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Abstract 

This paper seeks to examine the possibility of detecting deception 

across cultures. Individuals from different countries (functioned like mock 

judges) assessed the veracity of statements made by other individuals from 

different countries (functioned like mock suspects).  Mock judges are 

divided in two groups: the first group watched the mock suspects’ normal 

behavior pattern before watching them lying and telling the truth. The 

second group watched just the interrogation video with the mock suspects 

and assessed the veracity of their statements. The result shows that those 

who watched the video with the subject’s normal behavior pattern and then 

watched the interrogation video could reveal more lie than those who just 

watched the interrogation video.   

Key words: detecting deception, normal behavior pattern, language, 

cultures. 
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Introduction 
 

One of the effects of globalization is that communication across borders has increased. 

Distance has been reduced between different peoples and different cultures have had to 

interact like never before. Today it is a common phenomenon that any person can 

communicate daily with another from a different culture. Different cultures have in their turn 

various effects on several non-verbal cues in communication.  

Various parts in a communication process needs, in their interactions with different people 

from different cultural, decoding all messages they receive. Hence it is important not only to 

understand and decode messages but also to reveal the falsehood by means of non-verbal 

cues. 

It is not only law enforcement agencies and companies interested to uncover the lies and 

deception but there is a great interest also for private persons to know the truth and expose 

falsehood and detect the deception and to know if the other is telling the truth or lying. 

Almost within all cultures and in every interaction situation, a lie or deception is a fact. That 

is “whether through omission or direct falsification, is a fundamental part of human Social 

interaction” (DePaulo et al. 2003). It is hard (perhaps impossible) to think of a context in 

which no lies occur. (Granhag, Strömwall, 2004).  

Sometimes deception can be very harmful and therefore often needs to be detected. People 

from all cultures deceive or have showed a deceptive behavior / lied since ancient times and 

until now. Researchers, scientists, investigators, and others have tried to find a technique with 

100% accuracy valid for all cultures but so far no one has succeeded. There is no evidence in 

any published literature for the opposite of this claim. 

Detecting deception has become a parameter to the success of a country, an authority, or a 

private person. Thus it has been and will be important to the communities detecting deception. 

Deception will continue, as will looking for a method to detect deception. There are many 

studies on detecting deception but very few have taken into account detecting deception from 

individuals of different cultures. 
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It’s interesting to know if it’s possible to detect deception across cultures via non-verbal 

signals. This kind of knowledge will be useful in an immediate need of decision making 

whether an individual in a specific culture is lying or not. 

The most accurate techniques are taken by those who take a lot of time and resources to use it. 

To date, the approaches that have been used to detect deception include: verbal and nonverbal 

cues, measuring various brain activities, and the physiological changes. 

One of the biggest challenges in detecting deception is finding a technique that is suitable for 

all individuals and cultures with high accuracy and could be used by anyone and everywhere.  

The concern with regard to non-verbal cues is that different cultures express themselves 

differently. A signal which means one thing in a culture could mean something else in another 

culture. Different cultures affect how people communicate. 

A human being triggers different nonverbal behavior as a result of a need. Inbau, F.E., and 

Reid, J.E. (2004) divides the cause of human behavior into three categories. The first category of 

behaviors is specific for a person with specific genes. The second category is caused by an 

organism’s normal functioning like aging process with all its related changes. The third 

category of behaviors is learned and that why these behaviors have cultural source. 

 As every individual has his own non-verbal cues to communicate, every culture has its own 

non-verbal cues that can sometimes be understood and decoded only within the same culture. 

This makes it difficult to detect deception between cultures. 

It is known that people interact differently and show different non-verbal behavior, especially 

when they have different cultural background. Different behaviors will appear when these 

different individuals communicate.  To find a specific cue of deception in an individual’s 

statement a human lie detector or observer needs to know how the person behaves in a normal 

situation. A subjects normal situation in this study is when the subject is not lying and / or 

when it has no motivation to lie.  

This study will focus on the possibility to detect deception across cultures through non-verbal 

cues of deception.
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Different types of lies 

There are many types of lies and many definitions. Vrij (2000) describes deception as  a 

successful or unsuccessful deliberate attempt, without forewarning, to create in another a 

belief which the communicator considers to be untrue. There are others who divided lies into 

“three categories: falsifications, distortions and concealments,” (Hartwig, 2005).  

Some researcher believe that the majority of lies content falsification which sometimes 

referred to as outright lies. It has been shown that the majority of the lies people tell are 

falsifications” (DePaulo, Kashy, Kirkendol, Wyer, & Epstein, 1996). 

In a study edited by Pär Anders Granhag and Leif A.Strömvall they make distinctions 

between different kinds of deception like “falsifications, distortions, and concealments”

(Granhag, Strömval, 2004).

DePaulo et el (1996) classified lies into three different types: “Outright lies (total falsehoods 

where the information is completely different from the truth), exaggerations (overstating or 

understating the truth), and subtle lies (lying by evading or omitting relevant details).”

Vrij (2000) describes different sorts of lies which in his opinion are  outright lies 

,exaggerations,  and subtle lying which in its turn  involves telling literal truths that are 

designed to mislead. 

Why we lie? 

A simple explanation of why people lie is, in my opinion, that a receiver cannot handle the 

amount of received information by one channel of perception. The information needs to be 

manipulated, distorted, falsified and needs to be unannounced in order to benefit all parties in 

a communication situation, or favor one party. It’s like an unwritten agreement between the 

sender and the receiver in a communication situation. A sent massage includes two parts: one 

is the verbal part and the other is the nonverbal part.  As a result of the human beings 

cognitive limit or disability we cannot percept all the information surrounding or within us. 

Thus, we cannot take every situation we face as a new situation. We must reduce, change, and 

manipulate everything to be able to live a tolerable life that is easy to handle. 
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When human beings have difficulty handling all the facts surrounding him, it’s necessary that 

the information flow must be regulated to suit to the recipient. Who would want or could 

manage to hear all the facts about oneself and what and how others think about us? We have 

more freedom to think about someone when he or she doesn’t hear our thoughts; but if 

someone heard us or we hear exactly what and how others think about us human interaction 

would change to an aggressive society.  Therefore humans have found various ways to release 

some information while keeping most of the truth to oneself. The information that a sender 

keeps to himself counts as a deception. The receiver in his turn, who doesn’t get the 

information which was dedicated, tries to find ways and methods to find out and reveal what 

the sender did not want to tell or what he or she manipulated. The combat between the sender 

and the receiver has been constantly on the importance of communicated massage.  

An interesting view of this course is David Livingstone’s and his views on a lie. He believes 

that “lying is deeply embedded in our subconscious as a result of the development,” (Smith, 

2004). This is, in other words, that people have survived by lying or deceiving in 

communication with the outside world. According to this view, which is a developed view of 

Darwin's theory of development, the people who had no talent to lie died down while those 

who could find the various techniques of lying survived and then transferred these genes to 

the next generation. Over time, lying has become an art that we have developed and used to 

help survive. So we, the existing generation, are a skilled, lying generation. 

Vrij (2000) gives many reasons why people are lying. He writes that we lie in order to make a 

positive impression on others or to protect ourselves from embarrassment or disapproval. 

Other reason why people lie according to Vrij is to obtain advantage, to avoid punishment, to 

make others appear better or lies are told another person´s benefit. The last reason in his 

opinion on why people are lying is for the sake of social relationship. 

Technique to detecting deception 

Researchers and others have always tried to find techniques for detecting lies. They have tried 

by using different approaches by analyzing all behavior which a liar exhibits and trying to 

acknowledge what cognitive processes play during deception. To analyze and know these 

processes and behaviors, they have tried three different approaches like “the emotional 

approach, the content complexity approach, and the attempted control approach,” (DePaulo, 

1992; DePaulo, Stone, & Lassiter, 1985; Ekman, 2001; Zuckerman, DePaulo, & Rosenthal, 

1981; Vrij, 2000; Vrij, 2004a). 
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Vrij et al. (2000) writes about the pessimistic view of researchers on detecting deception 

through nonverbal cue and mean that it’s an unsure science. He presents the view of these 

researchers in how to catch a liar and these by observing how they behave, by listening to 

what they say and by measuring their physiological responses. 

Through years, various techniques to uncover the lies were obtained. To date, none of these 

techniques reveal 100% of falsehood. 

Paul Ekman, one of the most famous researchers in the field of detecting deception, presents 

many sorts of methods and techniques to detect deception. And claims that: 

The most common approach on detecting deception is through the non-
verbal behaviors like body language, facial expressions, gestures and their 
underlying feelings. While analyzing the content of speech is an older and 
more subtle method used by the average person to detect fraud, due to a 
revived interest, it has quickly become one approach in research. Finally, 
the analysis of physiological responses invoked lie detection machines 
(Ekman, 2003; Vrij 2000). 

Another researcher at the University of Texas at Austin, psychology professor James 

Pennebaker, PhD, (http://pennebaker.socialpsychology.org/) and his associates have 

developed computer software, known as Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC). The 

software, which can be founded at: http://www.liwc.net. LIWC, analyzes written content and 

detect lies. Pennebaker says deception appears to carry three primary written markers: Fewer 

first-person pronouns, more negative emotional words, and fewer exclusionary words.

One of the oldest technological tools that is still in use to detect lies in many countries law 

enforcement agencies is a Polygraph which” monitors a number of subtle physiological 

changes in functions (such as heart rate, skin resistance, and blood pressure) that the body 

constantly undergoes when responding to internal needs and external demands from the 

environment.” ( Furedy, 1988).  

Although it’s scientifically proven that the tool isn’t 100% accurate. A well trained spy could 

easily go through the polygraph without being detected. That’s why the Swedish court doesn’t 

take in consideration the result of a polygraph. 

Another technological tool is the functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI), which 

obtains measurements of cerebral blood flow (a marker for neuronal activity) in individuals 

engaged in deception. (Simpson, 2008).  
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Again, these tools are sometimes not one hundred percent accurate. Being subject to a lie 

detector test causes an increase in the anxiety level and brain activity for any normal person. 

Future Attribute Screening Technology (Fast) is a technique sponsored by the Science & 

Technology Directorate’s (S&T) Homeland Security (USA) Advanced Research Projects 

Agency (HSARPA). In a document published by Department of Homeland Security 

(www.dhs.gov), describe the technique to develop people screening technologies that will 

enable security officials to test the effectiveness of current screening methods at evaluating 

suspicious behaviors and judging the implications of those behaviors. This will help law 

enforcement authority and security agents to   identify individuals who exhibit physiological 

indications, which in the specific screening settings, are determined to be associated with 

malintent. 

Police manuals recommend several approaches to help investigators find lies in a suspect’s 

statements. One of these techniques includes using the cognitive interview and by repeating 

the question many times to see if the suspect’s answers are the same. Another strategy used by 

law enforcement authority to detect lie is using the Behavioral Analysis Interview (BAI) 

strategy, which comprises a list of questions to which it is suggested liars and those telling the 

truth will give different verbal and non-verbal responses. 

In an article published in the Times on the 7th of June 2007, Horsnell writes, and referring to 

Vrij, that, "Certain visual behaviors are associated with lying, but this doesn't always work. 

Nor is comparing a suspect's responses during small talk, and then in a formal interview, 

likely to be much help. Whether lying or telling the truth, people are likely to behave quite 

differently in these two situations,"(Horsnell, 2007). 
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Previous studies 

Many previous studies have resulted in a negative view of the ability to detect deception 

through nonverbal cues. Many researchers considered the phenomenon to detect lies from 

different angles. An angle was based on the level of stake situation. It turned out” that up to 

80% of truths and lies can be detected in high stake situations while paying attention to 

behavioral signs of emotion”.(DePaulo et. al . 2003).

The evidence is not clear about the question if appearance is deceiving. There is an

uncertainty in the results of detecting deception. This, according to DePaulo and co-author 

Wendy Morris, is because”detecting deception is an inexact science”.  (Adelson, 2004)

There are different beliefs among people about nonverbal signals that reveal lies. Some 

people think that a liar presses their lips during a communication situation or a liar is more 

nervous than a truth teller. These beliefs have shown that they have no scientific basis that can 

be adopted as a rule within detecting deception. On the other hand there are few signals that 

many scientists believe they can reveal lies. Among these scientists are DePaulo and Morris 

who means that ” only when liars are more highly motivated--when the stakes are higher--do

they seem unusually still and make notably less eye contact with listeners”. (Adelson, 2004)

As for the cue of deception as a liar triggers have DePaulo and others in a study tried to 

answer the question: do people behave differently when they are lying compared with when 

they are telling the truth? In that study they found that a liar triggers some nonverbal signals

that differ from what a true teller triggers. Pronouncing these nonverbal signals varied

depending on how much people are motivated to lie.” Cues to deception were more 

pronounced when people were motivated to succeed, especially when the motivations were 

identity relevant rather than monetary or material. Cues to deception were also stronger when 

lies were about transgressions”. (DePaulo et. al 2003).

In the quest for a method to increase accuracy of detecting deception a study conducted by  

Aldert Vrij, Katherine Edward, Kim P. Roberts, and Ray Bull (2000) to examine the

hypotheses that a systematic analysis of nonverbal behavior could be useful in the detection 

of deceit. In this study participants either told the truth or lied about a film they had just seen. 

The interviews were videotaped and the nonverbal signals were analyzed. “Results revealed 

several nonverbal and verbal indicators of deception. On the basis of nonverbal behavior 

alone, 78% of the lies and truths could be correctly classified.” (Vrij et al. 2000).
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To know if the cue of deception is similar from culture to culture a study made by Al-Simadi , 

Fayez  A. (2000) in which Jordanian college students were asked to specify and mention their 

convictions about cues related with deception. Results showed that participants classified ten 

behaviors to be related to their beliefs about liars. “These included visual channels such as 

blinking, change of face color, postural shifts, touching the body, and hand movements, also 

some auditory channels such as changing the subject, stuttering, hesitation, negative 

statements, and self reference”( Al-Simadi , Fayez  A. 2000) 

In a similar study on detecting deception from behavior conducted by Fayez Al-Simadi  

(2000) participants from Malaysia and Jordanian were videotaped while lying and telling the 

truth. These videotapes were judged by other participant from Malaysia and Jordanian. The 

main result from this study was the possibility of detecting deception across cultures from an 

audiovisual presentation. 

There are other researchers who attempted to answer the question whether it is possible to 

detect a lie across cultures. In this line we read three studies done by Bond Jr, Charles. and 

Atoum, Adnan  Omar(2000) . In these studies Americans, Indians and Jordanians were 

videotaped while lying or telling the truth. Some other participants watched these videos, and 

tried to detect lies in them. The result shows that it is possible to detect a lie among cultures.

Theories 

Human "attitudes has been based upon the principle that there are several levels, or channels, 

of communication, and that the true meaning of the spoken word is amplified or modified by 

the other channels, including speech hesitancy, body posture, hand gestures, facial 

expressions, and other body activities. In other words, a person can say one thing while his 

body movement, facial expressions, or tone of voice may reveal something entirely different," 

(Inbau et. al.2004). 

Paul Ekman and Freisen studied and investigated bodily deception cues. They published in 

the Facial Action Coding System (FACS) for analyzing human facial expressions. In the 

abstract of their work they wrote, 

 The facial action code was derived from an analysis of the anatomical basis 
of facial movement. The method can be used to describe any facial 
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movement (observed in photographs, motion picture film or videotape) in 
term of anatomically based action units,” (Ekman, Freisen , 1976).

 In an article written by Sharon Weinberger in Scientific American explains how facial action 

system function to detect deception. Ekman co-developed the system to detect deception by 

analyzing human facial expressions. The emphasis were on “ "microfacial" expressions such 

as a tensing of the lips or the raising of the brow--movements that might last just a fraction of 

a second, but which might represent attempts to hide a subject and the true feelings.” 

(Weinberger, 2010). 

Many researchers have concluded that there is a connection between the pronounced words 

and their body. “People’s physical and mental health are correlated with the words they use,” 

(Gottschalk & Glaser, 1969; Rosenberg & Tucker, 1978; Stiles, 1992).  

Inbau and his colleagues (2004) write that there are three distinctly different channels in 

which we communicate: “verbal channel, paralinguistic channel and nonverbal channel.”  

They claimed that “these channel can work together to send the same message or, conversely, 

to send conflicting messages”. 

The behavioral analysis used by police forces and law enforcement authority to obtain the 

truth and reveal the deception. The behavioral analysis have a number of basic principal, one 

of these principal is:    

Establish the subject´s normal behavioral patterns. Each person who is 
interviewed will have his own behavioral idiosyncrasies (for example the 
way the person gestures, the style of speech, and the degree to which he 
establish eye contact).  Consequently, at the outset of each interview the 
investigator should spend several minutes discussing nonthreatening 
information (perhaps casual conversation or collecting biographical 
information) so as to establish a behavioral baseline for the particular 
subject.(Inbau et. el 2004)

According to Mark Knapp, Judee Burgoon, and G. Miller (1989) many changes appear on 

human behavior during deception, these changes are :” (a) cues indicating underlying anxiety 

or nervousness, (b) cues indicating underlying reticence or withdrawal (including 

nonimmediacy), (c) excessive behaviors that deviate from the liar's truthful response patterns, 

(d) cues showing underlying negative affect, (e) cues showing underlying vagueness or 

uncertainty, and (f) incongruous responses or mixed messages”.
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In a study by Scott, Sauter and McGettigan (2009) claim that humans express emotional 

information in their facial expressions and body movements, as well as in their voice. They 

consider the neural processing of a specific kind of vocal expressions, non-verbal emotional 

vocalizations e.g., laughs and sobs. They outline evidence, from patient studies and functional 

imaging studies, for both emotion-specific and more general processing of emotional 

information in the voice. They relate these findings to evidence for both basic and 

dimensional accounts of the representations of emotion. They describe in detail an fMRI 

study of positive and negative non-verbal expressions of emotion, which revealed that 

prefrontal areas involved in the control of orofacial movements were also sensitive to 

different kinds of vocal emotional information. 

Summary of the Empirical Studies  

General Aims  

On the scientific perspective, researchers have tried to find different techniques to uncover the 

lies. Researchers have approached the problem area from different directions. Most technique 

founded needs practice, time, and resources to be able to get a result of high reliability. I 

argue that if you, as a human lie detector, succeeded in establishing liars normal behavior 

patterns it could reveal the subject's lies. At the same time, I argue that it’s possible to detect 

lies across cultures. The aim of this paper will be whether it is possible to detect lies across 

cultures through non-verbal cues of deception using the normal behavior pattern of the subject 

before searching for the cues of deception in the subject’s facial expressions.

The purpose of the study  

There are many scenarios and situation that requires a quick decision whether an individual's 

statement is true or false.  The new trend in our society with the increasing issues threading 

security in airports and in the public places, many security agencies in various countries like 

the U.S. and Canada employed trained personnel to assess passengers' behavior and body 

language to find signs of deception.  
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In such situations it is impractical and costly to analyze each suspicious passenger with fMRI, 

EEG, polygraph, and other methods, which is not immediate. To determine whether a suspect 

is deceiving or not a quick decision is need.   

The aim of this study was to examine weather detecting deception with the immediate and 

minim resources are possible or not across cultures. In this study the focus will be on the 

facial non-verbal cues of deception and to explore the possibility to detect lies across cultures. 

The studies try to answer the questions: 

Is it possible to detect deception across culture? Will the accuracy of detecting lies be higher 

if establishing the normal behavior of the subject? Will detecting deception across cultures 

become more reliable if a subject’s normal behavior is established? To which behaviors 

should attention be paid to detect a deception across cultures? 

      Method 

Participants 

A total of 32 participants were recruited to function like judges and suspects. Judges (N=30), 

15 males and 15 females, their average age was M =38.70 (SD = 13.82) years. They were 

from Sweden, Thailand, Germany, Jordan, Morocco, and France. These individuals 

functioned like judges and will be called hereafter “mock judges”.  Suspects (N=2) were both 

male and adult from Germany and Chile and functioned like suspects. They will be called 

hereafter “mock suspect”.

The first phase in recruiting participants was focused on finding two individuals from two 

different cultures/countries to participate in an onstage theft. This step was important for the 

study to be continued. Mock suspects were recruited during three occasions by direct contact 

on the street somewhere outside the Swedish tourist center in Stockholm city. In these 

occasions all possible men and women were asked to participate in a study about detecting 

deception.  

Selection criteria for both mock suspects were:  

 Age criteria: between 18 years and above. 

Country of origin: From two different countries representing two different cultures.  
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The aim was to assure that there are two individuals from two different cultures function like 

mock suspects and mock judges who cannot speak the languages of mock suspect. This was 

to assure focusing on the nonverbal cue of deception.  Two individuals agreed to participate 

as mock suspects and they were from Germany and Chile. Many men and women who have 

been asked refused to participate as a mock suspect but they agreed to participate as mock 

judges. Those who have shown interest in participating as mock judges were asked if they 

could participate in the study at another time and to be contacted.  

All individual who expressed interest to participate as a mock judge has been contacted later 

to participate. Some of them agreed to participate but the majority of these had changed their 

mind and didn’t want to participate. The rest of candidates to participate as mock judges 

recruited in Bangkok by asking all possible candidates who filed the criteria for the study in 

the same way as in Stockholm.  

All mock judges were recruited according to the following selection criteria:  

Age criteria: between 18 years and above.  

Language knowledge criteria: Do not speak or understand Spanish or Germany. 

Mock judges functioned like lie detectors watching either an interrogation video with a mock 

suspect or an interview & interrogation video with one mock suspect and tried to detect lies 

and/or truth in the mock suspect’s statements. 

Mock suspects were promised a symbolic reward which they have the ability to bubble it if 

they could mislead the interrogator so that he could not guess or discover when he lied or told 

the truth. 

  

Ethical Considerations 

Before and during the study and  specially when dealing with the participants has all ethical 

consideration  taken into account and followed upon the regulation of Swedish Research 

Council in the field of humanistic social sciences (www.vr.se). The participation in this study 

was voluntary. All participants were informed in detail about their role in the experiment and 

the right to cancel their participation in the experiment at any time they want. Further, they 

were informed about the confidentiality requirement which means that all data gathered from 

the experiment will be kept confidential and used only in this essay. 
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Material 

Used materials in this study consisted of a camera phone, a laptop, a wallet and a 20 SEK.

Money (20 SEK) was kept in the wallet. The wallet placed visible in a room / WC. Mock 

suspects were asked to walk into a room/ toilette and steal the money, the wallet or both. The 

mock suspects were interrogated after the theft and the interrogations were videotaped. The 

interviews and interrogations were transferred to a computer (laptop) for review. 

Procedure 

To determine whether a person’s body language is showing cues of deception we need to 

know the person’s body language in a situation where he or she is acting normally. It is a fair 

estimate that a person gives cues of deception; body language different from when he/she is 

telling the truth. Cue to deception varies from person to person and from culture to culture. 

The first step was to establish the participant’s normal behavior pattern. This was by 

interviewing the mock suspects and asked them to respond truly before the experiment begun.  

Each mock suspect is interviewed and has to respond to predetermined questions as a 

template. The questions were constructed in a manner in which the first four issues are 

personal issues. The questions were designed to get an impression of the participant's non-

verbal cues when he’s telling the truth. These interviews were video recorded.  This will be 

called hereafter the interview video (Interview video).

 The next step was to ask mock suspects to walk into a room/ toilette where there is a wallet 

with a 50 SEK. The mock suspects asked to enter the room/toilette and take the money, the 

wallet, or both. The mock suspects were interrogated after the theft. If the mock suspects 

convinced the interviewer that he didn’t take the money, the wallet or both then he would get 

a reward. This interrogation will be called from now on the interrogation video (Interrogation 

video). 

Both interviews and interrogations were conducted by the mock suspects native languages 

(e.g. Spanish and German), and recorded by a mobile camera for a practical reason that when 

detecting lies we don’t have neither time nor a better view than a mobile camera to catch a 

liar. The interviews and interrogations were transferred to a computer for review. 

Mock judges were asked, after watching the videos, to explain in what bases (non-verbal 

cues) do they base their assessment (to explain how they built their lie detection). 
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In this study 30 mock judges from different mentioned countries judged the statements made 

by one of these two mock suspects from Chile or Germany to detect the lies and truth in them.  

Mock judges divided in two groups: the first group (15 mock judges) watched just the 

interrogation video with one of the mock suspects and judged his statements. The second 

group (15 mock judges) watched the interview video and the interrogation video of one mock 

suspect and assessed the veracity of his statements. Two mock suspects from Germany and 

Chile were interviewed to obtain their normal behavior pattern by asking some personal data 

questions. Later on, each one of these individuals participated in an onstage theft and were 

interrogated after that about the theft. The interview and the interrogation were videotaped 

and transferred to a laptop.  

Videos 

Mock judges watched the videos that had been made by two mock suspects from Chile, 

Germany. The interviews and the interrogations were made by the native languages of the 

mock suspects. Each mock suspect was interviewed once to establish his normal behavior 

pattern. The interrogation video was about an onstage theft in which both mock suspects 

participated in and it was for detecting the lies and truth in the mock suspect’s statement.  

The interview contained 5 questions while the interrogation contained 15 questions.  Both the 

interviews and the interrogations were recorded by a mobile camera. The mobile camera was 

located in front of the face of the mock suspects. 

Limitation 

In this study the focus will be on the facial, non-verbal cues (facial expressions) that an 

individual from different cultures displays when deceiving.  Restraints in this study will apply 

the concept of deception. Deception in this study is treated as a "deliberate attempt to mislead 

others" (BellaDepaulo, 2003), and an “act that is intended to foster in another person a belief 

or understanding which the deceiver considers false” (Zuckerman, DePaulo, & Rosenthal, 

1981).  

To lie is to knowingly give a different image of yourself than you have in order to deceive the 

other. Deceiving and lying will be used interchangeably in this study. Of practical reason, all 

cultures are not included in the study. The study will deal with two participants: sender and lie 

catcher.  The senders are from Germany and Chile. They will function like mock suspects and 

will be called hereafter “Mock suspects”.  The other participants will function like human lie 
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detectors (lie catcher) or the receiver. In this study lie catcher who tries to detect lies are from 

different countries will be called hereafter “Mock judges”.

Method Discussion 

When collecting data, it’s important to critically examine how the collection goes in order to 

determine the reliability and validity. The purpose of this study was to know whether it is 

possible to detect lies across cultures. A conclusion based on the purpose of this study was   

that the best method is to get responses from people representing different cultures and act 

upon, and according to, their cultural backgrounds when they are lying or detecting deception. 

Almost all studies of this kind have had students as participants and especially psychology 

students. These students usually have the habit of participating in various studies as a 

compulsory element in their studies so they have no motivation to lie or to detect lies. 

Therefore, recruitment in universities and colleges avoided. It was a way to increase 

reliability. The negative side of recruiting participants who meet the criteria was that it was 

time-consuming. The idea was to be located in a tourist area and choose the best possible 

participants to question whether or not to participate in the study. Two ads were set up at 

various shopping malls, but received no response. It would be better to use social media to 

advertise on the Internet for participants. 
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Result 

Structured interviews and interrogations were used for both mock suspects. The mock 

suspects from Germany answered 15 questions. He lied when answering 7 questions and told 

the truth in 7. He didn’t understand nor answer one question.

The mock suspects from Chile answered 15 questions in which he lied in 9 and told the truth 

when answering 6 of the questions.

In this study 30 muck judges divided into two groups of 15 individuals each.  Group 1 

watched just the interrogation video and group 2 watched both the interrogation and the 

interview video and tried to judge the veracity in the mock suspects statements to find when 

the mock suspects were lying or telling the truth. Mock judges (N=30) from Sweden, 

Germany, Thailand, Jordan, Morocco and France divided in two groups and watched the 

videos. Lies detected by Mock judges (N=15) who watched interrogation video only hade 

Mean=1.13, std.Deviation (.35), but we see the mock judges (N=15) who watched both 

interrogation video & interview video has Mean=2.07 and std. deviation (.45).  The result 

shows the possibility of detecting lies across cultures; that is, group 2 detected more lies than 

group 1, as shown in figure 1. 

Figure 1 Mock judges falsehood assessment.

Figure 1 shows that mock judges who watch the interview video before the interrogation 

video and then assessed the truth and falsehood in the statements detected more lies and 
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honesty compared to those who saw only the interrogation video. We see, also, in figure 2 that 

30 mock judges, 15 of them watched interview and then the interrogation video and 15 

watched just the interrogation video with a mock suspect. Almost all 15 mock judges detect 

more lies when watching both the interview and the interrogation with the mock suspects. The 

numbers of lies detected by watching the interview before the interrogation were higher than 

just watching the interrogation with the mock suspect; for example, the Swedish mock judge’s 

ability to detect lies in the statement of mock suspect from Chile and Germany. The Swedish 

mock judges detected 1 lie when watching the interrogation video, 1 lie when watching the 

interview and the interrogation video, 2 lies when watching the interrogation video, 3 lies 

when watching both the interview and the interrogation video. This shows that the Swedish 

mock judges could reveal more lies when watching the interview with the mock suspect and 

than an interrogation.

Figure 2 Numbers of lies detected by mock judges.

The two groups were also checked for their equality of variances by Levene´s Test and 

showed that test was not significant (significant is greater than .05) Sig (.88) that is, the two 

groups variances are not significantly different sum. They have approximately an equal 

variance. There was a significant difference in detecting lies between detecting lies in 



20 
 

watching just the interrogation with a suspect and watching an interview to establish the 

suspect’s normal pattern and then assess lies in an interrogation video (T (DF hit) 6.26, p=< 

.001). This says that when an observer who tries to detect lies by analyzing nonverbal cue on 

the face of the subject could reveal more lies if he or she had the subject’s normal behavior 

pattern before judging. That is, the mock Judges from different countries who watched the 

interview video and then watched Interrogation video of suspects from different countries 

discovered more lies than those who just watched the Interrogation video.  

The aim of this study was to know if the accuracy of detecting lies will be higher if one is able 

to establish the normal behavior of the subject beforehand.  An independent t-test conducted 

to compare the mean scores of the two groups (interview video + the interview video & the 

interrogation video) on lies detected.  

In the descriptive statistics for the two groups we see that the mean (M 2.07) for the 

"Interview video & interrogation video” group is higher than the Mean (1.13) of the 

"interrogation video” group. That is, mock judges who watched the interview video and then 

watched the interrogation video to assess the veracity of the mock suspect’s statement 

detected more lies. As we see in figure 3, mock judges from the different country mentioned 

above revealed lies in the statement of both mock suspect from Chile and Germany. 

,

Figure 3   Detecting deceptions between different cultures. 
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From the pie chart (figure 3) we are able to interpret that individuals who functioned like 

mock judges could detect deception in the statement made by other individuals from other 

cultures. Interaction (detecting deception) between mock Judges representing various 

cultures(Sweden, Germany, Thailand, Jordan, Morocco, France)  has succeed when these  

mock judges tried to assess the veracity of other individuals statements  representing other 

cultures(Germany, Chile). 

After detecting lies, mock judges explained on which specific non verbal cues they assessed 

their judgments. A crosstabulation between lies detected by mock judges and the basis on 

which they assess their judgments show that mock judges (N=30) based their judgments on 

different nonverbal behavior when detecting lies in the mock suspects statements.  A total of 

13 mock judges based their assessments on eye behavior, 5 on forehead behavior, 4 mock 

judges on mouth behavior, 3 on eyebrows behavior, 3 on vocalic, and 2 on liars fidget.  Most 

of the mock judges (43.8%) built their judgments to detect lies on the basic of eye behavior 

(gaze aversion), and 16.7% on forehead behavior, 14.6% on mouth movement (false smile), 

10.4 % on eyebrows behavior, 8.3% on vocalics, 6.3% on liars fidget. This shows that, in 

detecting lies across cultures, eye behaviors are the most common signals in detecting lies 

(See figure 4).  

Figure 4 The nonverbal basic of detecting deception. 



22 
 

The results show, also, (ses Figure 5) that almost all mock judges could reveal at least one lie 

by analyzing the facial, nonverbal behavior of the mock suspect. 

Figure 5   Detecting deceptions across cultures.

We see that mock Judges from all six countries have succeeded to reveal at least one lie in the 

mock Suspects statement. This was by watching first an interview with mock suspect and then 

watching an interrogation with the same mock Suspect. The number of lies detected varies 

from country to country. This can be explained by either the ability of the mock judges or the 

mock suspects.  In figure 5 we see that the mock judges from Sweden have discovered one lie 

when watching the German mock suspect but discovered three lies in the Chilean mock 

suspect. Another example is the French mock judge; he discovered two lies in the German 

mock suspect and two lies in the Chilean mock suspect’s statement. 
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Discussion 

We lie to be believed and for a purpose.  A lie, as any other message produced by a human 

being, regardless of his or her culture, is accompanied by some nonverbal behaviors. To 

produce an untrue statement needs more body signals to make it believable to the receiver.  

Telling the truth is not as stressful as telling a lie for most people. Lying, as a source of an 

emotion reflected on the face, gives different signals. The stress, anxiety, and shame which 

usually accompanies a lie expresses uncontrolled, non-verbal signals which appear on the face.

The liar uses some or all of his or her body resources to deliver, to alter, or to emphasize the 

message and help the statement to be believed. For example: hands–face manipulators, facial 

gestures, changes in tone of voice, false smiles, etc. - all these non-verbal signals could be 

tools to detect lies if perceived and interpreted correctly by the human lie catcher. At the same 

time, just perceiving these signals are not enough to detect deception across cultures.  Rather, 

they need to be separated from its cultural effects and from its specific, individual effects. 

Human beings adjust their non-verbal cues to the culture they live in in-order to be understood 

and accepted. In every society there are unwritten agreements and rules on how various non-

verbal cues are used, interpreted, and understood. This also applies to non-verbal signals that 

are triggered when a member of society lies. This make it difficult to know when an individual 

from another culture is lying or telling the truth. The result of this study shows that it is 

possible to detect more lies if you have access to the subject's normal behavior patterns.  

The study was conducted to examine the possibility of detecting deception across culture. To 

answer the question, we needed to examine if different individuals from different countries 

watch others from different cultural backgrounds and assess their statement to detect where 

they are lying or telling the truth.  By choosing participants from different countries with 

different cultural background and languages and by not speaking and understanding others 

languages, the focus of detecting lies was now on the facial expressions of the mock suspects.  

We argued that it’s possible to detect more lies across cultures if the observer had the access to 

the subject’s normal behavior in a truth-telling situation (when an individual is telling the truth 

or has no motivation to lie, his or her face expresses what he or she is communicating). The 

nonverbal signals which appear on the face of any human being have both a genetic and a 
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cultural basis. Observers who see these facial expressions will notice differences when the 

subject is lying or telling the truth.  Various differences in the facial expressions appearing as a 

result of cultural differences are difficult to interpret and may be misunderstood by others who 

have no experience with these facial expressions. Culture has its effect on a human’s behavior 

in the form of human interaction with the outside world. There are some common nonverbal 

behaviors across all cultures; however, there are some nonverbal cues which can have 

different meanings from one culture to another. "Nuzzling behaviors, such as nose-rubbing 

among the Copper Eskimo and Face-rubbing among the Gahuku Gama of New Guinea, can be 

regarded as cultural embellishments of infantile behaviors" (Givens 1978:352-53).  

It is important to have a visual image of how an individual behaves in a situation where he or 

she does not need to lie in order to be able to later uncover lies with the same person.  

This study shows that one can uncover lies via facial expressions in different people with 

different cultural background with a reliability exceeding gamble (upon the level of chance), 

regardless of cultural differences if we are successful in establishing ones’ normal behavioral 

patterns. In spite of differences in language, the mock judges could detect lies in statements 

made by other individuals.   

The group of mock judges who watched the interview video with mock suspect and then 

watched the interrogation video detected more lies than the mock judges who only saw the 

interrogation video with the same mock suspect. This means the accuracy of detecting lies will 

be higher if establishing the normal behavior of the subject.  

To which behaviors should attention be paid to detect a deception?  This is a difficult question 

to answer, as research has shown that deception itself is not related to a unique pattern of 

specific behaviors (DePaulo et al., 1985; Ekman, 1992; Vrij, 1998, 2000; Zuckerman et al., 

1981).  Different signals appearing on the face as a result of producing an untrue statement 

needs to be perceived and interpreted correctly to detect lies in these statements.  There is no 

scientific evidence of exciting a common accurate facial expression interpretation of 100% 

which could be applied to all cultures. We can reach the highest accuracy by seeing the facial 

expression of the subject when showing his normal behavior pattern and then watch and 

interpret his facial expression.  

Mock judges in this study who detected lies can be divided into six categories depending on 

which nonverbal signals they based their assessments of lie detection. The first category was 
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the mock judges who built their deception detection on eye behavior, the second on mouth 

movement, the third on eyebrow movement, the fourth on forehead movement, the fifth on 

liars’ fidget, and the sixth on the paralinguistic. That is, the following facial nonverbal signals: 

(1) Eye behaviors were represented in gaze aversion, blink. (2) Mouth movement represented 

in smile, shame smile. (3) Eyebrows movement represented in raised eyebrow, eyebrows when 

they approach each other as when expose to threats or feeling a situation as a threat full. (4) 

Forehead movement represented in wrinkling forehead. (5) Liars’ fidget represented in his 

spastic face posture. (6) Vocalic or paralinguistic represented in speech pitches and hesitations 

in the speeches. 

  

In this study, lies where detected by mock judges as a result of intentional observation of the 

mock suspects in different situations.  Mock judges based their assessments on revealing lies 

on different non verbal signals (eye behavior, mouth, eyebrows, forehead movements, liars 

fidget and vocalic).  Most of the mock judges based their judgments on eye behavior. 

This shows that in detecting lies across cultures eye behaviors are the most common signals in 

detecting lies across cultures. The results also show how untrained lie detectors build their 

assessments on detecting lies. Eye behavior could be the source of the signals we are looking 

to detect lies across cultures.  Depending on the obtained information, observers who intended 

to detect lies across cultures should pay attention to this source.   

Would deception detection across cultures become more reliable if a subject’s normal 

behavior is established? The mock judges who assessed the veracity of the mock suspects’ 

statements while having access to their normal behavior patterns detected more lies than the 

mock judges who did not have the same opportunities. The result shows that it is possible to 

detect a lie if we initially establish the normal behavioral patterns of the suspects. Regardless 

of the fact that the mock judges were not trained lie detectors, what they found as a cue of 

deception on the faces of the mock suspects was based on their intuitive and mostly on 

preconceived ideas of certain non-verbal cues associated with lying in the mock judges’ own 

culture.  The foundlings are interesting, to be able to detect lies across cultures due to these 

facial expressions ( eyes behavior and forehead movements) could reveal if one is being 

untruthful when special attention is paid to establishing the subjects’ normal behavioral 

patterns.  
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