the observers
assessed honest statements as richer in detail and said
that they remembered them better than lies. Landstrom
and her colleagues obtained identical results, exclud-
ing those concerning the recollection of statements, in
a further study [22].

In summary, there is proof that deception detectors
obtain a greater accuracy using the indirect method.
This is because it does not follow the stereotypical in-
dicators of lying, such as the widely held view that li-
ars avert their gaze or move more [28]. It is possible
that when answering indirect questions the partici-
pants cease to focus on misleading assumptions about
liars’ behaviour and instead concentrate on the real in-
dicators of deception. That said, it is necessary to an-
swer numerous further questions before recommending
the indirect method of deception detection for use in
practice. For example, the experiments we have de-
scribed above do not tell us about the influence of do-
ing these two things simultaneously: telling the partici-
pants that they are to use the indirect method to detect
lies and randomly assigning them to groups using indi-
rect or direct methods. It is after all difficult to assume
that a police officer or a prosecutor interviewing a sus-
pect or observing an interview does not know why he
is searching for particular manifestations of behaviour
and not for others. The study presented below is an at-
tempt to answer this question.

2. Method
2.1. Participants

The experiment involved 101 students drawn from
the Warsaw School of Economics and the Warsaw
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University of Technology (average age: 23.6; 50 women,
51 men) who were unpaid volunteers.

2.2. Materials

Video-clips that featured sixteen people talking
about people they know and either like or dislike were
specially made for the experiment. In half of these
cases the people were lying.

2.3. Stimulus materials

The films used in the study were made during
a special session with the participation of twenty-five
young people' aged 20-30 who were invited to test
their ability to lie. They were informed that according
to the procedure they would have to lie or tell the truth
on a given topic. Their truthfulness would be assessed
by a deception detection expert who in this case was,
in fact, the experimenter.

The consequences of deception detection were in-
creased to make it more likely that participants would
show behavioural indicators of deception. A prize was
therefore introduced to the procedure to be awarded if
an expert in deception detection believed a participant,
while a punishment was introduced for participants
not found to be credible [15]. The prize involved se-
curing an additional payment for participation in the
study equal to PLN 100 to be added to the PLN 10
promised during recruitment as a reward for involve-
ment in the study. The punishment was the loss of the
sum promised during recruitment. To further increase
the incentive to deceive efficiently, all of the partici-
pants were reminded several times that experts can
only be successfully deceived by intelligent people
with a strong will and emotional self-control [13].

The filming procedure was based on research by
DePaulo and Rosenthal [9] and Elaad [13]. The experi-
menter’s assistant instructed the participants to speak
briefly about a person who s/he knows and:

1. likes;

2. dislikes;

3. likes, but is supposed to talk about this person as if
s/he disliked that person;

4. dislikes, but is supposed to talk about this person as
if s/he liked that person.

To increase the cognitive load still further and so
make it more likely that deception indicators would be
revealed, the participants were given only thirty sec-
onds to prepare each of their statements. After the

" They were other persons than those who participated in the
main study.

given time individual statements were filmed and later
all of the participants were presented with the decision
of the expert in deception detection. After the record-
ings had been completed the aim of the research was
explained and the participants were assured that the
films would be used exclusively for research purposes.
Following this, they were again asked for permission
to use the filmed materials. During the filming the par-
ticipants were positioned so that their whole bodies
could be seen front on. The experimenter was not visi-
ble in the frame. Sixteen films of similar length (about
40 seconds®) that were recorded in this way were se-
lected and it was established that the participants had
fully understood the instructions. The films were di-
vided into two groups of eight recordings each featur-
ing four women and four men. Each of the groups
included two films from each category of descriptions:
four true statements and four deceptions. The films
were edited in such a way as to leave a break of ten sec-
onds between the particular statements and at this time
only a darkened screen was visible. During this period
the people watching answered the questions. The films
were shown in random order and speakers two, three,
five and seven were lying.

2.4. Questionnaires

After watching each of the films the participants in
the main study answered different questions, which
depended on the experimental group to which they had
been assigned:

1. Direct questions group: is the person speaking in
the film lying or telling the truth?

2. Indirect questions group: is the person speaking in
the film certain of his/her opinion? The answers
were marked on a seven-point scale where “1” me-
ans “is lying” and “is completely unsure of own
opinion”, and ““7”’means “is telling the truth” and
“is completely sure of own opinion”. Furthermore,
the questionnaires contained different instructions
depending on the experimental group. In two of the
groups the participants’ task was to assess the ho-
nesty of the people being watched, “in a moment
you will see short statements given by eight people
concerning acquaintances they like or dislike. Of
these, one-third to three-quarters is lying. Please
assess the honesty of each of those speaking by

% As Draheim [12] suggests, extending the films (as well as the
real interviews) provides a chance for a greater number of
deception indicators to surface, but only among those who are
poor liars. Those more skilled at deception may even be given
a better chance to convince observers that they are telling the
truth.
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answering the questions below™. In two other gro-
ups the participants were asked to assess the person
being watched in these words, “in a moment you
will see short statements given by eight people
concerning acquaintances they like or dislike. Ple-
ase assess each of them by answering the questions
below”.

2.5. Procedure

The participants in the experiment were randomly
assigned to one of four groups that were given differ-
ent instructions and asked different questions:

1. The task of the participants is to assess the honesty
of the person being watched by answering indirect
questions

2. The task of the participants is to assess the honesty
of the person being watched by answering direct
questions

3. The task of the participants is to assess the person
being watched by answering indirect questions

4. The task of the participants is to assess the person
being watched by answering direct questions.

The participants followed the procedure in groups
of one to three and received instructions that were dif-
ferent depending on the experimental group they were
assigned to. All were informed that after each of the
video-clips there would be a ten-second break and that
during that break they would be able to answer the
question. The experimenter then counted ten seconds
so that the participants could become acquainted with the
amount of time they would have to give their answer.

If none of the participants had any further questions,
the films were shown and the participants recorded their
answers after each of them. The participants watched
one of the films that contained eight statements by
eight different people describing acquaintances they
like or dislike. The films were shown in random order.

* In accordance with suggestions by Frank and Ekman [15] as
well as Vrij, Edward and Bull [31], the author of this paper
gave information about the number of people lying so that
participants would not think that half of the people being
watched were lying and half were telling the truth and, as
a consequence, would give their replies without having watched
the films attentively. It was impossible to provide similar
information for the second experimental condition because it
is not possible to verify data on whether people speaking in the
films are sure of their opinions or not.

3. Results
3.1. Differences between film shows

The assessments of the people being watched in
both films used in the study were calculated in order to
exclude the influence of the film shows. However the
student’s t-test did not show any statistically significant
differences in the assessments of the people speaking
( (99) = —1.8; n.s.). For this reason the films will be
considered together in further analyses.

3.2. Indirect versus direct methods of deception
detection

To test the differences between the direct and indi-
rect methods of deception detection and to examine
the influence of notification about the context of the
assessment, a mixed design ANOVA was conducted
utilizing a 2 (indirect method — direct method) x 2 (in-
struction types) x 2 (indication of lie or uncertainty —
indication of truth or certainty). The method and in-
structions were between-subjects factors, whereas the
indication of truth or untruth (certainty or uncertainty)
was a within-object factor. Before the analysis the as-
sessments of the people who were lying were sub-
jected to reverse coding so that the lower values rep-
resent an indication that the person presented in the
film is more certain of their opinion or more honest.
The results for the people who were telling the truth re-
mained unchanged (the lower of these values repre-
sents an indication that a person is less sure and less
honest). Afterwards the mean values for these vari-
ables were calculated for films in which the person
was lying and for films in which the person was telling
the truth (two levels of within-objects factors). The
analysis demonstrated the main effect of the within-
objects factor (indication of truth or certainty versus
indication of lie or uncertainty) — F(1, 97) = 28.19;
p<0.001,n%=0.22. As Table I shows, the people who
lied in the films were assessed as less honest and less
certain of their opinions than those who were telling
the truth.

A main effect of the method was also observed —
F(1,97)=10.13; p<0.005; n2 =0.095 and main effect
of instruction — F(1, 97) = 10.54; p < 0.005; > = 0.10.
Participants of the study in a situation, when they were
posed indirect questions, and in instruction were asked
for assessments of honesty of watched persons de-
cided, that persons saying truth were more certain of
their opinions while those telling lies were less certain.
The group which was asked directly about the honesty
of the people being watched and which was asked to
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TABLE I. MEAN RATES OF TRUTHFUL AND DECEPTIVE STATEMENTS IN GROUPS

Indirect method

Direct method

Person assessment

Honesty assessment

Person assessment Honesty assessment

Deceptive statement ~ 3.69 3.99
Truthful statement 4.21 4.65

3.22 3.70
4.08 4.21

44

432
i 396 %
38 1
365
36
341
324 ‘ . .

indrect honesty assess.  direct honesty assess.  indirect person assess.  direct person assess.

=}

Fig. 1. Mean scores for method and question type (seven-
point scale).

assess the people being watched was the least correct
in deciding which were lying and which were telling
the truth. No significant interaction effects were ob-
served because in all of the groups the assessments of
those people telling the truth were higher.

4. Discussion of results

The results obtained confirm the hypothesis that
participants in the study were able to differentiate
more accurately between honest and dishonest state-
ments when an indirect, rather than a direct, method of
deception detection is used. That is, they were better
able to distinguish between people telling the truth and
people telling lies when asked, “is the person you are
watching sure of their own opinion?”, than when asked
straightforwardly, “is this person lying or telling the
truth?” These results therefore confirm results obtained
earlier [see 7] which also suggest that indirect methods
are more efficient.

The present study was, however, primarily directed
to providing a preliminary verification of the potential
for the practical use of the indirect method of decep-
tion detection by bodies such as the police. In these
cases detectors will always be aware that when an-
swering questions concerning a suspect’s level of cog-
nitive load or the certainty of their statements they are
deliberately engaged in detecting deception. In earlier
experiments the participants assessed the people they
were watching using the indirect and direct methods
simultaneously [2, 3, 6, 10, 19], while in another ex-

periment the participants using the indirect method did
not know that those they were watching might either
be lying or telling the truth [2, 3, 6, 10, 19]. Only Vrij,
Edward and Bull [31] used the random assignment of
participants to groups to be asked indirect or direct
questions. Yet none of these studies have linked prov-
ing the indirect method more efficient in lie detection
with testing the influence on the participants of know-
ing that some of the people they are watching are tell-
ing lies. The present investigation provides answers to
these questions. It emerges not only that the indirect
method is more efficient when indicating a lie, but that
notifying the participants of the real context of the
statements they are watching does not reduce its effi-
ciency. The results showed that the greatest certainty
of detecting a liar was by reference to the indications
of the group that answered indirect questions and were
told that the people they were watching were telling
the truth or telling lies. Inferior results were obtained
by those who answered indirect questions but thought
that their task was simply to assess the person being
watched and by those who were asked direct questions
and knew that their task was to assess the honesty of
the people they were watching.

Though the differences obtained between assess-
ments of those telling the truth and those lying (on
a seven-point scale) in indirect conditions are not high
(for the honesty assessment 0.66 and for the person as-
sessment 0.52) they are still statistically significant.
Even smaller differences were obtained in the study
quoted above by Vrij, Edward and Bull [31] (a differ-
ence of 0.36 between assessments of lying and telling
the truth) or in that by Feldman, Tomasian and Coats
[14] (a difference of 0.20). Such small differences in
these types of experiments may be explained by the
generally small differences in behaviour between those
telling the truth and those telling lies [compare 8,27, 31].

It is the view of researchers that the indirect method
of deception detection is successful [see 29] because it
does not follow stereotypical knowledge of deception
indicators which, as a series of studies have shown [see
1,17, 18,20,23,24,25,26,27,30,32], are often unre-
liable. However, with indirect questions people begin
to concentrate on the untypical behaviour of the people
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they are watching, which may turn out to be a true indi-
cator of dishonesty. Vrij, Edward and Bull [31] also
conducted an analysis of films which showed that sin-
cere statements differ from lies in featuring, for exam-
ple, shorter latency period and a greater number of
illustrators. A later regression analysis showed that
when participants are asked whether the person they
are watching is thinking hard their attention is directed
to indicators that are the reliable signs of lying: longer
pauses and a lower number of illustrators. On the other
hand, asking directly whether a person is lying or tell-
ing the truth directs attention to stereotypical cues,
such as an increase of number of body movements.

In their unconscious thought theory (UTT) Dijk-
sterhuis and Nordgren [11] contend that people have
two systems of thinking, conscious and unconscious,
that differ in their characteristics and usefulness under
different conditions. It is sometimes the case, though,
that these systems are used improperly so that, for ex-
ample, when people are dealing with a complex prob-
lem they may devote a great deal of conscious thought
to it when what they should engage for this purpose is
more unconscious thinking [11]. In contrast to previ-
ous research into stereotypes, one of the assumptions
of UTT is the hypothesis that people tend to think more
stereotypically when they think consciously than when
they use an unconscious system. Studies by Dijkster-
huis and his team [11] indicate that though stereotypes
are activated automatically, they are used when we
think consciously — about a given person for example.
The assessments or judgements of people using uncon-
scious thinking were more neutral and less concordant
with a stereotype. It is possible that the situation is sim-
ilar when we detect lies by the indirect method. In this
case the absence of a conscious search for behaviours
stereotypically connected with lying (through the ab-
sence of the direct question: “Is s/he lying?”), and the
concentration of attention on another task, such as
assessing the certainty of a statement, means that judge-
ments of the sincerity of others are more accurate.

The construct of unconscious thinking is also con-
nected with the use of intuition in making assessments
and choices. Intuition is, after all, often the result of
unconscious thinking, and its usefulness depends on
the degree to which it rests on unconscious thinking
and on whether the unconscious has access to the most
important pieces of information [11]. Unconscious
thinking is based on holistic assessments that involve
the consideration of many criteria. At a certain mo-
ment these manifest in gut feelings or intuitions that
prompt decisions. With reference to research findings
Dijksterhuis and Nordgren [11] enjoin us to believe in
and depend on this intuition when making decisions. It

is possible that we are dealing with a similar
phenomenon when detecting lies by the indirect
method. General, indirect questions divert the atten-
tion of those detecting lies away from concrete behav-
iours, which are very likely to be incorrectly linked
with lying. Instead, their scope of attention is ex-
panded to encompass the whole range of reactions
a person has when answering the question, “is the per-
son being watched sure of their opinion?” In this way
there is a greater chance that, from the entire set of be-
haviours under analysis, the ones that are the real indi-
cators of deception will be located.

The study also proved that the comparatively higher
efficiency of the indirect method, though still low, is
not diminished when the people using it to detect lies
are informed of the true aim of the assessment. Though
further research on the indirect method is necessary,
this result may be the first step towards the elaboration
of a more efficient method of deception detection us-
ing observations of behaviour, which may be used by
those with a professional interest in the assessment of
truthfulness. It may then be that the dark forebodings
of Bond and DePaulo [4], that we should reconcile
ourselves to the thought that the efficiency of decep-
tion detection in real time unsupported by instruments
will be no greater than chance, will not come true. Yet
there is also value in agreeing with Granhag [16], who
suggests a need to pay more attention to the theoretical
background of this method, to define the boundaries
between the indirect and direct methods of deception
detection more sharply and to determine the degree to
which the methods overlap during deception detection.
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WPLYW POINFORMOWANIA O KONTEKSCIE OCENY
NA SKUTECZNOSC POSREDNIEJ METODY WYKRYWANIA KEAMSTWA

1. Wstep

W wigkszosci przeprowadzonych badan nad wykry-
waniem klamstwa na podstawie obserwacji zachowania
podejrzanego uczestnicy, takze eksperci w wykrywaniu
ktamstwa, rzadko osiagali skuteczno$¢ wyzsza niz po-
ziom przypadku [4, 27]. Wigksza czg$¢ tych badan wy-
korzystywala metode etykietowania wypowiedzi jako
prawdziwych lub nieprawdziwych albo positkowata si¢
oceng prawdziwosci tych wypowiedzi na skalach. Me-
tody te okreslane sa jako bezposrednie (ang. explicit/di-
rect) [7]. Do niektorych eksperymentéw wilaczane byty
jednak dodatkowe (ponad te bezposrednie) miary obec-
nosci ktamstwa w wypowiedziach. Jednym z pierwszych
takich badan byt eksperyment przeprowadzony przez
DePaulo i Rosenthala [9], w ktorym badani — na podsta-
wie obejrzanych filmow — proszeni byli nie tylko o okres-
lenie tego, ktora z osob klamie, a ktéora mowi prawdeg na
temat stopnia sympatii do opisywanych znajomych, ale
takze o okreslenie wrazenia obecnosci sprzecznych uczué
(ang. ambivalence) w wypowiedziach. Okazato si¢, ze
uczestnicy ocenili wypowiedzi, ktore zawieraty ktam-
stwo, jako mniej szczere z trafnoscia wyzsza od przy-
padkowej, jednak z jeszcze wyzsza trafno$cia mozna
bylo okresli¢, kto ktamie na podstawie oceny obecnosci
w wypowiedzi sprzecznych emocji [7]. Klamstwa wy-
dawaly sig¢ rowniez bardziej dwuznaczne niz prawda.

Tych samych filméw uzyto w badaniu umiejgtnosci
wykrywania ktamstwa przez dzieci [6]. Nalezace do 5 grup
wiekowych osoby zapytano o to, czy wypowiadajacy si¢
ktamie czy moéwi prawde, czy wypowiadajacy si¢ lubi
czy nie lubi osoby, o ktorej opowiada, a takze czy wypo-
wiadajacy si¢ ma mieszane uczucia (ang. mixed feelings).
Trafno$¢ wykrywania ktamstwa metoda bezposrednia
generalnie rosta wraz z wiekiem (poza spadkiem traf-
nosci w trzeciej grupie wickowej), jednak tylko wynik
dwoch najstarszych grup (17- 1 18-latkow) byt istotny
statystycznie. Kiedy pod uwagg wzigto oceng obecnosci
mieszanych uczu¢, okazato sig, ze rozrdznienie ktamstwa
od prawdy na tej podstawie wzrasta liniowo wraz z wie-
kiem, a istotne roznice zaobserwowano na wczesniej-
szym rozwojowo stadium juz u pigtnastolatkow [6]. Wy-
glada wigc na to, ze na etapie, w ktorym nie potrafimy
wykrywac ktamstwa bezposrednio, odpowiadajac na py-
tanie czy kto$ ktamie, czy moéwi prawdg, umiemy to robié
w oparciu o identyfikacj¢ obecnos$ci sprzecznych uczué.

Podobnych rezultatoéw dostarczyly badania, w ktorych
Hurd i Noller [19] prosily uczestnikdéw o omawianie na
glos swoich wrazen podczas stuchania prawdy lub ktam-
stwa. Ich trafno$¢ bezposredniego wykrywania klamstwa

nie byla imponujaca, jednak zaobserwowano ciekawsza
zaleznos$¢ — w chwili, gdy badani styszeli klamstwo, byli
bardziej sktonni do okreslenia danej informacji jako nie-
prawdziwej. Kiedy jednak nadchodzit czas bezposred-
niego wskazania, czy wypowiedz byla prawdziwa, czy
nie, nie brali pod uwage wskazowek, ktore podsuwata im
wczesniej intuicja (tamze). Rowniez wskazania nie wprost
takie, jak okreslenie, jak komfortowo czuli si¢ uczestni-
cy, obserwujac wypowiedzi zawierajace kltamstwo lub
prawdg, jak byli podejrzliwi, czy otrzymali wystarcza-
jaca liczbeg informacji itp. pozwolity na trafniejsze wska-
zanie prawdy 1 ktamstwa niz pytania wprost [7]. Badani
czuli si¢ bardziej komfortowo i pewnie, ogladajac wy-
powiedzi zawierajace prawde, a wypowiedzi, ktore we-
dlug nich dostarczyty za mato informacji, byly zazwyczaj
nieprawdziwe [7].

Dowodéw na skuteczno$¢ pytan posrednich w wy-
krywaniu ktamstwa dostarczaja tez badania, w ktdérych
pytano o pewnos¢ oceny szczerosci obserwowanych wy-
powiedzi. DePaulo, Charlton, Cooper i in. [5] wykazali
w swojej metaanalizie, ze badani deklaruja wigksza pew-
no$¢ sadow, kiedy oceniaja prawde niz ktamstwo. W nie-
ktoérych przypadkach na podstawie deklaracji o pewno$ci
wydawanych sadéw mozna bylo trafniej rozr6znic¢ praw-
de od ktamstwa niz na podstawie bezposrednich pytan
o to, czy ktos byt szczery.

Wigkszos¢ badan wykorzystujacych posrednie me-
tody wykrywania ktamstwa przeprowadzona byla w la-
boratorium, ich uczestnikami byli studenci, ktorzy takze
odpowiadali na pytania bezposrednie. Z tymi problema-
mi zmierzyli si¢ Vrij, Edward i Bull [31], zapraszajac do
udziatlu policjantow i przydzielajac ich losowo do grup
odpowiadajacych na pytania posrednie lub bezposrednie.
Pytania posrednie dotyczyly wysitku umystowego, jaki
w wypowiedz wkladajq ogladane osoby. Wyniki pokaza-
ly, ze stroze prawa sa w stanie trafnie odrdznia¢ wypo-
wiedz prawdziwa od klamstwa, ale tylko na podstawie
pytan posrednich. Mimo ze r6znica pomig¢dzy metoda po-
srednia 1 bezposredniag nie byla istotna statystycznie (co
nie jest dziwne, poniewaz w obu metodach oceny dla
ktamcow byty wyzsze), wielkos¢ efektow dla metody po-
$redniej byta niemal dwukrotnie wyzsza niz dla metody
bezposredniej. Ogladane osoby, ktore oceniono jako wkta-
dajace wigcej wysitku w wypowiedz, istotnie czgsciej
ktamaty. Dodatkowo wykazano, ze tylko kiedy stosowa-
no metod¢ posrednia, uczestnicy najprawdopodobnigj
uzywali rzeczywistych wskaznikow ktamstwa [31].

Podobne wyniki uzyskali Landstrom, Granhag i Hart-
wig [21] — osoby prawdomowne zostaty ocenione jako
wkladajace mniej wysitku umystowego w swoja wypo-
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wiedz niz ktamcy. Obserwatorzy ocenili rowniez wypo-
wiedzi prawdziwe jako bogatsze w szczegoty, a dodatko-
wo byly one lepiej pamigtane niz ktamstwa. W kolejnym
badaniu Landstrom i jej wspotpracownicy [22] osiagneli
identyczne rezultaty, z wylaczeniem tych dotyczacych
pamigci wypowiedzi.

Podsumowujac, istnieja dowody na to, ze wykrywa-
jacy ktamstwo uzyskuja wyzsza trafnos¢, uzywajac me-
tody posredniej. Wyjasnieniem tego efektu moze by¢
nickierowanie si¢ stereotypowymi wskaznikami ktam-
stwa, takimi jak szeroko podzielany poglad, ze klamcy
odwracaja wzrok czy wigcej si¢ poruszaja [28]. By¢ mo-
ze, odpowiadajac na pytania posrednie, badani przestaja
zwraca¢ uwage na fatszywe sady o zachowaniu ktam-
cow, a koncentruja si¢ na rzeczywistych wskaznikach
oszukiwania. Zanim jednak posrednie metody wykrywa-
nia klamstwa zostana zarekomendowane do uzycia
w praktyce, potrzebna jest odpowiedZ na wiele kolejnych
nasuwajacych si¢ pytan. Opisane powyzej eksperymenty
nie odpowiedziaty m.in. na pytanie o wptyw poinformo-
wania uczestnikow o tym, ze za pomoca metody posre-
dniej maja wykry¢ kltamstwo z jednoczesnym losowym
przypisaniem badanych do grup uzywajacych metody
posredniej i bezposredniej. Trudno bowiem zaktada¢, ze
przestuchujacy podejrzanego czy obserwujacy przeshu-
chanie policjant lub prokurator nie wie, w jakim celu po-
szukuje takich, a nie innych przejawoéw zachowan u obser-
wowanej osoby. Ponizsze badanie jest proba odpowiedzi
na to pytanie.

2. Metoda
2.1. Uczestnicy

W badaniu uczestniczyto 101 studentéw Szkoty Glow-
nej Handlowej oraz Politechniki Warszawskiej ($redni
wiek: 23,6 lat; 50 kobiet, 51 m¢zczyzn). Osoby biorace
udziat w eksperymencie byly ochotnikami i nie otrzymy-
waly wynagrodzenia.

2.2. Materiaty

W eksperymencie wykorzystano specjalnie w tym
celu nagrane filmy. 16 os6b wypowiadato si¢ na filmie
o znanych sobie ludziach, ktorych lubig lub ktorych nie
lubia. W potowie przypadkéw nagrane osoby klamaty.

2.3. Procedura nagrywania filméw
Wykorzystane w badaniu filmy zostaty nagrane pod-

czas specjalnej sesji. W nagraniu udziat wzigto 25 mto-
dych osob' (w wieku 20-30 lat), zaproszonych do spraw-

! Byly to inne osoby niz te, ktore wziety udziat we wlasciwym
badaniu.

dzenia swoich umiejgtnosci ktamania. Uczestnikow po-
informowano, ze zgodnie z procedura beda musieli kta-
mac¢ lub mowi¢ prawdg na wyznaczony temat. Ich
prawdomownos¢ ocenia¢ bedzie ekspert w wykrywaniu
ktamstwa (w rzeczywistosci eksperymentator).

Aby zwigkszy¢ szansg na pojawienie si¢ u uczestnika
badania behawioralnych wskaznikow ktamania, zwigk-
szono konsekwencje wykrycia ktamstwa — wprowadzono
do procedury mozliwo$¢ uzyskania nagrody, jesli ekspert
w dziedzinie wykrywania ktamstw im uwierzy, lub kary,
jeslinie beda wiarygodni [15]. Nagroda polegata na uzys-
kaniu dodatkowego wynagrodzenia za udziat w badaniu
w wysokosci 100 zt (ponad obiecane przy rekrutacji 10 zt
za udzial w badaniu). Kara polegata na stracie obiecane-
go wynagrodzenia za udziat w badaniu. Ponadto wszyst-
kim badanym kilkakrotnie przypominano, ze oszukanie
eksperta uda¢ si¢ moze tylko ludziom bardzo inteligent-
nym, o silnej woli i samokontroli emocjonalnej, co rowniez
miato zacheci¢ do bardziej skutecznego ktamania [13].

Procedura nagrania oparta byta o badania DePaulo
i Rosenthala [9] oraz Elaada [13]. Pomocnik ekspery-
mentatora przekazywal instrukcj¢, wedtug ktorej uczest-
nik musiat przedstawi¢ krotko osobg, ktora zna i:

1. ktora lubi;

2. ktorej nie lubi;

3. ktora lubi, ale opowiedzie¢ o niej tak, jakby jej nie
lubit;

4. ktdrej nie lubi, ale opowiedzie¢ o niej tak, jakby ja
lubil.

Badani mieli na przygotowanie kazdej z wypowiedzi
jedynie 30 sekund, tak, by jeszcze bardziej zwigkszy¢
obciazenie poznawcze, a przez to podnie$¢ prawdopo-
dobienstwo pojawienia si¢ wskaznikow ktamstwa. Po tym
czasie nastgpowalo nagranie poszczegdlnych opisow.
Nastgpnie wszystkim osobom uczestniczacym w proce-
durze przekazywano decyzjg¢ cksperta w wykrywaniu
ktamstwa. Po zakonczeniu nagrania thumaczono cel ba-
dania, zapewniano o wykorzystaniu nagran jedynie w ce-
lach badawczych i ponownie proszono o zgodg na uzycie
nagranych materiatéw. Uczestnicy podczas nagrania sie-
dzieli tak, by wida¢ byto ich cata sylwetke. Eksperymen-
tator nie byl widoczny w kadrze. Z nagranych w ten
sposob filmow wybrano 16 takich, ktére miaty podobna
dhugo$é (ok. 40 sekund?), a uczestniczace w nich osoby
w pelni zrozumialy instrukcj¢. Filmy podzielono na
2 grupy, ktore zawieraty po 8 nagran roznych osob (4 ko-
biet i 4 m¢zezyzn). Kazda z 2 grup zawierata po dwa fil-
my z kazdej kategorii opisow, czyli 4 wypowiedzi praw-
dziwe i 4 ktamstwa. Filmy zmontowane byly tak, ze po-

? Jak sugeruje Draheim [12], wydtuzanie czasu ogladanych
filmow (a takze realnych przestuchan) daje szanse na po-
jawianie si¢ wigkszej liczby wskaznikow klamstwa, ale jedy-
nie u stabych ktamcow; bardziej uzdolnionym moze nawet
zwigkszy¢ szanse na przekonanie obserwatorow, ze mowia
prawde.
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miedzy poszczegdlnymi wypowiedziami nast¢gpowato
10 sekund przerwy (zaciemniony ekran), podczas ktorej
ogladajace je osoby udzielaly odpowiedzi na pytania.
Kolejnos¢ filmow byta losowa. Ktamaty osoby numer 2,
3,517.

2.4. Kwestionariusze

Osoby uczestniczace w badaniu wlasciwym po obej-
rzeniu kazdego z filméw odpowiadaty na pytania roz-
nigce si¢ w zaleznosci od grupy eksperymentalnej, do
ktérej trafily.

1. Grupa z pytaniami bezpo$rednimi: czy wypowia-
dajaca si¢ na filmie osoba ktamie czy méwi prawde?

2. Grupa z pytaniami posrednimi: czy wypowiadajaca
si¢ na filmie osoba jest pewna swojej opinii?

Odpowiedzi zaznaczane byly na siedmiostopniowe;j
skali, gdzie ,,1” oznaczato ,ktamie” i ,jest catkowicie
niepewna swojej opinii”, a ,,7” —,,mowi prawdg” i ,,jest
catkowicie pewna swojej opinii”. Dodatkowo, w zalez-
no$ci od grupy eksperymentalnej, kwestionariusze roz-
nity si¢ instrukcja. W dwoch grupach zadaniem badanych
byta ocena szczerosci ogladanych o0sob: ,,za chwilg obej-
rzysz krotkie wypowiedzi 8 osob o ich znajomych, kto-
rych lubia lub ktorych nie lubig. Od 1/3 do 3/4 wypowia-
dajacych si¢ 0s6b ktamie. Proszg oceni¢ szczero$¢ kazdej
z wypowiadajacych si¢ osob, odpowiadajac na ponizsze
pytania™. W dwéch pozostatych grupach badani proszeni
byli o oceng ogladanej osoby: ,,za chwilg obejrzysz krotkie
wypowiedzi 8 0séb o ich znajomych, ktorych lubia lub
ktorych nie lubia. Proszg oceni¢ kazda z wypowiadajacych
si¢ 0sob, odpowiadajac na ponizsze pytania”.

2.5. Procedura

Uczestnicy eksperymentu byli losowo przypisywani
do jednej z 4 grup rézniacych si¢ instrukcja i zadanymi
pytaniami:

1. zadaniem uczestnikow jest ocena szczerosci oglada-
nej osoby poprzez odpowiedzi na pytania posrednie;

2. zadaniem uczestnikow jest ocena szczerosci oglada-
nej osoby poprzez odpowiedzi na pytania bezpo-
Srednie;

3. zadaniem uczestnikéw jest ocena ogladanej osoby
poprzez odpowiedzi na pytania posrednie;

4. zadaniem uczestnikow jest ocena ogladanej osoby
poprzez odpowiedzi na pytania bezposrednie.

? Poinformowaniem o liczbie ktamiacych osob, zgodnie z su-
gestig Franka 1 Ekmana [15] oraz Vrija, Edward i Bulla [31],
autorka tej pracy starata si¢ unikna¢ przekonania badanych, ze
potowa ogladanych os6b ktamie, a druga mowi prawdg i, co za
tym idzie, udzielania odpowiedzi bez uwaznego obejrzenia
filmow. Zamieszczenie podobnej informacji w drugim warun-
ku eksperymentalnym nie byto mozliwe, poniewaz dane o tym,
ze jedne osoby wypowiadajace si¢ na filmach sa pewne swojej
opinii, a inne nie, nie sa mozliwe do sprawdzenia.

Badani uczestniczyli w procedurze w grupach
1-3-osobowych. Instrukcja uzalezniona byta od grupy
eksperymentalnej, do ktorej trafit dany uczestnik. Wszyst-
kich uprzedzano, ze po kazdym z fragmentéw nastapi
10 sekund przerwy, podczas ktorej beda mogli odpowie-
dzie¢ na pytanie. Nastgpnie eksperymentator odmierzat
10 sekund, by badani zapoznali si¢ z czasem, jaki maja na
udzielenie odpowiedzi.

Jesli nikt nie miat dodatkowych pytan, rozpoczynano
prezentacje filmow, a uczestnicy po kazdym z nich za-
znaczali swoje oceny. Uczestnicy ogladali jeden z filmow
zawierajacych osiem wypowiedzi o$miu réznych osob
opisujacych swoich znajomych, ktorych lubig lub kto-
rych nie lubia. Filmy prezentowane byly w losowej kolej-
nosci.

3. Wyniki
3.1. Rdéznice migdzy projekcjami filmowymi

Aby wykluczy¢ wptyw projekceji filmowych, obliczo-
no ro6znice w ocenach ogladanych os6b w obu filmach za-
stosowanych w badaniu. Test t-Studenta nie wykazat
istotnych statystycznie rdéznic w ocenie wypowiadaja-
cych si¢ ludzi (¢ (99) = —1,8; n.i.), dlatego w kolejnych
analizach oba filmy bgda analizowane tacznie.

3.2. Posrednie a bezposrednie metody wykrywania
ktamstwa

W celu sprawdzenia réznic migdzy bezposrednia
i posrednia metoda wykrywania ktamstwa oraz zbadania
wplywu poinformowania o kontekscie oceny ogladanych
0s6b (2 rodzaje instrukcji), przeprowadzono analiz¢ wa-
riancji z powtarzanym pomiarem w uktadzie 2 (metoda
posrednia — metoda bezposrednia) x 2 (typ instrukcji) x 2
(wskazanie ktamstwa lub niepewnosci — wskazanie praw-
dy lub pewnosci). Metoda oraz instrukcja byly czynnik-
ami migdzyobiektowymi, natomiast wskazanie prawdy
lub ktamstwa (pewnosci badZ niepewnosci) byto czyn-
nikiem wewnatrzobiektowym. Przed przeprowadzeniem
analizy oceny osOb ktamiacych zostaty zrekodowane
w odwrotnym kierunku tak, Ze mniejsze wartosci ozna-
czaly wskazanie, ze osoba na filmie jest bardziej pewna
swojej opinii lub bardziej szczera. Wyniki oceny osob
mowiacych prawdg pozostaty bez zmian (nizsze ozna-
czaja wskazanie, ze osoba jest mniej pewna i mniej szcze-
ra). Nastgpnie obliczono wartosci srednie dla tych zmien-
nych, osobno dla filméw z osobami ktamigcymi i méwia-
cymi prawdg (2 poziomy czynnika wewnatrzobiektowego).

Analiza wykazata efekt gtéwny czynnika wewnatrz-
obiektowego (wskazanie prawdy badz pewnosci versus
wskazanie klamstwa badZ niepewnosci) — F(1, 97) = 28,19;
p<0,001, 0> = 0,22. Jak pokazuje tabela I, osoby, ktore
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ktamaty na filmach, zostaly ocenione jako mniej szczere
i mniej pewne swojej opinii niz te, ktore mowity prawde.

Odnotowano takze efekt gtéwny metody — F(1, 97) =
10,13; p <0,005; n* = 0,095 oraz efekt gtowny instrukcji —
F(1,97)=10,54; p <0,005; nz =0,10. Uczestnicy bada-
nia w warunku, w ktéorym zadawano im pytania posred-
nie, a w instrukcji poproszono o oceny szczerosci oglada-
nych 0sob uznaty, ze osoby mowiace prawdg sa zdecydo-
wanie bardziej pewne swojej opinii, a osoby klamiace
bardziej niepewne. Najmniej prawidtowych kwalifikacji
do grupy ktamiacych lub méwiacych prawd¢ odnotowano
w grupie, w ktorej pytania o szczero$¢ ogladanych oséb za-
dano bezposrednio i proszono o oceng ogladanej osoby.

Nie odnotowano istotnych efektéw interakcyjnych,
poniewaz we wszystkich grupach oceny oséb méwiacych
prawdg byly wyzsze.

4. Dyskusja wynikow

Uzyskane wyniki potwierdzity hipotez¢ mowiaca
o tym, ze uczestnicy badania sa w stanie trafniej rozroz-
niaé¢ prawdziwe i nieprawdziwe wypowiedzi, kiedy sto-
suje si¢ posrednig metodg wykrywania klamstwa, tj. kie-
dy odpowiadaja na pytanie ,,czy ogladana osoba jest pew-
na swojej opinii” niz w przypadku zastosowania metody
bezposredniej, czyli zapytania wprost o to, czy ogladana
osoba ktamie, czy mowi prawdg. Rezultaty te potwierdzaja
wigc wyniki uzyskane wczesniej [por. 7], gdzie rowniez
metody posrednie okazaly si¢ skuteczniejsze.

Jednak opisywane powyzej badanie miato przede
wszystkim na celu wstepne zweryfikowanie ewentualne;j
mozliwo$ci praktycznego zastosowania posredniej me-
tody wykrywania klamstwa np. przez policjg. Wiadomo
bowiem, ze niemozliwe jest uzycie tej metody przy prze-
stuchaniu podejrzanego bez §wiadomosci detektywow,
ze odpowiadajac na pytania np. o ilo$¢ wysitku poznaw-
czego przestuchiwanych czy o pewnos$¢ ich wypowiedzi,
maja wykry¢ ktamstwo. We wezesniejszych eksperymen-
tach ci sami badani oceniali ogladane osoby jednocze$nie
metoda posrednia i bezposrednia [2, 3, 6, 10, 19]. W in-
nym eksperymencie grupy badane metoda posrednia nie
wiedzialy, ze ogladane przez nie osoby moga ktamac lub
moéwié¢ prawde [2, 3, 6, 10, 19]. Jedynie Vrij, Edward
i Bull [31] zastosowali losowy dobor badanych do grupy
z pytaniami posrednimi i bezposrednimi. Zadne z tych
badan nie laczylo jednak weryfikacji hipotezy o wigkszej
skutecznosci metody posredniej w wykrywaniu ktamstwa
ze sprawdzeniem wplywu poinformowania uczestnikow
o tym, ze ogladaja filmy, na ktorych czgs¢ wypowiada-
jacych sig 0sob ktamie. Odpowiedzi na te pytania dostar-
czyto powyzsze badanie. Okazato si¢ nie tylko, ze meto-
da posrednia jest skuteczniejsza przy wskazywaniu ktam-
stwa, ale poinformowanie badanych o prawdziwym kon-
tekscie ogladanych wypowiedzi nie obniza skuteczno$ci

tej metody. Wyniki wykazaly, ze na podstawie wskazan
grupy, ktora odpowiadata na pytanie posrednie, a jedno-
czenie otrzymata informacjg, iz ogladane osoby ktamia
lub moéwia prawde, mozna z najwigkszym prawdopo-
dobienstwem wskaza¢ ktamcg. Nizsze wyniki uzyskaty
osoby, ktore odpowiadaty na pytania posrednie, ale sadzi-
ly, ze ich zadaniem jest po prostu ocena ogladanej osoby
oraz te, ktorym zadano pytanie bezposrednie i wiedzialy,
Ze oceniaja szczero$¢ ogladanych osob.

Mimo ze uzyskane roéznice pomigdzy ocenami mo-
wiacych prawdg i ktamiacych (udzielanymi na siedmio-
stopniowej skali) w warunku posrednim sa niewielkie
(przy ocenie szczero$ci 0,66, a przy ocenie osoby 0,52),
to jednak sa istotne statystycznie. Jeszcze mniejsze rozni-
ce uzyskiwali w swoich badaniach cytowani wyzej Vrij,
Edward i Bull [31] (r6znica 0,36 migdzy ocenami mo-
wiacych prawdg i ktamiacych), czy Feldman, Tomasian
i Coats [14] (r6znica 0,20). Tak niewielkie roznice w tego
typu eksperymentach wytlumaczy¢ mozna ogoélnie nie-
znacznymi rozbieznosciami w zachowaniu pomigdzy
moéwiacymi prawde i ktamcami [por. 8, 27, 31].

Sukces wykrywania klamstwa metoda posrednia
upatrywany jest przez badaczy [por. 29] w niekierowaniu
si¢ stereotypowa wiedza o wskaznikach ktamstwa, ktore
jak pokazata seria badan [por. 1, 17, 18, 20, 23, 24, 25,
26, 27, 30, 32], sa czg¢sto nieprawdziwe. Posrednie pyta-
nia sprawiaja, ze ludzie zaczynajq skupia¢ si¢ na niety-
powym zachowaniu obserwowanych 0sob, ktoére moze
okazac¢ si¢ rzeczywistym przejawem nieszczero$ci. Vrij,
Edward i Bull [31] przeprowadzili dodatkowo analizg fil-
mow, ktora wykazala, ze wypowiedzi prawdziwe roznia
si¢ od ktamstw np. krétszymi przerwami i wigksza liczba
ilustratorow. P6Zniejsza analiza regresji wykazata, ze za-
pytanie badanych, czy ogladana osoba wktada duzo wy-
sitku w wypowiedz, przyciaga ich uwage do wskazni-
kow, ktore sa rzeczywistymi przejawami klamstwa, tj.
dtuzszych pauz i zmniejszenia liczby ilustratoréw — uru-
chamiana jest bardziej trafna wiedza, cho¢ opatrzona jest
ona inng etykietg. Natomiast zapytanie wprost, czy osoba
ktamie, czy méwi prawdg, koncentruje uwagg na stereo-
typowej wiedzy, czyli zachowaniach, ktore nie sa praw-
dziwymi wskaznikami ktamstwa, np. zwigkszeniu liczby
ruchow.

Dijksterhuis i Nordgren [11] w swojej teorii nie-
swiadomego myslenia (ang. unconscious thought theory,
UTT) zaktadaja, ze ludzie posiadaja dwa systemy mys-
lenia: $wiadomy i nie§wiadomy, rézniace si¢ wlasciwo-
$ciami i uzyteczno$cia w réznych warunkach. Zdarza si¢
réwniez, ze systemy te uzywane sa niewtasciwie, np. lu-
dzie wykorzystuja duza ilo§¢ $wiadomego myslenia, gdy
maja do czynienia ze ztozonym problemem, podczas gdy
powinni zaangazowa¢ do tego celu wigcej myslenia nie-
swiadomego [11]. W odréznieniu od dotychczasowych
badan nad stereotypami, jednym z zatozen UTT jest hi-
poteza méwiaca o tym, ze ludzie stereotypizuja wigcej,
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gdy mysla $wiadomie, niz gdy uzywaja systemu nieswia-
domego. Badania Dijksterhuisa i jego zespotu [11] wska-
Zuja, ze pomimo tego, iz stereotypy aktywizowane sa
automatycznie, to stosowane sa, gdy $wiadomie mys$limy
na temat np. jakiej$ osoby. Sady 0séb wykorzystujacych
myslenie nieSwiadome byly bardziej neutralne i mniej
zgodne ze stereotypem. By¢ moze podobna sytuacja ma
miejsce, gdy wykrywamy kltamstwo metoda posrednia —
brak §wiadomego poszukiwania zachowan stereotypowo
wiazanych z ktamaniem (poprzez brak pytania wprost:
czy on lub ona ktamie), a skupianie uwagi na innym za-
daniu (np. ocenie pewnosci wypowiedzi) sprawia, ze
sady o szczerosci innych sg trafniejsze.

Konstrukt myslenia nieSwiadomego taczy si¢ rowniez
z wykorzystywaniem intuicji w dokonywaniu sadoéw i wy-
borow. Intuicja jest bowiem czgsto rezultatem nieswiado-
mego myslenia, a uzytecznos¢ intuicji zalezy od tego, do
jakiego stopnia polega na mysleniu nieSwiadomym i od
tego, czy nieswiadomos¢ ma dostep do najwazniejszych
informacji [11]. Myslenie nieSwiadome polega na sadach
holistycznych, w ktorych pod uwagg branych jest wiele
kryteriow i ktére w pewnym momencie objawiaja si¢
w postaci niejasnych przeczu¢ czy wilasnie intuicji, pod-
powiadajacych decyzje. Dijksterhuis i Nordgren [11],
opierajac si¢ o wyniki badan, zalecaja, by uwierzy¢ tej in-
tuicji i polega¢ na niej, podejmujac decyzje. By¢ moze
z podobnym zjawiskiem mamy do czynienia podczas wy-
krywania ktamstwa metoda posrednia. Ogolne pytania
nie wprost odwracaja uwage wykrywajacego ktamstwo
od konkretnych zachowan, ktore z duzym prawdopodo-
bienstwem bgda niepoprawnie kojarzone z klamstwem,
a rozszerzaja ich zainteresowanie na caly zestaw reakcji
odpowiadajacych na pytanie np. o to, czy obserwowana
osoba jest pewna swojej opinii. W takiej sytuacji wzrasta-
jaszanse nato, ze w calym zbiorze analizowanych zacho-
wan znajduja sig takie, ktore sa faktycznymi wskaznika-
mi klamstwa.

Badanie dowiodto takze, ze relatywnie wyzsza, choé¢
ciagle niska, skuteczno$¢ metody posredniej nie obniza
sig, gdy osoby wykrywajace w ten sposob ktamstwo zo-
staly poinformowane o rzeczywistym celu oceny. Po-
mimo tego, ze konieczne sa dalsze badania nad metoda
posrednia, wynik ten moze by¢ pierwszym krokiem do
opracowania skuteczniejszego sposobu wykrywania
ktamstwa za posrednictwem obserwacji zachowania, kto-
ra beda mogly stosowac osoby zawodowo zajmujace si¢
oceng prawdomownosci. By¢ moze wigc nie bedzie mu-
siata sprawdzi¢ si¢ ,,czarna wizja” Bonda i DePaulo [4]
sugerujacych, ze powinnismy pogodzi¢ si¢ z mysla, iz
skuteczno$¢ wykrywania ktamstwa w czasie rzeczywis-
tym, niewspomaganego urzadzeniami, nie bedzie wyzsza
niz poziom zgadywania. Warto jednak réwniez zgodzi¢
si¢ z Granhagiem [16], ktory sugeruje potrzebg poswig-
cenia wigkszej uwagi teoretycznemu thu tej metody, wy-
razniejszego okreslenia granic posrednich i bezposred-

nich metod wykrywania ktamstwa, a takze sprawdzenia,
na ile obie metody przenikaja si¢ podczas wykrywania
ktamstwa.
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