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The majority of research investigating children’s lie-telling behavior has 
focused on lay people and legal professionals’ abilities to detect deception. 
Fewer researchers have assessed educators’ abilities to evaluate the 
veracity of children’s reports of bullying.  In this study, educators’ 
abilities to detect true and false accounts of bullying and educators’ 
confidence ratings of their abilities to detect the veracity of children’s 
bullying accounts were examined.  Participants (93 educators) were 
shown video clips of children (between the age of 4 and 8 years) telling 
true and false statements about being bullied.  Participants were asked to 
assess the veracity of the child’s bullying statement and rank how 
confident they felt about their responses.  Overall, educators’ ability to 
detect both true and false accounts of bullying was not significantly above 
chance levels.  Regardless of reported years of experience with children, 
detection rates were approximately the same; educational professionals 
with fewer years of experience yielded similar detection rates to those with 
more experience.  In general, educators were not very confident in their 
abilities to distinguish between children’s true and false reports. However, 
all educators were significantly more confident in their overall ratings of 
false stories than true stories.  While educators are not accurate in 
detecting deception, the current findings suggest that they may be over 
confident when assessing false accounts of bullying; condemning students 
that are falsely accused of bullying could have negative consequences for 
student, their classmates, and for the teacher.  Through understanding 
educators’ perceptions of children’s lie-telling behavior, especially with 
respect to bullying, appropriate and effective bullying interventions can be 
developed by school psychologists in collaboration with educators.   
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Introduction 
Concerns among educational personnel, and parents about 
bullying behavior are often warranted; researchers have 
revealed that bullying often leads to serious and detrimental 
outcomes for victims of bullying incidents (Card & Hodges, 
2008; Fekkes, Pijpers, & Verloove-Vanhorick, 2005).  More 
specifically, researchers have shown that victims of bullying 
have higher rates of depression, bedwetting, sleep problems, 
and other health concerns (Fekkes et al., 2005).  Since 
children spend the majority of their day in school, it is vital 
that educational personnel (e.g., educators, school 
psychologists and administration) are not only aware of 
effective bullying interventions (Fekkes et al., 2005), but are 
also trained in assessing the veracity of bullying reports. 

Often, it is difficult to decipher whether or not a child 
is being truthful when reporting a bullying incident and it can 
be extremely challenging for school personnel to recognize 
when children are exaggerating accounts of victimization.  In 
such situations, educators are challenged to assess the veracity 
of bullying reports and subsequently decide whether such 
accounts of bullying merit interventions.  Falsely accusing a 
the student-teacher relationship and lead to penalizing 
student of bullying could have detrimental consequences for 
innocent students.  Conversely, not providing proper 
intervention when a student states they are being bullied, but 
are not believed, may also have negative consequences. While 
it appears that teachers are confident in their abilities to 
detect deceptive accounts of bullying (Bauman & Hurley, 
2005), research has shown that adults’ ability to detect lie-
telling behavior is unremarkable, hovering around the level of 
chance (DePaulo, Stone, & Lassiter, 1985; Ekman & 
O’Sullivan, 1991; Leach, Lindsay, Koehler, Beaudry, Bala, 
Lee, & Talwar, 2009; O’Sullivan, 2005; Vrij, 2000; Vrij & 
Mann, 2005).  



Vol. 37.1                  Educational Research Quarterly               5 

 
The majority of research investigating children’s lie-

telling behavior has focused on lay people and legal 
professionals’ abilities to detect deception (Leach, Talwar, 
Lee, Bala, & Lindsay, 2004).  Conversely, there is a 
considerable lack of research examining educators’ abilities to 
assess true and false stories.  Fewer researchers have assessed 
educators’ abilities to evaluate the veracity of children’s 
reports of bullying.  Through understanding educators’ 
perceptions of children’s lie-telling behavior, especially with 
respect to bullying, appropriate and effective bullying 
interventions can be developed by school psychologists in 
collaboration with educators.  Thus, it is imperative to 
systematically explore educators’ abilities to differentiate 
between truthful or deceitful accounts of bullying in order to 
appropriately respond to bullying incidents in school 
environments. 
 

Bullying in Schools 
Bullying behavior often surfaces in school settings and is 
defined as any action that has the following defining features: 
a power imbalance, a conscious intention to harm, and a 
repetitive occurrence of the harmful behavior (Bauman & 
Hurley, 2005; Hazler, Miller, Carney, & Green, 2001; Olweus, 
2001).  These three bullying characteristics have been 
repeatedly supported in empirical literature (Mischna, 
Scarcello, Pepler, & Wiener, 2005).  While the majority of 
literature highlights these defining characteristics of bullying, 
little research has focused on practical skills teachers use in 
the case of bullying incidences.  Educators often have to 
intervene in cases of bullying based on intuition and 
preconceived biases of the children—which could lead to 
false accusations of bullying or even overlooking bullying 
when perpetrated by unlikely students.  Although previous 
literature has attempted to conceptualize bullying through an 
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ecological perspective, researchers have neglected to provide 
teachers with the skills needed to properly assess accounts of 
bullying in a school setting.  
 

Teachers and Bullying  
Researchers, parents, and school personnel alike are aware 
that bullying is a problem in schools.  Although teachers and 
educators believe that they have a responsibility to intervene 
and prevent bullying, many believe they lack the skills to 
intervene (Boulton, 1997).  In a study by Boulton (1997), 138 
educators (from infant to high school) were asked to 
complete a questionnaire about bullying.  Overall, 98.6% felt 
they had a responsibility to prevent bullying in the class room 
and 91.3% on the playground.  However, when asked to rate 
how confident they were in preventing and dealing with 
bullying on a scale from 4 (low confidence) to 20 (high 
confidence), the mean score was 9.2, indicating that educators 
did not have a great deal of confidence in their abilities to 
intervene. 

Educators continue to struggle with targeting bullying 
behaviors and have difficulty differentiating between bullying, 
harmless teasing, and play fighting (Mishna et al., 2005).  
Researchers have also suggested that because teachers often 
associate bullying with physical harm, there is a tendency for 
teachers to focus on physical evidence of bullying incidents 
(Bauman & Del Rio, 2005; Hazler et al., 2001; Mishna et al., 
2005; Mishna, Pepler, & Wiener, 2006).  In turn, cases of 
indirect bullying are often disregarded, as the potential for 
physical harm is less overt (Bauman & Del Rio, 2005; Hazler 
et al., 2001; Mishna et al., 2005).  Indirect bullying has been 
defined as an attempt to hurt or damage the self-esteem or 
social relationships of another (Atlas & Pepler,1998).  As 
such, no physical evidence or physical actions are needed in 
order for someone to bully indirectly. Teachers tend to show 
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greater empathy towards victims of physical bullying versus 
victims of relational bullying (Bauman & Del Rio, 2005).   

Indeed, educators have difficulty targeting less overt 
cases of bullying (Marshall, Varjas, Meyers, Graybill, & 
Skoczylas, 2009; Mishna et al., 2006).  Another problem of 
bullying in school settings is that educators often hear 
accounts of bullying after it occurs, leaving them to make 
decisions about the situation based solely on verbal reports.  
More specifically, situations arise when students present 
conflicting accounts of a given event.  While some children 
give false accounts of bullying, other children will falsely deny 
bullying behavior.  Unfortunately, few studies have 
investigated educators’ abilities to accurately assess children’s 
stories, specifically with respect to bullying.  

Confidence in judgments is often a considered when 
evaluating accuracy, given the relationship between perceived 
confidence and accuracy.  For example, if someone is not 
confident in his or her decision, it may explain a lower rate of 
accuracy as it can be assumed the individual is simply 
“guessing”.  One study found that witnesses who were given 
more time to interact with a perpetrator had increased 
accuracy and confidence when judging the veracity of the 
perpetrator’s statements (Bothwell, Deffenbacher, & 
Brigham, 1987). Many professionals who work with children, 
including lawyers, judges, and police officers believe that 
given their profession, that they have an enhanced ability to 
detect deception, and as such are overconfident in their own 
abilities (Ekman & O’Sullivan, 1991; Leach et al., 2004).  
However, researchers who have investigated untrained 
observers’ deception detection in children have found that 
detection rates of truthful and deceitful statements hover 
around chance levels (Bond & DePaulo, 2006; Edelstein, 
Luten, Ekman, & Goodman, 2006; Talwar, Lee, Bala, & 
Lindsay, 2006). With respect to assessing bullying situations, 
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Bauman and Hurley (2005) explored educators’ perceived 
confidence and found that educators often overestimate their 
ability to detect bullying incidents. 

A few studies have found that overall, adults were at 
level of chance in detecting children’s lies, adults who have 
professional experience with children (e.g., educational 
psychologists and child care professionals) were better at 
detecting the veracity of children’s reports of mundane events 
such as a true or false story of a trip to the museum 
(Crossman & Lewis, 2006; Talwar, Crossman, Muir, & 
Williams, 2011; Westcott, Davies, & Clifford, 1991).  Because 
adults who have professional experience with children are 
better at detecting children’s lies about mundane events, one 
would question whether these skills be transferred to 
specifically assessing the veracity of bullying allegations. 

The current study will primarily address educators’ 
(e.g., school, daycare, and preservice educators) abilities to 
detect true and false accounts of bullying.  Since educators 
spend a considerable amount of time interacting with a 
variety of students, it is hypothesized that overall, educators 
will yield detection rates above chance levels.  Furthermore, 
years of experience with children will also be examined to 
determine if participants reported years of experience impacts 
educators’ detection abilities.  Additionally, educators are 
often confident in their abilities to differentiate between true 
and false accounts of bullying (Bauman & Hurley, 2005).  
Thus, the current study will also examine educators’ 
confidence ratings with respect to their beliefs about the 
veracity children’s bullying accounts.  In knowing educators’ 
abilities to identify true and false accounts of bullying and 
their perceived confidence of their detection rates, 
psychologists may be more effective in their collaboration 
with educators in the development of appropriate 
interventions. 
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Method 
Participants 
A total of 93 educators (n = 32 elementary school, n= 32 
daycare, n= 28 preservice teachers) participated in this study, 
in which 90.32 % were female (one participant did not report 
his/her gender).  Gender differences within the study are 
representative of Canadian employment statistics, which state 
that 69% of elementary school teachers (Lin, 2006), and 
95.9% of daycare educators (servicecanada.org) are female. 
School and daycare teachers were recruited during 
professional development workshops; preservice teachers 
were recruited by a research assistant who made 
announcements about the study in various university 
classrooms.  Upon completion of the study, all participants 
received ten dollars compensation for their participation in 
the study.  

The age range of educators was between 19 and 65 
years (school educators, M = 37.07, SD = 10.40; daycare 
educators, M = 36.13, SD = 10.06; and preservice educators, 
M = 23.00, SD = 3.95).  In the school and daycare educator 
groups, all participants had prior experience working with 
children ranging from infancy to 12 years of age.  
Participants’ direct experience working with children ranged 
from 0 to 100- hours per week; years of reported teaching 
experience were self-reported and could range from 
professional teaching experience (e.g., school teacher) to 
more informal teaching experience (e.g., camps, religious 
lessons).  Year of experience varied across educational 
professions (school, M = 11.41, SD = 8.39; daycare, M = 
8.88, SD = 7.27; and preservice, M = 4.27, SD = 4.29) and 
ranged between 0 and 33 years.  
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Materials 
Participants in this study were shown video clips of children 
(between the age of 4 and 8 years) telling true and false 
statements about being bullied.  Children’s true stories were 
about an actual bullying event they had experienced and their 
false stories were about a bullying event they had never 
experienced; the veracity of the stories were verified by the 
children’s parents.  Children were given 10 minutes to 
practice before being asked to report their story. Children 
were informed that they would tell both true and false 
accounts of bullying to an interviewer and were asked to try 
and convince the interviewer that their story was true.  The 
interviewer was blind to whether the story was true and false 
and prompted children with open-ended question (e.g., “Tell 
me what happened”).  Children’s reports were approximately 
5 minutes in length.  Upon completion and the children all 
received a small toy as compensation. 
 
Procedure  
Educators were asked to watch the aforementioned videos of 
the children telling true or false statements about being 
bullied.  All participants viewed videos of 8 children telling 
true or false statements about being bullied.  Participants 
were notified that some of the children were prompted to tell 
true stories about being bullied, while other children were 
asked to fabricate false bullying events.  The videos were 
shown to groups of teachers  (ranging from 5 to 10 
participants per group) at a professional development event.  
Accompanying the video, the participants were given a 
questionnaire; participants were asked to state whether they 
thought children were being honest or dishonest in their 
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statements and were then asked to rate their perceived level 
of confidence supporting their choices using a 5-point scale 
(1 = not confident, 5 = very confident). Although the videos 
were watched in a group setting, the questionnaires were 
completely individually.  Notably, the entire study took each 
participant approximately one hour and the order of the 
videos, with respect to true and false bullying accounts, was 
counterbalanced.    
 

Results 
Accuracy 
The overall accuracy in deception detection was calculated for 
all participants (see Table 1).  On average, educators were 
49.85% accurate in their detection abilities (SD = 15.87, range 
12.50 to 87.50%), which was not significantly better or worse 
than chance, t(86) = -0.85, ns.   Educators detected children 
who told false bully stories 45.11% (SD = 21.85) of the time 
and children who told true bully stories 54.40% (SD = 23.15) 
of the time.  In order to determine whether statistically 
significant differences occurred between accuracy in truth and 
false accounts of bullying, a t-test was computed.  Results 
suggest that participants were more accurate at detecting true 
than false accounts of bullying, t(85) = 2.81, p = .006, d = .43, 
95% CI [2.804, 16.381]..  

A composite score of total accuracy was calculated by 
adding the accuracy in detecting true and false accounts of 
bullying.  Additionally, reported years of experience were 
grouped into three groups (from 1 to 4 years, 5 to 9, and 10 
or more).  For determining the effect of educational 
professional group and years of experience on participants’ 
accuracy at differentiating between true and false accounts of 
bullying, a 3 (school teachers, daycare workers and students) 
by 3 (from 1 to 4 years, 5 to 9 years, and 10 or more) 
ANOVA was computed.  The results indicate there were no 
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significant differences between educational professional 
groups, F(2,57) = 2.20, ns,  or between years of experience in 
total accuracy, F(2,57) = 0.28, ns. 

 
 
Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics of Accuracy and Confidence and by 
Group 
 Accuracy Confidence 
” Mean 

% 
(SD) 

Standard 
Error 

Range 
% 

Mean 
(SD) 

Standard 
Error 

Range 

School 
Educators 

      

True 
Accounts 

57.76 
(24.19) 

4.49 25 – 
100 

2.53 
(0.77) 

.14 1.5 – 
4.5 

False 
Accounts 

45.69 
(21.20) 

3.94 0 - 75 2.61 
(0.73) 

.13 1.25 – 
4 

Total 51.72 
(12.82) 

2.38 25 – 
75 

2.57 
(0.66) 

.12 1.5 – 
4.25 

Daycare 
Educators 

      

True 
Accounts 

61.61 
(20.95) 

4.08 25 - 
100 

2.40 
(0.86) 

.17 1 – 
4.5 

False 
Accounts 

42.86 
(20.25) 

3.91 0 - 75 2.44 
(0.72) 

.14 1 – 
4.25 

Total 52.78 
(16.74) 

3.22 25 – 
75 

2.42 
(0.74) 

.15 1 – 
4.13 

Preservice 
Educators 

      

True 
Accounts 

46.43 
(18.90) 

3.75 0 -75 2.38 
(0.58) 

.11 1.25 – 
3.25 
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False 
Accounts 

46.43 
(25.20) 

4.99 0 - 
100 

2.61 
(0.71) 

.14 1.25 - 
4 

Total 47.60 
(17.33) 

3.40 12.5 – 
87.5 

2.49 
(0.55) 

.11 1.25 – 
3.5 

Signal Detection 
Accuracy reflects the following two separate aspects of the 
participants’ decision-making process, described by signal 
detection theory: (1) their ability to discriminate between true 
and false statements (e.g., deception detection ability, usually 
referred to as d’), and (2) biases (e.g., the tendency to favor a 
particular response, usually referred to as criterion c).  To 
explore adults’ lie-detection skill further, analyses were 
computed using signal detection theory.  Signal detection 
analysis is based on the proportion of hit rates (detecting true 
accounts of bullying) and false alarms (rating an account as 
truthful when it was a lie).  

Discrimination abilities (d’), or the ability to 
differentiate between true and false stories, ranged from -1.82 
to 1.82, with a score of zero indicating that there is no 
discrimination occurring between the two stories.  Table 2 
shows the descriptive statistics of d’.  Overall discrimination 
ability was not significantly different from zero, (M = - 0.05; 
SD = 0.83), t(92) = -.67, ns.  Overall, educators were not able 
to distinguish children’s true and false accounts of bullying.  

A one-way ANOVA was computed to examine 
whether there were significant differences in discrimination 
between participants’ educational professional group.  When 
comparing educators’ abilities to detect true from false 
reports by educational professional group, no significant 
differences were found, F(2,89) = .60, ns (See Table 2). 

Additionally, in order to examine the effect of years 
of experience in discriminant index, a one-way ANOVA was 
computed.  Descriptive statistics for years of experience are 
displayed on Table 3.  Results suggest that groups of years of 
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experience (1 to 4; 5 to 9; 10 and above) do not differ in the 
discriminant index, F(2,71) = 0.96, ns.  Therefore, ability to 
detect true or false statements of bullying does not depend on 
number of years of experience with children. 

In order to examine adults’ tendency to display either 
a truth or a lie bias, a criterion c analysis, which measures 
participants’ tendency to display a bias towards true or false 
statements when responding, was computed.  Criterion c 
measures were found to range between -1.15 to 0.67, with a 
score of zero indicating that no bias exists.  Descriptive 
statistics for criterion c are shown in Table 2. Overall, criterion c 
(M = -0.13, SD = 0.39) was found to be significantly different 
from zero, t(92) = 24.59, p = .000, d = 2.56, 95% CI [.576, 
.677]  indicating a truth bias.  Thus, educators tended to 
believe in children’s accounts of bullying, regardless of the 
veracity of their report. 

To examine if there were any significant differences in 
criterion c between educational professionals (school, daycare 
and preservice educators) a one-way ANOVA was computed.  
A statistically significant difference was found when the 
criterion c index was compared between the educational 
professional groups, F(2,89) = 3.28, p = .042,  η2 = .07.  Post-
hoc analyses indicate that daycare educators differ 
significantly from preservice educators (Tukey HSD, Mean 
Difference= .25, p = .013, 95% CI [.033, .276]).  In other 
words, preservice educators tend to have a higher truth bias 
than daycare educators.  No other significant differences were 
found.  To examine if there were any significant differences 
in criterion c based on years of experience a one-way ANOVA 
was computed.  No significant differences were found (See 
Table 2). 

 
Confidence Ratings 
In order to assess educators’ confidence in their judgments, 
participants rated their confidence from 1 (not confident) to 
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5 (very confident).  Descriptive statistics for total confidence 
are presented in Table 1.  A one-way repeated measures 
ANOVA was computed to compare the effect of educational 
professional group (school, daycare and preservice educators) 
on confidence in true and false accounts of bullying.   
 
Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics for Signal Detection Indexes 
 d’ Criterion c 
 Mean 

(SD) 
Standard 
Error 

Range Mean 
(SD) 

Standard 
Error 

Range 

School 
Educators 

-0.01 
(0.73) 

.08 -1.82 
– 1.35 

-0.16 
(0.45) 

.05 -1.15 
- .67 

Daycare 
Educators 

0.05 
(0.87) 

.10 -1.35 
– 1.35 

-0.25 
(0.32) 

.04 -.91 - 
.34 

Preservice 
Educators 

-0.18 
(0.89) 

.11 -1.82- 
1.82 

0.00 
(0.36) 

.05 -.67 - 
.67 

1 to 4 
years  

-0.21 
(0.74) 

.10 -1.82 
– 1.35 

-0.02 
(0.35) 

.05 -.91 - 
.67 

5 to 9 
years  

-0.13 
(0.89) 

.14 -1.35 
– 1.35 

-0.17 
(0.29) 

.06 -1.15 
- .34 

10 or 
more 
years  

0.08 
(0.77) 

.08 -1.82-
1.35 

-0.21 
(0.38) 

.05 .91 - 
.67 

 
Descriptive statistics for confidence in judgment of true and 
false accounts of bullying are presented in Table 1.   No 
significant differences were found between their reported 
confidence with respect to false and true bullying reports or 
in confidence in their judgment between the different 
educational professionals.  

When examining the effect of years of experience on 
reported confidence ratings, no significant results were found. 
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Discussion 
Educators are frequently asked to assess the veracity of 
children’s accounts of bullying in school settings.  However, 
deception detection research has neglected to focus on the 
one profession that requires interaction with children on a 
regular basis: educators.  The purpose of the current study 
was to: (a) assess educators’ abilities to detect true and false 
accounts of bullying; (b) examine educators’ accuracy in 
detecting true and false accounts of bullying based on their 
years of experience with children; and (c) to examine 
educator’s confidence ratings of their abilities to detect the 
veracity of children’s bullying accounts. 

Contrary to our hypothesis, educators’ overall ability 
to detect both true and false accounts of bullying was not 
significantly above chance levels.  Similar to findings in 
deception detection literature with other professionals (e.g., 
Bond & DePaulo, 2006; Edelstein et al., 2006; Leach et al., 
2009; Vrij, 2000) educators were not able to distinguish true 
from false accounts of bullying.  Conversely, a few studies  
that examined the detection abilities of professionals working 
with children found that experience with children yields 
higher deception detection rates (Crossman & Lewis, 2006; 
Westcott et al., 1991).  The results of the current study 
suggest that experience with children does not improve 
detection rates when assessing the veracity of bullying events.  
While educators of the current study hover around chance 
levels when detecting true accounts of bullying, they 
performed significantly worse than chance in their detection 
of false accounts of bullying.   

Analyses revealed that educators tended to believe 
children’s accounts of bullying, regardless of the veracity of 
the report.  In other words, educators tended to hold a truth 
bias.  Specifically, preservice educators exhibited the greatest 
truth bias, while daycare educators showed the least truth 
bias.  These results lend support for educators’ significantly 
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lower than chance detection rates of false stories.  Although 
this truth bias could be problematic, this bias has many 
advantages in educators’ assessment of bullying situations.  
Since educators seem to hold a truth bias, they may be more 
likely to investigate accounts of bullying regardless of their 
perceived veracity—which is important given the importance 
of intervening in bullying incidents in school.  Bullying can 
have negative and detrimental effects on students (Fekkes et 
al., 2005; Card & Hodges, 2008) and merit serious 
investigation.  Conversely, truth biases could lead to false 
accusations of bullying behavior—wrongfully condemning 
students for bullying.  In turn, students who are notoriously 
acting out and then are wrongfully accused of a bullying 
incident may be unjustly punished for allegedly bullying.  
Educators should be made cognizant of their tendency to 
hold this bias and the influence it may have on their decision-
making processes in school settings.  

Further, it was hypothesized that educators’ years of 
experience would have a positive influence on detection rates; 
however, this was not supported.  Regardless of reported 
years of experience with children, detection rates were 
approximately the same; educational professionals with fewer 
years of experience yielded similar detection rates to those 
with more experience.  There is no relationship between 
accurate detection abilities and years of experience, suggesting 
that detecting false accounts is not an intuitive ability, but a 
skill that must be learned and practiced.  Therefore, it should 
not be assumed that more years of experience yields better 
deception detection abilities.  

Although it has been reported that educators are 
often confident in their abilities to differentiate between true 
and false accounts of bullying (Bauman & Hurley, 2005), this 
was not the case in the current study.  Overall, educators were 
not very confident in their abilities to distinguish between 
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children’s true and false reports.  However, all educators were 
significantly more confident in their overall ratings of false 
stories than true stories.  While educators are not accurate in 
detecting deception, the current findings suggest that they 
may be over confident when assessing false accounts of 
bullying; condemning students that are falsely accused of 
bullying could have negative consequences for student, their 
classmates, and for the teacher. 

While research has shown that professionals with 
experience working with children yield detection rates above 
chance levels when assessing the veracity of mundane life 
events (Crossman & Lewis, 2006; Westcott et al., 1991), this 
ability does not translate to accounts of bullying.  Therefore, 
educators should be cautious when assessing the veracity of 
bullying reports, knowing that their detection abilities hover 
around chance.  Educators must also be aware that they have 
the tendency to be overconfident in their assessment of false 
accounts. Thus, educators should ensure that their perceived 
confidence does not lead to hasty conclusions about bullying 
events.  Both false allegations of bullying and neglecting to 
intervene in real bullying situations could lead to detrimental 
outcomes.   

Notably, children’s true and false accounts of bullying 
were presented without a great deal of context in this study; 
however, bullying often occurs within a larger context and 
typically involves the interaction between numerous people 
(Olweus, 2001; Rodkin, 2004).  Arguably, the video stimuli 
used in this study do not account for the nuanced nature of 
true and fabricated accounts of bullying in school settings.  
However, in presenting isolated video clips free of context, 
possible implicit assumptions about a given child were 
eliminated.  While the unnatural context of a video clip may 
be seen as a limitation of this study, the current research 
project highlights the tendency for educators to hold a truth 
bias even when they do not know the children and the 
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contexts.  In turn, the current study highlights educators’ 
truth biases and subjectivity even in fairly objective and 
isolated presentations of accounts of bullying. Therefore, 
educators should be especially cautious in contexts in which 
they may be more prone to biases.  

Educators have pervasive and ongoing relationships 
with their students.  Thus, if educators do not validate 
students’ bullying statements, students may lose confidence in 
their teachers and be less likely to report future instances of 
bullying (Atlas & Pepler, 1998; Mishna et al., 2004; Mishna et 
al., 2005).  Conversely, educators who falsely accuse students 
of bullying may also damage the student-teacher relationship.  
Future research should aim to develop specific training 
protocols that will aid educational professionals in their 
abilities to correctly detect deceitful bullying statements, while 
preserving relationships with students.  Since educational 
professionals have shown that they are able to detect 
deception in mundane life events (Crossman & Lewis, 2006), 
these skills should be used as a starting point to develop more 
accurate programs for educators, building on educators’ 
existing abilities and addressing problem areas highlighted in 
the current study.  In turn, more appropriate training 
programs for educators can be developed.  Finally, educators 
should be cognizant of their truth bias and over-confidence 
when assessing the veracity of bullying statements.  

There is little research surrounding educators’ abilities 
to differentiate between true and false accounts of bullying.  
Hopefully, this study will provide impetus for future studies 
to examine educators’ abilities to assess the veracity of 
bullying statements.  Since bullying poses serious physical and 
psychological consequences for children (Fekkes et al., 2005; 
Card & Hodges, 2008) and often occurs in school settings, it 
is vital to explore educators’ abilities to detect truthful and 
false accounts of bullying in order intervene when 
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appropriate and to avoid false bullying allegations.  The 
current study has practical implication for school-based 
bullying interventions, as it will inform both educators and 
school psychologists about educators’ lie-detection abilities 
and perceived level of confidence with respect to assessing 
the veracity of bullying statements.  
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