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B30 2 AETE T A SIS B b ) A AR I R, Bl
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RZEUT, AMIHARLHNTE FLAH SO0 EAH A B
1o,
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A Review on Studies of Lying and Lie-detection
ZHANG Ting-Yu'” ZHANG Yu-Qing'

(Mnstitute of Psychology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100101, China)

(%Graduate School of the Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100039, China)
Abstract: Studies on lying and lie-detection by western psychologists in last half-century are mainly concerned
with lie-detection accuracy and the way to improve detection ability. Empirical findings indicate that lying is a fact
of everyday life; general detection accuracy is not greater than chance; people’s beliefs about lying cues, which are
defined as the verbal and non-verbal differences between truth-telling and lying, are not in accordance with the real
picture revealed by the psychologists. Moderators of cues to deception and detection accuracy include motivation,
interactivity, personality differences, context, et al. Lying behavior shows some unique features in
computer-mediated-communication.
Key words: deception, lie, lie-detection, cues.



