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Abstract: Based on recent popular money priming research results, which conclude that money 

makes self-sufficient (e.g. less interest in other people), we assumed that people are less interested 

in finding out whether others are lying or telling the truth. In a laboratory experiment, 163 students 

(85 women, 78 men, MAge = 23.08, ranging from 18 to 36 years) were primed by actively handling 

money (versus paper sheets). Afterwards, they classified 24 video statements as true or deceptive 

(senders describing their most/least favorite movie), rated their classification confidence for each 

decision and then answered control questions. Results revealed no influence of priming condition 

on judgmental bias, classification accuracy, and classification confidence. Also the level of self-

reported motivation to find out who lied or told the truth did not differ between conditions. Higher 

motivation was correlated to higher classification confidence. Additionally, and in line with 

Reinhard (2010) and Reinhard et al. (2011), higher classification accuracy correlated to a higher use 

of verbal content cues for classification decisions. So, while we were able to replicate these findings, 

our results contradict the assumption of a money prime influence on lie detection ability. 

Concluding, our results make self-sufficiency in this context questionable and offer next steps for 

research.  
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1. Introduction 

“Money makes people self-sufficient”, a discussed assumption based on results of the pioneer 

research by Vohs and colleagues about the influence of a money prime on social orientation [1]. They 

define self-sufficiency “as an insulated state wherein people put forth effort to attain personal goals 

and prefer to be separate from others” [1] (p. 1). The results of nine experiments, that varied the type 

of the money prime and the type of the dependent variable, supported their assumption. They 

primed with descrambling tasks, reading an essay in front of a video camera, playing monopoly, 

having play money, imagination, looking at a screensaver or a poster. The dependent measures for 

self-sufficiency varied from persistence on the problem before asking for help (time), or volunteering 

for help (number of solutions), donating money, or sitting with someone (distance between the 

chairs), to preference for activities alone vs. together (survey) [2-4]. Another pro argument for self-

sufficiency under priming with money follows the results by [5] on Chinese participants that let 

suggest an instrumentality orientation in social interactions (Experiment 1 and 2). In Experiment 1, 

the money prime manipulation was facilitated by a picture evaluation task, and the dependent 

variable was measured with a 20-item objectification scale (see also [6]). Objectification was 

significantly higher in the money prime condition than for the control group. In Experiment 2, a 

sentence-descrambling task was utilized as the money prime. After the money prime manipulation, 

a goal for the participants was set. They were instructed to complete a task that requires mathematics 

skills and logical thinking. Then participants red a profile of an anonymous student. Depending on 

the condition, that student was described as majoring in math, being a fan of math, and planning to 

become a financial analyst after graduation (instrumental) or as majoring in Chinese, loving to read 

and write, and planning to become a writer after graduation (non-instrumental). Next, the approach 

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions, and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual author(s) and 
contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to people or property resulting 
from any ideas, methods, instructions, or products referred to in the content.

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 12 May 2023                   doi:10.20944/preprints202305.0953.v1

©  2023 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202305.0953.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

intention of the participants was measured by asking for to what extent they would choose the 

student as their work partner on the mathematical task, feel good about the student and make friends 

with the student. The measurement of the perceived instrumentality followed with two items, 

measuring how much the student could help on the task and how useful the student is. Under the 

money prime, approach intention was increased when the perceived instrumentality was high. The 

effect did not occur under high competence of achieving a goal self-employed (Experiment 3). In 

Experiment 3, participants got feedback about their Sudoku achievement (manipulation of the 

competence for achieving a goal self-employed by different benchmarks) and were asked to 

collaborate for a next Sudoku with an anonymous student described as being good in math. 

Therefore, under the money prime, people seem interested in others only when they need them to 

reach an own goal. In accordance, people also seem to be less distressed about social exclusion under 

the money prime [7], what refers to independence and self-sufficiency.  

Beside the effect of the competence of achieving a goal self-employed on the outcomes of being 

primed with money, there also exists research regarding the feeling of socioeconomic status. [8] found 

that especially in the money prime condition, the feeling of a high economic status led to justifying 

the existing socioeconomic system (USA) more strongly (Study 1), and people believed more in the 

justness of its social outcomes (Study 2). In both studies, the authors used a word-descrambling task 

as money priming method and measured the socio economic status with the Mac Arthur Scale of 

subjective SES [9]. In Study 1, an 8-item System Justification Scale [10,11] was conducted as the 

dependent measure. In Study 2, the dependent variable was measured with the 20-item Belief in a Just 

World Scale [12]. So, money primed persons seem to be more trustful when a feeling of higher 

economic status is activated and therefore could rather fall for deception. In line with our reasoning, 

a new study also developed theoretical arguments that power (inducible by money) could be 

correlated to less deception detection [13]. To sum up, under the money prime, subjects show less 

interest in others, what others do, how they feel (self-sufficiency) and trust more; following, less 

interest whether others tell the truth or lie is assumable. 

1.1. Deception detection in everyday life 

In general, humans tend to have a low ability to detect deception. Overall, we are slightly above 

chance level in the accuracy of judgments about veracity of true or invented statements [14-16]. 

Further, based on meta-analysis results by [14], people seem to be more accurate in identifying the 

truth as non-deceptive than lies as deceptive (Truth Bias). Research showed that neither education, 

sex, age, nor confidence are significantly related to accuracy of truth and lie classification [17]. 

Nevertheless, using verbal cues in contrast to nonverbal cues for the classification decision as true or 

lied can enhance the accuracy rate [14]. In line with this, [18] tested the theoretical assumption that 

high task involvement (Experiment 1) and high cognitive capacity increase the use of verbal 

(therefore content) information in credibility judgments (Experiment 2 and 3). Based on research 

findings regarding what kind of verbal and nonverbal cues people use to evaluate the credibility of 

a statement [19-25], the authors manipulated four versions of a short film about a social interaction 

between two persons (same film in Experiment 1 and 2, another version in Experiment 3). One person 

was able to be seen, the other person just could be heard. Four versions were created: Deceptive 

verbal and deceptive nonverbal vs. deceptive verbal and truthful nonverbal vs. truthful verbal and 

truthful nonverbal vs. truthful verbal and deceptive verbal behavior. Participants were assigned to 

one of these conditions. Beforehand, in Experiment 1, task involvement was manipulated by the 

information on how important the participation was for science (high vs. not, between-subjects). In 

the high-involvement condition, participants differentiated between the deceptive and non-deceptive 

cues for their credibility judgment (higher credibility for non-deceptive cues and lower for deceptive 

cues), while in the low-involvement condition, there was no differentiation. In Experiment 2 and 3, 

the authors manipulated cognitive load by assigning the participants either to a distracting task (high 

cognitive load) or no task (low cognitive load) before watching the videos. In both experiments, while 

nonverbal cues were used under high cognitive load, the verbal cues were only used by individuals 

with low cognitive load, and so higher cognitive capacity. Moreover, in Experiment 3, the authors 
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additionally asked for reasons for the credibility judgments; their analysis yielded results in line with 

the assumption that participants in the low cognitive load condition used mainly verbal cues. 

Accordingly, in following studies, the authors further confirmed that the use of verbal cues was 

correlated to higher lie detection accuracy [26,27]. To summarize, using verbal cues (that 

automatically focus on the content compared to nonverbal cues) predicts better deception detection 

accuracy. People use these verbal cues more often when they are highly involved in the detection 

task and expend their cognition. When people are less interested in others (self-sufficient), they 

should show less task involvement and so, according to dual process theories, use effortless ways 

(nonverbal behavior) to arrive at a judgment [28,29]. Combining these arguments, we hypothesized 

that the money prime decreases classification accuracy of truths and lies concerning other peoples’ 

statements.  

2. Materials and Methods 

2.1. Participants 

A total of 163 students from the University of Mannheim participated in the study. A bar of 

chocolate and the possibility to win a game console were offered as incentives. The age of the 

participants ranged from 18 to 36 years (MAge = 23.09, SDAge = 4.14); two participants did not report 

their age. 85 women (52.15%) and 78 men (47.85%) participated. 

2.2. Design and conditions 

We tested our hypothesis with a 2 (Prime: Money vs. Paper) x 2 (Message type: Truth vs. Lie) 

Mixed-Methods-Design in a laboratory experiment, with prime and set of the messages as between-

subject factors and message type as within-subject factor. In reference to [17], we included the 

variables gender and classification confidence to our analysis and according to [30] also the control 

variable set of the messages. 

A sensitivity power analysis (G*Power; [30]) for the given sample size of N = 163 (Manova: 

Repeated measures, between factors; correlation between repeated measures of r = .039, α = .05) 

showed that a minimum effect size of Cohen’s d = 0.32 could be detected with a power of 80%. 

2.3. Procedure and stimuli 

As first, we thanked for the participation and instructed the participants that the study 

investigates the ability to recognize deception and truth. An informed consent followed. Afterwards, 

participants were randomized to one of two priming conditions (between-subjects, Money vs. Paper). 

For the money prime, we used the method of actively handling money due to it yielding the largest 

money priming effects (see meta-analysis by [31]). Participants were instructed to assess the value of 

the banknotes that were presented filled in a jar. For two times, they were instructed to grab into the 

jar and touch the banknotes. After the first time, they wrote down the estimated value. After the 

second time, they wrote down the estimated number of bank notes. For the control group (paper 

prime condition), instead of money (banknotes), participants were now presented a jar filled with 

paper sheets, same procedure. Here, in the first task, participants were instructed to estimate the 

weight of the paper sheets (by touching it). The next step of the experiment followed on the monitor 

(see Appendix A). After the task, participants were asked for demographics. 

2.3.1 Stimulus Material 

Due to us wanting to present a scenario that is basic for social interactions without offering an 

instrumentality [5], we used videos about a personal statement regarding an individual attitude as 

stimulus material. The material was taken from a study by [26] (Experiment 3): 36 female and 36 male 

students from the University of Mannheim were filmed, so that the head and upper body was to be 

seen, while for about one minute describing a movie they liked or disliked. In the truth condition, 

they actually liked or disliked the described movie. In the lie condition they stated to like (or dislike) 
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the described movie when they actually disliked (or liked) it. All participants were instructed to make 

a statement as truthful as possible. They could receive an extra reward of five Euros if the interviewer 

(blind to the experimental conditions) believed that they indeed liked or disliked the movie. In 

accordance to [26], we created three sets with 24 messages (see also [30]). Each set contained 12 

truthful and 12 deceptive messages (balanced valence of senders’ attitudes and gender, no difference 

in video length across conditions). 

2.4.2 Deception detection task 

Participants were instructed that out of 24 videos of students that talk about films that they like 

and that they do not like, they have to evaluate who is telling the truth and who is lying. The videos 

were shown one after another. After each video, participants gave their judgment if the report was 

true or lied. As a control variable according to [17], they then rated via a percentage scale (from 0% = 

not at all sure to 100% = completely sure) their decision confidence on the next page. Next, we measured 

how motivated the participants were in finding out who was telling the truth and who was lying 

with four items (Cronbach’s α = .72; “It was important to me not to judge people who tell the truth as 

liars”, “It was important to me not to overlook people who are lying.”, “It was important to me to 

properly assess people who tell the truth”, “It was important to me to recognize liars as such”) which 

were assessed on a 7-point scale (from 1 = does not apply at all to 7 = applies exactly). Parallel to [26] and 

[27], we also asked, if participants used more verbal or nonverbal behavior for their classification 

decision as true or deceptive with two items (Cronbach’s α = .85; “I based my judgment more on …” 

“In watching the messages, I tended to pay more attention to …”; scale from 1 = nonverbal behaviour 

to 7 = verbal content). As last, demographic data was collected. 

3. Results 

3.1. Judgmental bias 

Overall, participants judged 52.30% (SD = 11.53%) of the video-statements as true. This differed 

with a small effect size from 50%, t(162) = 2.55, p = .012, 95% CI [0.52, 4.08], dCohen = 0.20, resulting in a 

truth bias. An one-way ANOVA with priming condition (Money vs. Paper) as independent variable 

and number of truth judgments as dependent variable revealed no effect of prime condition, F(2, 161) 

= 1.88, p = .172, ηp2 = .01, 95% CIpaper prime [-6.03, 1.09] (see also Table 1). So, the participants’ classification 

decision regarding the messages as true or deceptive did not depend on the priming condition. An 

additional univariate analysis of variance revealed no main effect of gender of the judges on 

judgmental bias. Further, no interaction with the priming condition was found, and also no 

interaction between set of the messages and priming condition (see Appendix B). 

3.2. Classifcation accuracy 

The overall classification accuracy of 55.78% (SD = 10.72%) differed with a medium effect size 

from chance level (50%), t(162) = 6.88, p < .001 , 95% CI [4.12, 7.44], dCohen = 0.54. True statements were 

classified more accurate (M = 58.08%, SD = 53.48%) with a small effect size than false statements (M 

= 53.48%, SD = 17.97%), F(1, 162) = 6.49, p = .012, ηp2 = .04. To test our hypothesis, a 2 (Prime: Money 

vs. Paper) x 2 (Message type: Truth vs. Lie deceptive) mixed-design ANOVA with classification 

accuracy (in %) as the dependent variable was run. Against our hypothesis, analysis revealed no 

effect of priming condition, F(2, 161) = 0.10, p = .758, ηp2 = .00, 95% CIpaper prime [-2.81, 3.85], so the money 

prime did not decrease classification accuracy compared to the paper prime (see also Table 1). An 

additional univariate analysis of variance revealed no significant main effect of gender of the judges 

and no significant interaction with priming condition, further no significant interaction between set 

of the messages and priming condition (see Appendix B). 
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3.3. Classification confidence 

Overall classification confidence was M = 70.23% (SD = 12.43%). Confidence ratings regarding 

true statements (M = 70.80%, SD = 13.10%) did not differ to confidence ratings regarding false 

statements (M = 69.67%, SD = 13.15%), F(1, 162) = 2.96, p = .087, ηp2 = .02. A 2 (Prime: Money vs. Paper) 

x 2 (Message type: Truth vs. Lie) mixed-design ANOVA with classification confidence (in %) as the 

dependent variable was run. No effect of priming condition on classification confidence was found, 

F(1, 162) = 0.28, p = .595, ηp2 = .00, 95% CIpaper prime [-4.90, 2.82] (see also Table 1). An additional 

univariate analysis of variance revealed no main effect of gender of the judges and no interaction 

with priming condition, and further no interaction between set of the messages and priming 

condition (see Appendix B). 

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and one-way analyses of variance for truth bias, classification 

accuracy, and classification confidence depending on treatment manipulation (bank notes vs. paper 

sheets). 

Variable 
Money prime Paper prime F(1, 162) ηp2 

M SD M SD   

Truth bias 53.51% 10.56% 51.04% 12.39% 1.88 .01 

Classification accuracy 

Overall 

     

55.52% 11.05% 56.04% 10.44% 1.00 .00 

True messages 

Deceptive messages 

59.04% 13.09% 57.08% 13.20% 0.90 .01 

52.01% 17.20% 55.00% 18.73% 1.13 .01 

Classification confidence     

Overall 

True messages 

Deceptive messages 

70.74% 9.43% 69.70% 14.97% 0.28 .00 

70.53% 10.32% 68.77% 15.57% 0.73 .00 

70.96% 10.53% 70.63% 15.39% 0.03 .00 

3.4. Self-reported task motivation   

In an univariate ANOVA with priming condition as independent variable and self-reported 

motivation as the dependent variable, there was no main effect of money prime, F(2, 161) = 0.37, p = 

.546, ηp2 = .00, 95% CIpaper prime [4.80, 5.31]. Against our assumption, participants in the money prime 

condition did not report less motivation (M = 5.05, SD = 1.18) compared to participants in the paper 

prime condition (M = 4.94, SD = 1.15). Further, neither the judgmental bias, r = .03, p = .715, nor 

classification accuracy, r = .07, p = .367 was correlated to motivation. However, higher classification 

confidence was correlated to higher self-reported motivation to correctly classify the statements as 

true or lied, r = .21, p = .007.  

3.5. Self-reported use of verbal content versus nonverbal information 

In an univariate ANOVA with prime condition as independent variable and self-reported use of 

nonverbal versus verbal content information as the dependent variable, no main effect of money 

prime was found, F(2, 161) = 1.78, p = .184, ηp2 = .01, 95% CIpaper prime [-0.15, 0.75]. In contrast to our 

assumption, participants in the money prime condition did not report significantly less use of verbal 

content information (M = 3.53, SD = 1.38) than did participants in the paper prime condition (M = 

4.04, SD = 1.51). Judgmental bias was not correlated to verbal content use, r = .01, p = .907. In line with 

the findings of [26] and [27], classification accuracy was correlated low with self-reported use of 

verbal content versus nonverbal information, r = .16, p = .039. Higher classification accuracy was low 

correlated to more self-reported use of verbal content. The negative correlation between classification 

confidence and verbal content use was only small, r = -.10, p = .196. 

4. Discussion 

In this study, we hypothesized that people are less accurate in their classification accuracy of 

video-messages as true or deceptive under a money prime compared to a neutral prime (paper). 
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While the participants’ overall accuracy (of 55.78%) was a medium effect sized better than chance 

(see also [14]), our results did not support our hypothesis; the classification accuracy did not depend 

on the priming condition. We found a small effect that true statements were classified accurately 

more often than lied statements, which might be caused by a small judgmental bias. In line with the 

meta-analysis results by [17], classification accuracy was also not influenced by the control variable 

gender (just as judgmental bias and classification confidence). The overall classification confidence 

was 70.23%. 

We investigated our research question in a laboratory experimental study with the money 

priming method that recently offered the highest self-sufficiency effects, actively handling money 

[32]. Furthermore, we presented 24 stimuli to each person (3 sets), [30] showed that with a minimum 

of 20 stimuli, the classification accuracy measurement becomes valid. Respectively, we found no 

interaction between set of the messages and priming condition, for neither the judgmental bias, the 

classification accuracy, nor the classification confidence. While our method was appropriate, we did 

not find an effect regarding our assumption. 

4.1. Limitations 

One could argue that the money prime manipulation did not work, no manipulation check was 

assessed. Nevertheless, also without a manipulation check, we could have found effects if they 

actually existed; in the research of the pioneer paper by [1], no manipulation checks are reported as 

well. Also the available research papers listed in the meta-analysis by [32], with the priming method 

actively handling money, did not check for an effective manipulation. Moreover, the results of our 

control questions revealed that priming with money did not lead to less motivation and less use of 

(the more valid) verbal content information. So, the assumed lower interest in detecting lies of others 

about a personal theme caused by a money prime was not displayed in the results of our control 

questions. One could argue, due to this, no priming effect on classification accuracy was shown. 

However, these findings implicate that the priming had no effect: In the theoretical background, we 

just assumed lower ratings in the control questions when the money prime actually influences 

classification accuracy. Otherwise, deception detection would mean a separate paradigm with which 

it is not possible to display “self-sufficiency” which can be found with other dependent measures. 

Based on people showing low deception detection ability in general [14-16] and our sensitivity 

analysis presuming an effect size of minimum Cohen’s d = 0.32, it is possible that the effect actually 

exists but was too small to be found with our sample size of 163 participants. Nevertheless, the results 

of our control questions showed an increased classification accuracy by more use of verbal content 

cues than nonverbal cues for participants’ classification decision. Further, high motivation in finding 

out who was telling the truth and who was lying led to an increase in classification confidence, both 

independently from the priming condition.  

An indirect argument for the nonexistence of an effect of money priming on deception detection 

are the results by [13] that exposed an increase in deception detection under power (asymmetric 

control over valued resources in social relationships, see [33]). Money implicates having power, being 

independent from others and, as explained before, seems to let people interact with others only when 

it is needed to instrumentalize them for reaching an own goal [5]. However, [13] found in their 

experiments that having power over others enhanced the accuracy of one’s veracity assessment. In 

line, we did not find a decrease of classification accuracy by money priming in the recent study. In 

accordance and in contrast to the findings by [5] (Experiment 3), [34] revealed that enhancing self-

affirmation (by writing an essay explaining why the participant’s core value is personally important) 

weakened the influence of money priming on self-sufficiency regarding different dependent 

measures; such as donating more money under high self-affirmation, being more likely to request 

help, choosing more leisure experiences to be shared with others (versus individually focused ones) 

and feeling distressed after social exclusion (Cyberball; [35]).  

Recent research by [36] suggested that the consequences effected by priming with money 

depended on the constitution of the bank note, in detail if it is an unused new one versus used one. 

A new banknote enhanced feelings of empathy regarding co-workers (Study 2) and decreased self-
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serving behavior compared to a used one and a general money priming (without information of the 

newness, Study 3). Further, priming with new money led to perceived stronger norms of social 

conscientiousness and higher helping intentions (Study 4). The authors conclude, priming with new 

money induces peoples’ warmth (prosocial behavior). These findings, the meta-analysis by [31] and 

the results of the present study display the assumption that money priming makes self-sufficient as 

quiet questionable. 

4.2. Future research 

At first, in further research, manipulation checks should be accessed. According to [5], a possible 

manipulation check for a primed mindset could be the participants’ indication of their positivity 

toward words related to the prime, here money, compared to neutral words. Investigations on the 

information processing level depending on money priming seem to be essential as well. If a money 

prime makes self-sufficient (therefore being less interested in others, and based on dual-process 

theories [28,29], one could argue that these participants show lower motivation and so a lower level 

of attention regarding various social measures. To find out how the process level functions, 

distraction and time pressure are variables that could be manipulated, counterbalanced in both 

priming conditions.  

Also a different operationalization for being primed with money when wanting to answer if 

money makes self-sufficient than actively holding it (and estimating its value) could be something to 

focus on in further research. For example, the influence of the present socio-economic status and how 

satisfied the participants are with it on lie detection ability could reveal other effects than those found 

in the current study. Another variable that might offer some new insights is emotional intelligence. 

[37] showed in their research that high scoring emotionally intelligent people rather figured out 

mismatches between facial expression (nonverbal behavior) and verbal content information of the 

lying or the truth telling senders. Nevertheless, a good liar could even control facial expressions or 

body movements. As explained in the introduction, nonverbal cues seem not connected to a better 

classification accuracy [26,27]. In line, while [38] found that emotional intelligence leads to a higher 

use of nonverbal cues, deception detection was not heightened; emotional intelligence rather seems 

to lead to an overestimation of the own lie detection ability [39]. [40] concluded that the aspect 

“perception of emotion” of emotional intelligence supported the deception detection. Moreover, 

based on findings by [41] that indicate a money priming effect on increased lying and cheating, 

further research not only regarding deception detection ability but also the actual lying behavior 

seems to be plausible.  
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Appendix A, Appendix B. 
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Appendix A 

A.1 Instruction money prime condition (presented on a printed paper sheet) 

Task 1: 

In the following we would like to ask you to do an estimation task. The experimenter will show 

you a jar filled with bank notes. 

Please estimate the value of the bank notes. 

Studies show that the ability to estimate improves when the goods to be estimated can be 

touched. Therefore, please reach into the glass to touch the bank notes. 

Now please go to the experimenter and reach into the jar. 

Write down the estimated value of the bank notes: 

 

Task 2: 

Please estimate the number of bank notes. 

Please reach into the glass again to enable a more accurate estimate. 

Now please go to the experimenter and reach into the jar. 

Write down the estimated number of bank notes: 

 

WHEN YOU ARE FINISHED, PLEASE CONTACT THE EXPERIMENTER SO THEY CAN 

ASSIGN YOU TO A PC! 

A.2 Instruction paper prime condition (presented on a printed paper sheet) 

Task 1: 

In the following we would like to ask you to do an estimation task. The experimenter will show 

you a jar filled with paper sheets. 

Please estimate the weight of the paper sheets. 

Studies show that the ability to estimate improves when the goods to be estimated can be 

touched. So, to give you a more accurate estimate, you are allowed to put your hands inside the jar. 

Now please go to the experimenter and reach into the jar. 

 

Write down the estimated weight of the paper sheets: 

Task 2: 

Please estimate the number of the paper sheets. 

To give you a more accurate guess, you may put your hand in the jar again. 

Now please go to the experimenter and reach into the jar. 

Write down the estimated number of leaves: 

 

WHEN YOU ARE FINISHED, PLEASE CONTACT THE EXPERIMENTER SO THEY CAN 

ASSIGN YOU TO A PC! 

Appendix B 

B.1. Supplementary material, additional analysis 

B.1.1. Judgmental bias 

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 12 May 2023                   doi:10.20944/preprints202305.0953.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202305.0953.v1


 

No significant influence of the control variable gender on judgmental bias was found, F(1, 162) 

= 0.27, p = .603, ηp2 = .00, 95% CIfemale [-8.41, 8.21]. Gender and prime condition did not interact 

significantly, F(1, 162) = 1.27, p = .261, ηp2 = .01. Unexpectedly, analysis yielded a significant main 

effect for the control variable set of messages, F(2, 161) = 14.38, p < .001, ηp2 = .16 (set 1: M = 56.85%, 

SD = 11.55%; set 2: M = 45.41%, SD = 9.09%; set 3: M = 53.56%, SD = 10.71%), 95% CIset 1 [-9.95, 8.28], 

95% CIset 2 [-12.49, 5.05]. However, there was no significant interaction between prime condition and 

set of messages on judgmental bias, F(1, 162) = 0.77, p = .465, ηp2 = .01. No significant three-way 

interaction was found, F(2, 161) = 0.70, p = .501, ηp2 = .01 (see also Table A). 

B.1.2. Classification accuracy 

Further, the analysis yielded no significant effect for the control variable gender on classification 

accuracy, F(1, 162) = 3.48, p = .064, ηp2 = .02, 95% CIfemale [-4.38, 10.66].  

Gender and prime condition did not interact significantly, F(1, 162) = 0.32, p = .570, ηp2 = .00. 

Unexpectedly, a significant main effect of the control variable set of statements on classification 

accuracy was shown, F(2, 161) = 21.87, p < .001, ηp2 = .23, 95% CIset 1 [-5.44, 11.05], 95% CIset 2 [7.83, 

23.71]. We found no significant interaction between prime condition and set of messages on 

classification accuracy, F(2, 161) = 1.87, p = .158, ηp2 = .02. There was no significant three-way 

interaction, F(2, 161) = 1.21, p = .302, ηp2 = .02 (see also Table A). 

B.1.3. Classification confidence 

Further, for the control variable gender, no significant effect on classification confidence was 

found, F(1, 162) = 0.32, p = .575, ηp2 = .00, 95% CIfemale [-12.78, 7.01]. Further, no significant interaction 

between gender and prime condition emerged, F(1, 162) = 0.59, p = .444, ηp2 = .00. There was also no 

significant effect for the control variable set of messages on classification confidence, F(2, 161) = 0.08, 

p = .926, ηp2 = .00, 95% CIset 1 [-12.64, 9.06], 95% CIset 2 [-15.51, 5.38]. In line, analysis further yielded no 

significant interaction between prime condition and set of messages on classification confidence, F(2, 

161) = 1.81, p = .167, ηp2 = .02. No significant three-way interaction was found, F(2, 161) = 0.93, p = .396, 

ηp2 = .01 (see also Table A). 

Table A. Results of the additional univariate analysis of variance for judgmental bias, classification 

accuracy, and classification confidence depending on gender of the judges. 

Variable 

Main effect 

(gender) 

Interaction 

(gender x prime) 

F(1, 161) ηp2 F(1, 161) ηp2 

Truth bias 2.40 .02 1.85 .01 

Classification accuracy     

Overall 0.37 .00 0.13 .00 

True messages 3.48 .02 2.22 .01 

Deceptive messages 0.38 .00 0.42 .00 

Classification confidence     

Overall 0.33 .00 0.20 .00 

True messages 0.77 .01 0.00 .00 

Deceptive messages 0.04 .00 0.75 .01 

References 

1. Vohs, K. D., Mead, N. L., & Goode, M. R. (2006). The psychological consequences of money. science, 

314(5802), 1154–1156. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1132491  

2. Pfeffer, J., & DeVoe, S. E. (2009). Economic evaluation: The effect of money and economics on attitudes 

about volunteering. Journal of Economic Psychology, 30(3), 500–508. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2008.08.006  

3. Roberts, J. A., & Roberts, C. R. (2012). Money matters: does the symbolic presence of money affect charitable 

giving and attitudes among adolescents?. Young Consumers, 13(4), 329–336. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/17473611211282572  

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 12 May 2023                   doi:10.20944/preprints202305.0953.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202305.0953.v1


 

4. Wierzbicki, J., & Zawadzka, A. M. (2016). The effects of the activation of money and credit card vs. that of 

activation of spirituality–Which one prompts pro-social behaviours?. Current Psychology, 35(3), 344–353. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-014-9299-1  

5. Teng, F., Chen, Z., Poon, K. T., Zhang, D., & Jiang, Y. (2016). Money and relationships: When and why 

thinking about money leads people to approach others. Organizational behavior and human decision processes, 

137, 58–70. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2016.08.002  

6. Gruenfeld, D. H., Inesi, M. E., Magee, J. C., & Galinsky, A. D. (2008). Power and the objectification of social 

targets. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(1), 111–127. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.111   

7. Zhou, X., Vohs, K. D., & Baumeister, R. F. (2009). The symbolic power of money: Reminders of money alter 

social distress and physical pain. Psychological Science, 20(6), 700–706. https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1467-

9280.2009.02353.x  

8. Schuler, J., & Wänke, M. (2016). A fresh look on money priming: Feeling privileged or not makes a 

difference. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 7(4), 366–373. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550616628608  

9. Piff, P. K., Kraus, M. W., Côté, S., Cheng, B. H., & Keltner, D. (2010). Having less, giving more: The influence 

of social class on prosocial behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 99(5), 771–784. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020092  

10. Caruso, E. M., Vohs, K. D., Baxter, B., & Waytz, A. (2013). Mere exposure to money increases endorsement 

of free-market systems and social inequality. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 142(2), 301–306. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029288  

11. Kay, A. C., & Jost, J. T. (2003). Complementary justice: Effects of ‘‘poor but happy’’ and ‘‘poor but honest’’ 

Stereotype exemplars on system justification and implicit activation of the justice motive. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 85(5), 823–837. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.5.823  

12. Rubin, Z., & Peplau, L. A. (1975). Who believes in a just world? Journal of Social Issues, 31(3), 65–89. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1975.tb00997.x  

13. Ulatowska, J., & Cislak, A. (2022). Power and lie detection. PloS one, 17(6): e0269121, 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0269121  

14. Bond, C. F., & DePaulo, B. M. (2006). Accuracy of Deception Judgments. Personality and Social Psychology 

Review, 10(3), 214-234. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr1003_2  

15. Hartwig, M., & Bond, C. F., Jr. (2011). Why do lie-catchers fail? A lens model meta-analysis of human lie 

judgments. Psychological bulletin, 137(4), 643–659. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023589   

16. Vrij, A. (2008). Detecting lies and deceit: Pitfalls and opportunities. Chichester, United Kingdom: Wiley.  

17. Aamodt, M. G., & Custer, H. (2006). Who can best catch a liar? A meta-analysis of individual differences in 

detecting deception. Forensic Examiner, 15(1), 6–11. https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2006-02487-001   

18. Reinhard, M.-A., & Sporer, S. L. (2008). Verbal and nonverbal behaviour as a basis for credibility attribution: 

The impact of task involvement and cognitive capacity. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44(3), 477–

488. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2007.07.012  

19. Kraut, R. E. (1978). Verbal and nonverbal cues in the perception of lying. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 36(4), 380–391. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.36.4.380  

20. Miller, G. R., & Stiff, J. B. (1993). Deceptive communication. Sage Publishing.  

21. Stiff, J. B., & Miller, G. R. (1986). ‘‘Come to think of it ...’’ Interrogative probes, deceptive communication, 

and deception detection. Human Communication Research, 12(3), 339–357. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-

2958.1986.tb00081.x  

22. Stiff, J. B., Miller, G. R., Sleight, C., Mongeau, P., Garlick, R., & Rogan, R. (1989). Explanations for visual cue 

primacy in judgments of honesty and deceit. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56(4), 555–564. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.4.555  

23. Vrij, A. (2000). Detecting lies and deceit. The psychology of lying and the implications for professional practice. 

Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.  

24. Zuckerman, M., DePaulo, B. M., & Rosenthal, R. (1981). Verbal and nonverbal communication of deception. 

In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 14, pp. 1–59). Academic Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60369-X  

25. Zuckerman, M., & Driver, R. E. (1985). Telling lies: Verbal and nonverbal correlates of deception. In A. W. 

Siegman & S. Feldstein (Eds.), Multichannel integrations of nonverbal behavior (pp. 129–147). Hillsdale, N.J: 

Erlbaum  

26. Reinhard, M.-A. (2010). Need for cognition and the process of lie detection. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 46(6), 961–971. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.06.002  

27. Reinhard, M.-A., Sporer, S. L., Scharmach, M., & Marksteiner, T. (2011). Listening, not watching: situational 

familiarity and the ability to detect deception. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(3), 467–484. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023726  

28. Chen, S., & Chaiken, S. (1999). The heuristic-systematic model in its broader context. In S. Chaiken & Y. 

Trope (Eds.), Dual-process theories in social psychology (pp. 73–96). Guilford Press.  

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 12 May 2023                   doi:10.20944/preprints202305.0953.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202305.0953.v1


 

29. Petty, R. E., & Wegener, D. T. (1999). The elaboration likelihood model: Current status and controversies. 

In S. Chaiken & Y. Trope (Eds.), Dual-process theories in social psychology (pp. 41–72). New York: Guilford 

Press.  

30. Levine, T. R., Daiku, Y., & Masip, J. (2021). The number of senders and total judgments matter more than 

sample size in deception-detection experiments. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 17(1), 191-204. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691621990369  

31. Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A. G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using G* Power 3.1: 

Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior research methods, 41(4), 1149–1160. 

https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149  

32. Lodder, P., Ong, H. H., Grasman, R. P., & Wicherts, J. M. (2019). A comprehensive meta-analysis of money 

priming. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 148(4), 688–712. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000570  

33. Magee, J. C., & Galinsky, A. D. (2008). Social hierarchy: The self-reinforcing nature of power and status. 

Academy of Management annals, 2(1), 351–398. https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520802211628  

34. Park, J. K., & Vohs, K. (2013). Self-affirmation has the power to offset the harmful effects of money 

reminders. ACR North American Advances. https://www.acrwebsite.org/volumes/v41/acr_v41_15002.pdf  

35. Eisenberger, N. I., Lieberman, M. D., & Williams, K. D. (2003). Does Rejection Hurt? An fMRI Study of 

Social Exclusion, Science, 302(5643), 290–292. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1089134  

36. Mok, A., & De Cremer, D. (2016). When money makes employees warm and bright: Thoughts of new 

money promote warmth and competence. Management and Organization Review, 12(3), 547–575. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/mor.2015.53  

37. Wojciechowski, J., Stolarski, M., & Matthews, G. (2014). Emotional intelligence and mismatching expressive 

and verbal messages: A contribution to detection of deception. PLoS One, 9(3), e92570. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0092570 

38. Roulin, N., & Ternes, M. (2019). Is it time to kill the detection wizard? Emotional intelligence does not 

facilitate deception detection. Personality and Individual Differences, 137, 131–138. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.08.020 

39. Baker, A., ten Brinke, L., & Porter, S. (2013). Will get fooled again: Emotionally intelligent people are easily 

duped by high-stakes deceivers. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 18(2), 300–313. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8333.2012.02054.x 

40. Stewart, S. L., Wright, C., & Atherton, C. (2019). Deception detection and truth detection are dependent on 

different cognitive and emotional traits: An investigation of emotional intelligence, theory of mind, and 

attention. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 45(5), 794–807. https://doi.org/0.1177/0146167218796795 

41. Kouchaki, M., Smith-Crowe, K., Brief, A. P., & Sousa, C. (2013). Seeing green: Mere exposure to money 

triggers a business decision frame and unethical outcomes. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

Processes, 121(1), 53–61. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2012.12.002 

 

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 12 May 2023                   doi:10.20944/preprints202305.0953.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202305.0953.v1

