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ABSTRACT 

A study of people's opinions about deception was conducted. Social scientists 

believe that people use different types of deception in response to differing situational 

variables. Individuals perceptions of the different types of deception were studied within a 

proposed theoretical perspective based on a deceptive adaptation of Language Expectancy 

Theory and Attribution Theory. The model posits that people develop expectations about 

deceptive acts that will affect their acceptance of those acts. Deceptive acts that meet or 

positively violate expectations will be viewed as more acceptable. People make 

attributions about the causes of behavior when developing nomiative expectations and will 

find deceptive acts attributed to situational constraints more acceptable than acts 

attributed to personal characteristics. A large scale survey of people's repertoires of 

deceptive strategies and their acceptance as a useful strategy was conducted. Three 

examples each of six common strategies were used in the survey. The three types of 

examples involving deceptive acts included two interpersonal situations, one of self-benefit 

and one of other-benefit, and a medical situation where the deceptive act benefitted the 

deceiver. The strategies included Ambiguities, Concealments, Exaggerations, Half-truths, 

Lies and White lies. Three hypotheses examining the theoretical model and two research 

questions, one examining self-benefit/other-benefit difference and one examining 

demographic variables, were tested. Results indicate that people do not make major 

distinctions about deceptive acts, viewing most as Lies, Concealments and Half-truths. 

Less than 50% of the 3504 examples were correctly identified, and their chosen identifier 
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was a better predictor of their response about use and acceptability than the deceptive act 

itself People do admit using deceptive acts, but see others as more deceptive than 

themselves. Their perceptions of acceptability are more closely linked to their perceptions 

of their own use of deceptive acts rather than to their perceptions of normative use. Self-

benefit/other-beneiit results were mixed and demographic differences were non-existent. 

Implications of the study are discussed and future directions are suggested. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The study of deception has a long history within the ci iminal justice system, and 

more recently, in the social sciences. And of course, before scientific investigations were 

begun, philosophers and religious leaders for many centuries addressed the propriety and 

efficacy of deception. While many aspects of deception have been examined, including but 

not limited to physiological, verbal and nonverbal indicators of deceiving; ability to detect 

deception and accuracy of detection; skill in encoding deceptive behaviors; occurrence and 

amounts of deception; and the role of familiarity, suspicion and probing on detection. 

other processes are unknown or poorly understood. The questions this study addresses 

are whether people distinguish between types of verbal deception and whether people find 

some types of verbal deception more acceptable than others Previous studies have not 

attempted to investigate these distinctions specifically. 

Two studies have peripherally studied an individual's ability to distinguish between 

types of deception. Strichartz & Burton (I960) found that as people age and gain 

experience with human communication interactions, their judgments about the factuality of 

statements, their relationships of belief to meaning, and their understandings of the intent 

to deceive grew in sophistication. Groups compared included nursery schoolers, 

preschoolers, first graders, fifth graders, and adults. Aduhs make many more distinctions 

along the three dimensions studied than do fifth graders, but fifth graders were more 

sophisticated than were the younger children. This finding among children was also noted 

by De Paulo & Jordan (1982). These studies did not actually test to determine if 

respondents could actually make distinctions among types of deception 
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Several studies have peripherally addressed attitudes about the acceptability of 

lying. Klintz (1977) studied student attitudes about lies and found that the students 

consistently agreed in their ratings about the favorability toward lying across 12 

occupations, rating ministers as least favorable to politicians as most favorable toward 

lying. Further, in response to several open-ended questions, the students reported their 

own and their parents attitude toward lying as unfavorable, but the general population 

attitude as favorable toward lying. Linskold & Walters (1983) had respondents rate the 

acceptability of reasons for lying. The results indicated that lying to save others from hurt 

was the most acceptable, followed by lying to protect the self, lying to influence others 

who are in an official position to help the self, lying to make the self appear better, lying to 

get another to do something that benefits the self while harming the other, and as least 

acceptable, lying that harms the other. In a similar study, Hample (1980) found that 

approximately 67 percent of respondents reported that lying to benefit the self is 

acceptable. These studies did not actually have people make judgments of acceptability 

about representative acts of deception and concentrated on the deceptive act of lying for 

the most part. 

Social scientists have identified typologies of deceptions in which lying is only one 

of several categories. Do people in everyday affairs make similar distinctions? Do people 

in their everyday affairs find some types of deception more acceptable? Under what 

conditions are the different types of deception acceptable? Do people with differing 

backgrounds have differing levels of acceptability of deceptive acts? These are the 

questions that this study will attempt to answer. 



Recent social science research suggests that people may make such distinctions. 

Attempts to induce respondents to provide different types of lies in laboratory settings 

have been successful. But the possibility exists that laboratory distinctions may not 

translate to a more general population. 

Further, people do not make decisions about acceptability in a vacuum. Yet none 

of the studies have attempted to provide an explanatory framework for understanding 

what causes people to behave in the ways they do when looking at deceptive acts. For 

this study, a theoretical framework based on Language Expectancy Theory and 

Attribution Theory will be used to organize perceptions of acceptability. 

The information would be of value to social science researchers. If people do not 

make such distinctions, research investigating this aspect of deception may not provide 

significant information without some rethinking about the phenomena. If people do make 

such distinctions, researchers may be able to develop more discriminating induction 

strategies in laboratory research. 
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RATIONALE 

This study is interested in perceptions of different types of deception and 

judgments of their acceptability, but to provide guidance about what is occurring, a 

theoretical frame will be developed. 

Theoretical Framework 

Burgoon and Miller (1985) posited an Expectancy Theory of language use in 

persuasive situations. They reasoned that people make attributions about the causes of 

behavior that are based on the language that is used in messages. They argued that 

because language is a rule-governed system, "people develop norms and expectations 

concerning appropriate usage in given situations" (Burgoon & Miller, 1985, p. 199). The 

language a communicator chooses to use may confirm these expectations or may violate 

these expectations. They believed that, in addition to language choices, certain 

communicator, situational, and context variables impact the effectiveness of message 

strategies. While Language Expectancy Theory was proposed and extended to provide a 

system for understanding persuasive messages (Burgoon, 1989, 1990; Burgoon and 

Miller, 1985), peoples' perceptions of deceptive acts are likely impacted by their 

expectations of the situation, the deceiver, the deceptive act, the target and the beneficiary 

of the deception. 

The propositions of Language Expectancy Theory are identified for both the 

micro-level analysis of message components (e. g., fear appeals, language intensity, and 

opinionated language) and the macro-level analysis of message strategies (e. g., 

compliance-gaining and sequential messages). In this first examination of Expectancy 
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Theory as an explanatory model of deceptive act acceptance, only the macro-level analysis 

of deceptive message strategies wall be examined. Burgoon and Miller (1985) posited an 

initial proposition based on the premise that people have expectations about 

communicative messages that are intended to persuade. Heath and Bryant (1992) argued 

that all interactions are guided by our expectations of how people should act in various 

situations. Our expectations guide our behavior and our interpretations of others' behavior 

(Edgar & Fitzpatrick, 1993). 

With regard to deceptive acts, one would expect that if the deceptive act would be 

expected in a particular situation, then that act would receive a higher acceptability rating 

than would a deceptive act that would not be expected in that situation, that is, an act that 

negatively violates our expectations. A further issue when using an expectancy approach 

to the study of deceptive acts is whether a deceptive act could positively violate our 

expectations. One's initial reaction would be that this is not possible, but on reflection, 

one could identify some situations where a deceptive act could be a positive violation of 

expectations. For example, if the expected truthful message would result in unnecessary 

or unwarranted pain and/or suffering, then a deceptive act that prevented this from 

happening would most likely be perceived as a positive violation of our expectations and 

would receive a higher acceptability rating than would the truthful message. Hample's 

(1980) and Linskold and Walters' (1983) findings offer some support for this argument. 

This discussion leads to a general proposition modeled after Burgoon and Miller's (1985) 

initial proposition about persuasive messages; 

Proposition 1: People develop expectations about deceptive acts which 
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subsequently affects their acceptance of these acts. 

Three corollary propositions provide a beginning point for the application of Expectancy 

Theory in the explanation of the use of deceptive acts. 

Proposition 1 A; Deceptive acts that fulfill normative expectations will be perceived 

as more acceptable. 

Proposition IB: Deceptive acts that positively violate normative expectations will 

be perceived as more acceptable. 

Proposition IC; deceptive acts that negatively violate normative expectations will 

be perceived as less acceptable. 

To better understand how normative expectations operate in deceptive situations, 

it is necessary to understand how these expectations might be used. People in everyday 

interaction have a strong need to explain and predict the behaviors of others (Canary & 

Cody, 1994). If a person is going to have success at this endeavor, the person would have 

to make inferences about the causes of the others' behavior. One research approach to the 

use of inferring the causes of behavior, sometimes called "naive psychology," is 

Attribution Theory. Deaux (1978) argued that people use two sets of information to 

interpret the causes of behavior, the observed behavior and the expectations we have 

about that behavior. 

Littlejohn (1992) explains that Attribution Theory "centers on the perceived causes 

of behavior by ordinary people in ongoing situations" (p. 129). His summary of the theory 

identifies three basic assumptions. First, people try to explain the causes of behavior. 

Second, people approach the assignment of causes in systematic ways. Third, the cause 
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that is attributed to the behavior impacts the perceiver's own feelings and behaviors 

(Littlejohn, 1992, p. 139). 

Assumption one states that people try to explain the causes of behavior. The 

Uncertainty Reduction model (Berger & Calabrese, 197S) argued that people have a 

strong need to be able to explain and predict the behavior of others and use uncertainty 

reduction processes in initial interactions to assist in explaining and predicting behavior. 

These processes may include person prototypes, role schemas, and event sequences. 

Assumption two posits that people assigns causes in systematic ways. Heider 

(19S8) identified two general categories of causes, dispositional and situational. He 

explains that "dispositional properties are the invariances that make possible a more or less 

stable, predictable, and controllable world. They refer to the relatively unchanging 

structures and processes that characterize or underlie phenomena" (p. 80). Situational 

properties are viewed as generally unstable, unpredictable and uncontrollable. Common 

dispositional factors include being able to do something (ability), trying to do something 

(effort), wanting to do something (desire), feeling like it (sentiment), going along with 

something (belonging), feeling you ought to do something (obligation), and being 

permitted to do something (permission) (Littlqohn, 1992). 

The third assumption states that the attribution one makes about the cause of the 

behavior effects our own feelings and behavior. If one believes the observed behavior is 

the result of factors beyond the direct control of the person exhibiting the behavior, that is, 

unstable and unpredictable, the behavior would be attributed to situational properties. 

However, if one believes the behavior is within the control of the person exhibiting the 



behavior, that is, stable and predictable, the behavior would be attributed to dispositional 

properties. In a series of studies on moral behavior, Dienstbier (1978) reported that 

students were more willing to cheat on a test when they attributed the cause of their poor 

performance to the situation. 

The principles of Attribution Theory suggest one proposition with two corollaries. 

Proposition 2; People will make attributions about the causes of deceptive acts. 

Proposition 2A; Deceptive acts that are attributed to situational constraints will be 

perceived as more acceptable. 

Proposition 2B; Deceptive acts that are attributed to dispositional factors will be 

perceived as less acceptable. 

One factor that would contribute to situational attributions when one lacks 

dispositional properties would seem to be one's normative expectations about how one 

should act in this situation. An observed behavior that meets or positively violates one's 

normative expectations about how to behave in a given situation would be viewed as more 

acceptable than would a behavior that negatively violates normative expectations about 

the situation. This idea suggests several refining propositions; 

Proposition 3; Deceptive acts that meet normative expectations and are attributed 

to situational constraints will be perceived as more acceptable. 

Proposition 4; Deceptive acts that meet normative expectations and are attributed 

to dispositional properties will be perceived as less acceptable. 

Proposition 5; Deceptive acts that positively violate normative expectations and 

are attributed to situational constraints will be perceived as more acceptable. 
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Proposition 6: Deceptive acts that positively violate normative expectations and 

are attributed to dispositional properties will be perceived as more acceptable. 

Proposition 7; Deceptive acts that negatively violate normative expectations and 

are attributed to situational constraints will be perceived as less acceptable. 

Proposition 8: Deceptive acts that negatively violate normative expectations and 

are attributed to dispositional properties will be perceived as less acceptable. 

Several of the foregoing propositions will be used as a preliminary theoretical frame for 

this study of deceptive acts and allow the addressing of the primary issues of identification 

and acceptability in this study. 

Because the study uses a survey methodology, it will not be possible to do a direct 

examination of the situational-dispositional distinction. It is believed that the reading of a 

scenario would not be sufficient to make judgments about the dispositional causes of a 

person's deceiving behavior, unless a set of scenarios were chosen where normative 

expectations about the situation would predict that it is inherently within the deceiver's 

best-interests to tell the truth. A deceptive act in such a situation would likely be 

attributed to dispositional properties rather than situational constraints. A set of scenarios 

using deceptive acts in the health care setting would likely trigger dispositional 

attributions. Burgoon, Callister and Hunsaker (1994) found that patients do use deceptive 

acts during medical consuhations, especially conceahnent/equivocation and falsifications. 

A set of interpersonal scenarios without any previous history about the deceiver would be 

more likely to bring out situational attributes, especially when the act meets or positively 

violates normative expectations. Snyder (1978) argued that people prefer to make 
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attributions about the causes of behavior from dispositional properties, but if this possible 

evidence is insufficient or lacking, they look to the situational properties. Scenarios have 

been developed accordingly. Several studies provide some insight into the issues of 

identification ability. 

Typologies of Verbal Deception 

Bok (1978) suggested that people make choices about the types of verbal 

deceptive acts they are willing to use in different situations, but that most studies have 

only distinguished between outright lying and truth-telling. Previous surveys on peoples' 

attitudes and behaviors about deception also have been concerned only with lying (De 

Paulo & Jordan, 1982; Klintz, 1977; Strichartz & Burton, 1960), but other studies also 

provide some evidence that people do make distinctions among types of deceptions. Two 

studies have found evidence that people use different types of verbal deception (Lippard, 

1988; Turner, Edgley & Olmstead, 1975). Also, Hopper and Bell (1984) proposed a 

typology after asking students to rate 247 words associated with deception. Although not 

categories of types of deception, typologies of deceptive purposes and effects (Hample, 

1980), and social motivations (Camden, Motley & Wilson, 1984; Lippard, 1988; Turner et 

al., 1975) have also been proposed. The three typologies of deceptive acts will be 

reviewed. 

Lippard (1988) asked 75 respondents to keep a diary of each use of deception for 

a three week period. 940 acts of deception were coded. Acts were divided into seven 

types according to an a priori typology. The seven types of deception, in order of number 

of occurrences, are (1) lies, (2) withholding information, (3) exaggeration, (4) Half-truth/ 
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distortion, (S) Hiding behavior, (6) stealing, and (7) cheating. Although trained coders 

found examples of each type of deception, 82% of the acts were coded as lies. Lippard's 

findings suggest that although people do use different types of deception, their repertoires 

of strategies are limited. 

Turner et al. (1975) identified acts of deception according to the types of verbal 

information control strategies that people used in conversations. 130 verbatim diaries of a 

dyadic conversation produced 870 verbal communication acts. 535 of the acts were 

coded as information controlling. The seven types of verbal deception, in order of number 

of occurrences, are (1) diversionary response, (2) lie, (3) half-truth I (withheld 

information), (4) half-truth II (withheld information and used subordinate modifiers), (5) 

secret, (6) exaggeration II (added information and used superlative modifiers, and (7) 

exaggeration I (added information). 88% of the deceptive acts, divided almost equally, 

were coded as diversionary responses, lies, or category I half-truths. The findings suggest 

that people use different types of verbal deceptions and that people's repertoires of 

strategies may be a little larger. 

The Lippard (1988) study used a behavior coding system that included five verbal 

behaviors and each corresponds to one of the Turner et al. (1975) types of verbal 

deceptive acts. Both studies used college students as respondents. 

Hopper and Bell (1984) sorted 247 words into six types of deceptive acts based on 

student's ratings of these words on ten dimensions that measured evaluations of right and 

wrong, detectability and premeditation. The six types of deceptive acts were (1) fictions, 

(2) playings, (3) lies, (4) crimes, (5) masks, and (6) unlies. The linguistic study indicates 
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that people are capable of making distinctions between different words that identify verbal 

deception and make the distinctions on a number of dimensions. 

In several studies, a research team with Judee Burgoon and David Buller as the 

principal investigators attempted to induce respondents to produce specific types of 

deception as an experimental condition (Burgoon, BuUer, Guerrero & Feldman, 1994; 

Buller, Burgeon, Buslig & Roiger, 1996; Burgoon, Buller, Guerrero, Afifi & Feldman, 

1996). They used three of the Turner et al. (1975) types of strategies including 

fabrications (lies), concealments (category I half-truths) and equivocations (category II 

half-truths). A preliminary analysis of the results indicated that the early induction 

attempts were not very successful. Respondents could not produce the type of verbal 

deception the induction called for. Most of the actual deceptive acts were coded as 

fabrications. However, subsequently, careful selection of scenarios and instructions 

provided successful inductions. The respondents were recruited from the community at 

the Courthouse and from the local Toastmaster International chapters. 

The research evidence suggests that people make broad distinctions between the 

different types of verbal deception, but the ability to make finer distinctions has not been 

tested. It would appear that people have at least a limited repertoire of strategies that they 

actually use. The extensive use of at least some types of deceptive acts would resuh in the 

development of expectations about others' use of such acts. Six types of deceptive acts 

will used for this study. The research findings suggest two hypotheses about peoples' 

ability to make distinctions and about peoples' reported actual usage of dififerent types of 

verbal deception. It is hypothesized that; 
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Hj: People diflFerentiate between the different types of verbal deceptive acts. 

H2: People use a number of the different types of verbal deceptive acts. 

The final concern to be addressed in this study is findings about the acceptability of 

deceptive acts. 

Acceptabilitv of Verbal Deception 

Deception is a central characteristic relevant to almost all human affairs (Ekman, 

1985). Several studies provide support for this generalization. Turner et al. (1975) found 

that 61% of student's interpersonal conversation involved some type of verbal information 

control. In an interview and telephone survey of 314 people, Hample (1980) reported that 

people averaged 13 lies a Aveek. Camden et al. (1984) who had 20 students keep a diary 

of "white lies" told during a two week period found that people averaged eight "white 

lies" a week. Lippard (1988) found that students averaged 4 lies a week. This research 

suggests that deception is a very important part of people's everyday affairs and 

conversations. Peoples' willingness to use verbal deceptive acts doesn't mean that they 

find all the types of verbal deception equally acceptable. Deceptive acts that are attributed 

to situational constraints within normative expectations would be more acceptable that 

those acts that are attributed to dispositional properties and/or violate normative 

expectations. It is hypothesized that; 

H3; People differentiate the acceptability of different types of deceptive acts in 

accordance with normative expectations and attributions of causes. 

Hsa; Deceptive acts that meet normative expectations will be rated more 

acceptable than those that negatively violate normative expectations. 



H3b; Deceptive acts whose causes are attributed to situational constraints will be 

rated more acceptable than those attributed to dispositional properties. 

There is also some evidence that people may rate the acceptability of a deceptive 

strategy differently when the deception benefits the teller than when the deception benefits 

another. Lippard (1988) found that 47% of the deceptive acts benefitted another 

(other-benefit), 43% benefitted the teller (self-benefit), and 8% benefitted the relationship. 

Turner et al. (1975) found that other-benefit motivated 50% of the deceptions, self-benefit 

motivated 29% and relational benefits motivated 20%. Hample (1980) found that 45% of 

the lies benefitted self, 31% benefitted the relationship, and 24% benefitted another. 

Camden et al. (1984) fisund that 76% of the white lies benefitted the self and 24% 

benefitted another. 

These studies indicate that there are mixed finding about lies told to benefit 

another compared to those used to benefit the relationship and to benefit the self. To find 

out who is perceived to benefit and its impact on the acceptability of the deceptive act, a 

research question is proposed. 

R^: Do people rate deceptive acts that benefit another more acceptable than verbal 

deception to benefit the self? 

The interpersonal scenarios include both self-benefit and other-benefit deceptive acts to 

test the research question. 

A second issue of deception acceptability is whether the acceptability of deceptive 

acts varies within a population based on demographic differences. Although research on 

other communication phenomena has identified differences, only one study on deception 



24 

has addressed this issue. Klintz (1977) found that students believed the acceptability of 

lying varied depending on the occupation, level of education, and age. 

R2; Do people of differing backgrounds have differing rates of acceptability of 

deceptive acts? 

Summary 

The survey will attempt to find out if people make more discriminating distinctions 

between the different types of deceptive acts than the three that social scientists have used 

in research studies. The survey will attempt to ascertain whether certain types of 

deceptive acts are used more than others. The survey will attempt to find out if certain 

types of deceptive acts are more acceptable than others and if normative expectations and 

attributed causes of such behavior impact the acceptability ratings. The survey will 

examine differences In acceptability of difference deceptive acts told to benefit the self and 

told to benefit another. Finally the survey will examine differences in the acceptability of 

different types of deceptive acts based on differences in background. 
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METHOD 

The study used a self-report questionnaire that has been developed as part of the 

study. The survey uses a composite typology of verbal deceptive acts for developing the 

questionnaire. The survey used a non-probability sample recruited at a small mid-south 

university, including both students and their parents and friends, and at town and county 

fairs throughout the area. 

A self-report questionnaire was chosen because a deception survey may have a 

social desirability bias. As a socially undesirable behavior, people would tend to 

under-report. Fowler (1988) suggested that there is evidence that people are more apt to 

correctly report socially undesirable behaviors when queried with self-administered 

questions. A self-report measure also has the advantage of cost effectiveness. 

The Sample 

A sample of 1100 was proposed so that subgroups may be compared with the 

assurance that the subgroup's sample sizes are sufficiently large enough to provide 

acceptable reliability for the detected differences. The subgroups would be based on 

demographic characteristics. Bradbum and Sudman(1988) suggest a minimum of lOOO 

respondents for a regional survey that will use a large number of subgroup analyses (p. 

125). 

Using Kraemer and Thiemann's (1987) guidelines for a two-sample test such as an 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), the number of subjects required is based on the two 

sample formula times the number of possible cells. With a Glass's effect size of .3 (a 

medium effect) and an unbalanced sample, the formula (A = 6 / [ (6^ + 1) / pq ]'') 
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provides a critical effect size (A) of. 14. Using the formula for an ANOVA [n = ( v + 2 )], 

with 5% level, 1-tailed test and 80% power, n= 274 times four possible cells (maximum 

number of demographic categories) equals 1096 subjects. 

Respondents who agreed to participate received either a verbal or written 

"Description of study" that explained in general terms the purpose of the study. 

Respondents who expressed a willingness to continue were asked to read and sign a 

"Release Form." After signing the "Release form," the respondent received a packet that 

contained a page with the instructions and the six definitions of the deceptive acts, six 

pages of examples and survey questions, and a page with instructions for completing the 

12 demographic items that followed. After completing the survey, the respondents 

received a "Debriefing Statement" that provided more detailed information about the study 

and the name, address, and telephone number of the principal investigator who they were 

informed they could contact if they had any concerns or questions. 

A preliminary fi-equency check of the first 200 completed surveys indicated that the 

variation among demographic variables was very limited and unbalanced. To provide 

more balanced cells, it was decided to reduce the number of cells to two from four, which 

also reduced the necessary sample size from 1096 to 548. 

A total of 916 individuals were approached to participate in the study, from May 

1998 through October 1998. 2S8 of the individuals refused to even consider participating. 

An additional 13 refused to participate after reading the "Description of Study" handout. 

A total of 645 surveys were distributed for completion. A total of 584 surveys were 

returned within the time period and with sufBcient data completed to allow inclusion. 
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Nine were returned with less than 50% of the questions completed and were excluded. 

An additional six were returned after the data set was constructed and analysis began and 

were not included. Including the late returns and the rejected partial surveys in the 

completion number, the study had a 35% rejection rate for participating. 

The age of the sample ranged from 12 to 80 (13 missing), with an average age of 

26 and a median age of 20. The sample was 55% female and 43% male (2% missing). 

The Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was developed in incremental steps. First, the types of verbal 

deceptive acts and their definitions are developed. Second, the survey questions are 

assembled. Third, the examples to be used are selected. Fourth, the demographic 

questions are identified. 

Definition of terms 

Several studies have identified different types of deceptive acts that will be used 

for the survey. Turner et al. (1975) coded seven types of verbal deception. Lippard 

(1988) developed a coding system with seven types of deception. Hopper and Bell (1984) 

sorted deceptive words into six categories. Camden et al. (1984) identified white lies as a 

particular type of verbal deception. Bavelas, Black, Chovil and Mullett (1990) posited 

that equivocation is a type of verbal deception. Burgoon, BuUer and associates (e. g., 

Burgoon et al., 1994; BuUer et al.,1996; Burgoon et al., 1996 ) have induced three types 

of verbal deception in their studies. The studies use different names for the same 

phenomena and also include some nonverbal types of deception. 

A synthesis of the diJSerent names used for verbal deceptive acts provides a list of 
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six difTerent types of acts that will be included in the survey. The selected verbal 

information control strategies have important distinctions and are identified by names that 

people in the population should be able to recognize. The names were chosen for their 

representativeness. The types of verbal deceptive acts include (1) ambiguities, (2) 

concealments, (3) exaggerations, (4) half-truths, (5) lies, and (6) white lies. The six acts 

are defined as follows: 

Ambiguities provide information that appears contradictory, tangential, obscure, or 

evasive compared to the truthful information and often occurs in avoid-avoid 

situations (Bavelas et al., 1990). 

Concealments withhold the truthful information (Lippard, 1988). 

Exaggerations add information to the truthful information (Turner et al., 1975). 

Half-truths withhold part of the truthful information (Lippard, 1988). 

Lies provide information that contradicts the truthful information and may have 

serious consequences (Camden et al., 1984). 

White lies provide untrue information that is of little consequence to the recipient 

and are told to avoid embarrassment, disruption, conflict, or to terminate 

encounters and relationships (Camden et al., 1984). 

To reduce the possible social desirability bias associated with the term deception, the 

survey instrument will refer to the verbal deceptive acts as information control strategies 

(Turner et al., 1975). 

The definitions of information control and the six verbal information control 

strategies have been incorporated into the initial instructions for the respondents. The 
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instructions follow; 

Information Control Survey 

The College of Arts and Humanities Communication Research Group at 

the University of Arkansas at Monticello is conducting a survey of opinions about 

the ways that people attempt to hide true information from others. Hiding true 

information is called "information control." 

The Research Group would like to thank you for helping us on this 

important survey. You will not be identified in any way and all your answers will 

be kept confidential. 

The survey consists of two parts. The first part will ask about your opinions 

on information control in several everyday situations. The second part will ask for 

some general information about yourself Please complete the parts in the order 

given. 

Part I. Information Control Strategies 

The ways that people hide true information from others are called "information 

control strategies." People commonly use sbc different information control 

strategies. Each of the six strategies hides the true information in a different 

manner. 

1. "Ambiguities" provide information that appears contradictory, tangential, 

obscure, or evasive compared to the truthful information. 
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2. "Concealments" withhold the truthful information. 

3. "Exaggerations" add information to the truthful information. 

4. "Half-truths" withhold part of the truthful information. 

5. "Lies" provide information that contradicts the truthful information and may 

have serious consequences. 

6. "White lies" provide untrue information that is of little consequence to the 

recipient and are told to avoid embarrassment, disruption or conflict. 

You are asked to read a series of situations where information control is 

taking place and then identify the strategy being used. After identifying the 

strategy that you think best describes the way true information is being hidden, use 

the example to answer the remaining statements. Please complete all the 

statements for the example before moving on to the next example. Please try to 

respond to the statement as honestly as possible. Once you have responded to a 

statement, please do not go back and change your choice. We appreciate your 

help. 

The six strategies that are identified and defined represent the spectrum of terms 

previously used in other studies, and they make distinctions that people should recognize. 

The wording was chosen to present a neutral tone while explaining the concepts in an 

understandable manner. 

The survey questions 

The respondents are asked (1) to identify the type of strategy that has been 
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described, (2) to indicate how often they use this particular strategy, (3) to indicate 

whether one would be expected to use information control in this situation, (4) to indicate 

whether the information control is attributable to the situation or the controllers' 

dispositions and (S) to indicate how acceptable they believe the strategy is for each 

example. 

The respondent's opinion on the type of strategy in each example was recorded 

with the following question; 

1. Please check the response that you think best describes the information 

control strategy in the example. 

() Ambiguity () Concealment 

() Exaggeration () Half-truth 

() Lie () White lie 

The descriptors were listed in alphabetical order. All examples used the same descriptor 

arrangement to increase the ease of response for the respondents. 

The respondent's estimate of strategy use for each example were recorded with the 

following question; 

2. Please check the response that best describes how often you personally 

may have used the information control strategy in the example during the 

Isist 30 days. 

( )  O f t e n  ( )  O c c a s i o n a l l y  ( )  R a r e l y  ( )  N e v e r  

Research indicates that generally people are not very good estimators of how often they 

execute certain behaviors, and the wide variation in reporting of lies told would seem to 
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bear this out (e. g., Camden et al., 1984; Hample, 1980; Lippard, 1988). Therefore, I 

decided to use a scale item that taps perceptions rather than behaviors. Providing 

relatively open neutral categories may also help to reduce the inherent desirability bias. 

The question was reverse-coded for the analysis. The reliability of the item was examined 

across the six examples on each survey (w = 541) using Cronbach's interitem reliability 

check (a = .75) and correlated with item 3 (See Table 1). 

The respondent's judgment of normative expectations were recorded with the 

following question. 

3. Please indicate how likely you think it would be that a person would use 

information control in this example. Circle a number from 1 to 7 for each 

item depending on the degree to which you believe that the use of the 

strategy is likely. 

Very Likely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Unlikely 

The reliability of questions 2 and 3 was assessed using Pearson Product-Moment 

Correlations of the two questions for each of the six types of deception. The results are 

arrayed in Table 1. 

Question 3 was reverse-coded for the analysis. The reliability of the item was 

examined across the six examples on each survey (/i = 541) using Cronbach's interitem 

reliability check (a = .71). The significant results of these tests provide an indication that 

the two items are fairly reliable. 
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Table 1. Correlation Coefficents for Question 2 with 3 

Ambiguity .1458 / (383) / .004 

Concealment .1663 / (791) / .000 

Exaggeration .1494 / (328) / .007 

Half-truth .1890 / (634) / .000 

Lie .1008 / (814) / .004 

White lie .2274 / (514) / .000 

(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 

The respondent's judgment of the cause of the behavior was recorded with the 

following question. 

4. Please indicate which is the more likely reason why the person used 

information control in this example. 

() Personal Characteristics () Situation () Both 

There isn't a way to check the reliability of nominal level data, but a nonparametic Chi-

Square was conducted to determine if the distribution of responses was non-random. The 

Chi-Square (w = 3463) was significant (A^ = 109.64,/? < .001), indicating differences in 

the selection of the three possible responses. 

The respondent's opinion on the acceptability of using each of the examples was 

recorded with following four item scale; 

Please rate the information control strategy in the example by completing the next 

four items. Circle a number fi-om 1 to 7 for each item depending on the degree to 

which you believe that the use of the strategy is appropriate. 



5. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Bad 

6. Hannful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Harmless 

7. Socially acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Socially unacceptable 

8. Immoral 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Moral 

The four items represent the evaluative dimension of the bi-polar scale that Hopper and 

Bell (1984) used. This scale provides a better measure of the construct and allows for the 

checking of the internal reliability on this question (Mclver & Carmines, 1981). Items S 

and 7 were reverse-coded for the analysis. The Pearson Product-Moment Correlations for 

the four items on the scale are arrayed in Table 2. All of the item correlations are 

significant. (Hooper and Bell (1984) reported intercoirelations for the four items ranging 

from .90 to .82 using the ASCAL procedure. The interitem reliability for the four items (w 

Table 2. Correlation Coefficients for Acceptability Scale 

A1 A2 A3 A4 

A1 1.0000 
(3470) 
P = .  

A2 .4838 
(3470) 
P= .000 

1.0000 
(3471) 
P = .  

A3 .4346 
(3470) 
P=.000 

.3579 
(3470) 
P=.000 

1.0000 
(3470) 
P = .  

A4 .4194 
(3469) 
P= .000 

.5016 
(3469) 
P=.000 

.3307 
(3469) 
p=.ooo 

1.0000 
(3469) 
P = .  

(CoefiBcient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 



= 3469) was examined using Cronbach's procedure (a = .74). Although the item 

correlations for the data set are much smaller that reported (Hopper & Bell, 1984), the 

correlations have very high probability ratings (all at /> < .000) and the interitem 

reliabilities suggest that the scale is reliable. 

The four questions and the four item scale in conjunction with the examples 

provide the data that will be analyzed to test the hypotheses and the research questions. 

Question 1 will be used to test hypothesis 1 on category distinctions, question 2 will be 

used to test hypothesis 2 on patterns of personal usage, the four-item scale (items S-8) will 

be used to test hypothesis 3 on acceptance, question 3 will be used to test hypothesis 3a 

about the normative expectations of deceptive acts and question 4 will be used to test 

hypothesis 3 b about the attributed causes of behavior by comparing the responses for the 

medical and the interpersonal responses, the benefit-difference of the interpersonal 

examples will be used to test the Research Question 1 on differential acceptance, and the 

acceptance scale and the demographic categories will be used to test Research Question 2. 

The Survey Examples 

The survey consists of twelve examples of verbal information control strategies in 

interpersonal conversation and six examples of verbal information control strategies in 

medical settings. Metts' (1989) study suggests that most deceptive acts are concerned with 

factual information rather than emotional information, so the selected examples make use 

of factual information. Several interpersonal examples have been borrowed from other 

studies. Each type ofinterpersonal strategy has two examples. One example will have the 

deception benefit the teller (self-benefit) and one example will have the deception benefit 
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another (other-benefit). The medical setting examples were developed after an interview 

about typical deceptive acts with the nurse at the university's health oflBce (Terri 

Richardson, February 6, 1998, Personal communication). The examples were randomly 

assigned on the survey instrument. 

The Ambicuitv examples included; 

Erin, Anne and Jean are going to have a drink after work. On the way to 

the club, out of Jean's hearing, Erin asks Anne how old she is. Anne replies that 

they will let her in the club without a problem. 

Erin, Anne and Jean are going to have a drink after work. On the way to 

the club, out of Jean's hearing, Erin asks Anne how old Jean is. Anne replies that 

they will let Jean in the club without a problem. 

While taking Leona's medical history. Nurse Abel asks her if she has ever 

been pregnant. Leona replies that she has no children. 

The Concealment examples included; 

George asks Bob if Bob has noticed that money was missing fi'om the cash 

register. Bob replies that he thought that money might be missing. Bob doesn't 

say that he took it. 

George asks Bob if Bob has noticed that money was missing fi'om the cash 

register. Bob replies that he thought that money might be missing. Bob doesn't 

say that he suspects Scott took it. 

During a routine physical. Nurse Wills asks Sherry if she is on any 

medications. Sherry does not tell the doctor that she is taking birth control pills 
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from the public health clinic. 

The Exasperation examples included; 

After he returns firom jogging with his fiiend, Al, Patricia asks her husband 

Mark how far he ran. Mark answers "5 miles," even though it was only about 3 

miles. 

After he returns from jogging with his friend, Al, Patricia asks her husband 

Mark how far he ran. Al answers "5 miles," even though it was only about 3 miles. 

Doctor Beecham asks Bobby if he has quit smoking. Bobby answers "no," 

but he's down to five cigarettes a day. Actually, he is still smoking a pack a day. 

The Half-truth examples included; 

Lisa asks her husband Jason how much money he and their teenage son, 

Jesse, spent at the mall. Jason replies that they spend S dollars on tools. But he 

doesn't tell her that he also bought a computer program for 30 dollars. 

Lisa asks her husband Jason how much money he and their teenage son, 

Jesse, spent at the mall. Jason replies that they spend 5 dollars on tools. But he 

doesn't tell her that Jesse also bought a computer program for 30 dollars. 

Doctor Hope asks Justin if he's been following his diet and is exercising 

every day. Justin responds "yes" to both, even though he has not been doing his 

exercises. 

The Lie examples included; 

Jennie asks John, her boyfriend, if he has been sleeping with her fiiend, 

Susan. John denies it, even though it's true. 



Jennie asks Pete if her boyfnend, John, has been sleeping with her friend, 

Susan. Pete denies it, even though he knows it's true. 

Marsha tells Doctor Kline that she has been following the special diet to 

treat her diabetes. In fact, she has been eating all her favorite foods. 

The White lie examples included; 

Kathy asks Mike to take her and Jan home from the party because she has 

a headache. Kathy actually wants to go home because Joan just arrived at the 

party and they are not speaking to each other. 

Kathy asks Mike to take her and Jan home from the party because she has 

a headache. Kathy actually wants to go home because Joan just arrived at the 

party and Jan not speaking to her. 

During an office visit. Nurse Wilson asks Marcie how much she weighs, 

Marcie takes ten pounds off her real weight. 

The examples are stated in neutral language and try to avoid including any moral or ethical 

inclinations. The examples are chosen for their representativeness of and appropriateness 

for the strategy categories, their clearness and their brevity. 

The similarity of each of the three examples for each strategy type was tested by 

conducting an MANOVA for all of the questions. There were no significant differences 

for the Ambiguitv examples (F [2,379] = 2.28 [personal usage], 0.48 [normative usage], 

0.66 [attribution], and 0.33 [acceptance]). There were no significant differences for the 

Concealment examples (F [2,783] = 1.70 [personal usage], 0.93 [normative usage], 2.03 

[attribution], and 0.50 [acceptance]). There were no significant differences for the 
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Exaggeration examples (F [2,322] = 0.78 [personal usage], 0.19 [normative usage], 0.05 

[attribution], and 2.32 [acceptance]). There were no significant differences for the Half-

truth examples (F [2,628] = 2.53 [personal usage], 0.26 [normative usage], 0.70 

[attribution], and 0.29 [acceptance]). There were no significant differences for the Lie 

examples for Personal Usage (F [2,806] = 0.94). There were significant differences for 

the other three survey questions for the Lie examples (F [2,806] = 5.60,p < .004 

[normative usage]; 3.35,/? < .036 [attribution]; and 6.96, p < .001 [acceptance]). There 

were no significant differences for the White lie examples for three of the four survey 

questions (F [2,505] = 2.53 [personal usage], 0.03 [normative usage], and 0.81 

[attribution]). There was a significant diflference for the White lie examples for 

Acceptance (F [2,505] = 5.59, p< .004). 

With the exception of the Ue (3 of 4 questions) and the White lie (1 of 4 

questions) examples. The other types of deception produced similar ratings across the 

three examples. The examination of the hypotheses may help to explain the variances 

recorded for the Lie examples which is considered to be the most serious type of 

deception. Since the reported fi'equency of usage of the this type of deception was not 

significantly different, the other differences may be explainable. However, until the 

hypotheses and the model proposed can account for the variances, these examples should 

be considered suspect. 

There is the possibility of ordering effects with the examples, so the examples were 

randomly assigned and randomly ordered for each survey instrument. To check if any 

ordering effects occurred, even with the randomizing, the Crosstab procedure was 
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conducted to determine the number of each of the types of deception that occurred in each 

of the order positions. The distribution of the sample is displayed in Table 3. 

The preceding distribution, converted to percentages, was used as the expected 

frequencies for a series of six non-parametric Chi-Squares that compared the expected 

frequency to the actual correct strategy selected for each type of deception for each 

position in the order. This method of checking for order effects was planned, so the order 

of each example on each survey was included in the data set when it was compiled. 

Table 3. Deception Type by Example order 

Deception Type 

Number in Each Order Position 

Deception Type 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 

Ambiguity 168 68 63 74 95 104 572 

Concealment 105 150 64 67 115 83 584 

Exaggeration 94 89 141 114 73 73 584 

Half-truth 74 101 135 137 56 98 592 

Lie 63 103 103 89 141 99 598 

White lie 80 73 78 103 104 136 574 

Without any ordering effects, the expectation was that the correct selection rate 

would be proportional to the occurrence rate and the Chi-Square would be non

significant. The Chi-Square for the Ambiguity type of deception was not significant = 

10.91). The Chi-Square for the Concealment type of deception was significant (A^ = 

27.00, p < .001). The Chi-Square for the Exaggeration type of deception was significant 

= 19.00, p < .002). The Chi-Square for the Half-truth type of deception was 



significant (A^ = 29.74, p < .001). the Chi-Square for the Ue type of deception was not 

significant = 6.39). The Chi-Square for the White lie type of deception was significant 

(A^ = 19.00, p < .002). Only two of the six types of deception did not indicate order 

effects (Ambiguity and LieV 

A review of several articles on order effects in survey research (Bishop, Oldendick 

& Tuchfarber, 1985; Krosnick and Alwin, 1987; McClendon & O'Brien, 1988; Sigelman, 

1981; Willits & Ke, 1995) all seem to agree that order effects in nominal data does effect 

the reliability of the findings, but that there is not any specific procedure to correct the 

order effects. Both Krosnick and Alwin (1987) and Sigelman (1981) argued that 

responses are not essentially effected by the order effect unless the respondents are low in 

cognitive sophistication (Krosnick & Alwin, 1987) or are less educated (Sigelman, 1981). 

A review of the Educational variable frequencies fi-om the data set indicates that only 

3 .4% of the sample (w = 20) had less than a high school education. The reliability of the 

study is somewhat compromised by the order effect, but based on the two studies 

(Krosnick & Alwin, 1987; Sigehnan, 1981), the low number of poorly educated 

respondents suggests that the compromise is fairly small. 

The survey demographics 

The beginning of the demographic questions included a statement assuring the 

respondents that their privacy will be maintained. The following instruction was used; 

Part n. Demographic Information 

Please answer the following survey questions about yourself as completely as you 
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can. This information will be used to divide people into groups. Your answers 

will remain confidential. 

Twelve demographic characteristics were surveyed. It is expected that 

demographic characteristics such as age, sex, education, occupation, household, 

racial/ethnic background, and religious affiliations have an effect on ratings of use and 

acceptability. The respondents were asked to answer the following twelve questions; 

1. In what year were you bom? 

2. What is your gender? () Female () Male 

3. What is your present occupation? 

4. Please check the response that best describes your education. 

() Less than high school graduate 

() High school graduate 

() College or vocational education 

() Post graduate education 

5. Please check the response that best describes your marital status. 

() Single () Married () Widowed () Divorced 

6. Please check the response that best describes your total annual household 

income. 

() $0-$I4,999 ( ) $15-$29,999 ( ) $30-$49,999 ( ) $50,000 plus 

7. How many members contribute to the household income? 

( ) 1  ( ) 2  ( ) 3 ( ) 4 o r m o r e  
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8. How many members are in your household? (total) 

9. Do you or a household member own your home? ( ) yes () no 

10. Please check the response that best describes the racial or ethnic group with 

which you identify yourself. 

( ) White, Non-Hispanic ( ) Hispanic 

() Black or African-American () Other 

11. Please indicate your religious afiBliation. 

12. Please check the response that best describes how often you regularly attend 

organized religious services. 

() Weekly () Monthly 

() Yearly () Never 

While the primary audience for the findings of this survey is not concerned with 

generalizing to widespread populations, some indication of the representativeness of the 

population is necessary. Kalton (1983) argued that the bias of the survey estimators with 

a non-probability sample increases with the sample size. Smaller sample sizes increases 

the variability of the estimators which reduces the bias. Fowler (1988) argued that 

variability stabilized when sample sizes were in the lSO-200 respondent range. The lack 

of significant variation in the responses to the questions, based on the fi'equencies of the 

first 200 completed surveys, led to the collapsing of the categories to just two for each 

question. With a total sample of S84, the two demographic subgroups to be used in the 

analysis are in the range of 150-200. To provide a measure of external reliability, it is 
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hypothesized that the survey sample is representative of the population. This hypothesis 

was tested with the non-parametric Chi-Square statistic. The available Census Bureau 

demographic categorical data (US Census Data, 1990) was used as the theoretical 

frequencies and compared against the observed frequencies of equivalent demographic 

categorical data from the sample, with the exception of the theoretical frequencies for 

religious denomination preferences and church attendance which were obtained from 

Church and . . . (1990). 

The Age category was split at the median age, 20, into two categories, "20 and 

younger" (n = 278) and "21 and older" (n = 293). The Age sample is not representative of 

the general population of the sample area (A^ = 293.68,/? < .001). The Gender category 

of the sample ( males = 253, females = 320) is representative of the general population of 

the sample area (A^ = 3.40, p < .065). The Occupation category was divided into 

"working" (w =284) and "student/retired" (n = 289). The Occupation of the sample is not 

representative of the general population of the sample area(A^ = 10.07,/?< .015). The 

Education category was divided into "high school" (» = 308) and "college" (w = 264). 

The Education of the sample was not representative of the general population of the 

sample area (A^ = 81.75,/; < .001). 

The Marital Status category was divided into "single" (w = 401) and "married" {n = 

172). The Marital Status of the sample was not representative of the general population 

of the sample area (A^ = 45.47, p < .001). The Income category of the sample was divided 

into "$0 - $29,00" (w = 283) and "$30,000 - plus" (w = 252). The Income of the sample 

was not representative of the general population of the sample area (A^ = 85.15, /? < 
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.001). The Contributors to Household Income category was divided into "one family 

member" (n= 208) and "two or more members" (w = 355). The Contributors to 

Household Income sample was representative of the general population of the sample area 

= 00.22, p < .640). The Number in Household category (w = 569) varied from 1 

member to 10 members, with an average of 3.17 members. The category was divided in 

"1-3 members" (w = 339) and "4 or more" (« = 230). The Number in Household sample 

was not representative of the general population of the sample area (A^ = 61.51, /? < 

.001). The Homeowner category had 359 homeowners and 210 non-homeowners. The 

Homeowner sample was not representative of the general population of the sample area 

(^ = 22.39,/?<.001). 

The Racial/Ethnic Group category was divided into "white, non-Hispanic" (w = 

444) and "other" (w = 129). This demographic variable was the only one to have a cell fall 

outside the 150-200 range. The Racial/Ethnic Group sample was not representative of the 

general population of the sample area (A^ = S.56,p < .003). 

The Religious Affiliation category was initially divided into "literal Protestants," 

"metaphorical Protestants," "Catholic, Jewish, Muslim," and "none." "Literal" and 

"metaphorical" refers to a denomination's approach to the interpretation of the Bible. 

Baptists, Church of Christ, Jehovah's Witnesses, etc. were included in the "literal" 

category and Methodists, Presbyterians, etc. were included in the 'Metaphorical" category. 

The category was further collapsed in "literal protestant" (w = 378) and "other" (« = 194). 

The Religious AfSliation of the sample was not representative of the general population of 

the sample area (A^ = 66.80, p < .001). The Church Attendance category was divided 
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into "weekly" (n = 311) and "less than weekly" (n = 261). The Church Attendance of the 

sample was not representative of the general population of the sample area (X^ = 30 .17,/? 

< .001). 

Only two of the 12 categories were not significantly different fi-om general 

population of the sample area, gender and number of contributors to household income, 

the significant differences for the other ten categories indicates that the sample is not 

representative of the population and seriously reduces the generalizability of the findings. 

There is also the possibility that the population base has changed significantly since the 

1990 census and church surveys, but there is no way to determine that at this time. 

Summary 

The survey instrument asked the respondents to answer four questions and 

complete one four-item scale for each of six examples of the verbal information control 

strategies, four interpersonal examples (two self-benefit and two other-benefit) and two 

medical setting examples. The survey instrument asked twelve demographic questions. 

Threats to the reliability and the validity of the survey instrument were addressed 

and attempts to quantify the threats were made. The information is at the mercy of the 

respondent's recall accuracy, but Bradbum and Sudman (1988) argued that respondents 

participate voluntarily and therefore will usually be as truthful as possible. The pre-check 

results suggest that the survey examples and the survey questions have acceptable 

reliability. The reliability of the study is reduced by the order effects within the example 

situations, the several one item scales, and the high rejection rate for participating (35%). 

The validity of the survey is difficult to determine. The content validity of the 



instrument has been improved because of peer critiques. The previous use of many of the 

instrument items, peer reviews, and pre-testing provide an acceptable probability that the 

content is valid. For the first two questions, there is no comparison criterion, but, for the 

4-item scale, a test of criterion-rdated validity is possible by comparing the survey findings 

with the Hopper and Bell (1984) findings that used the same scale. The number of studies 

reported provide some assurance that the verbal deceptive typology construct is valid. A 

final assessment of validity would be to compare the results of the survey with the results 

of the studies reported. 

There is also the possibility of a gender bias with the names of the people in the 

examples, but it is believed that the bias would not be serious and will not be addressed 

here. 

Assessments of reliability and validity will have an eflfect on the assumptions that 

underlie the various statistical methods that will be used to analyze the data. 

Statistical Method 

The statistical methods used to analyze the data must be chosen carefully. The 

assumptions of many methods require a random sample, and the significance of possible 

violations of assumptions must be considered carefully. Basic descriptive statistics and 

estimators were calculated. The data collected uses different measurement scales, and 

methods appropriate to the nominal, ordinal and interval scales are used. For the nominal 

data, non-parametric measures must be used. The Chi-square statistic is used with 

nominal scale data. ANOVA and Multiple Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) will be used 

with the interval scale and ordinal data. These last two tests are quite robust in coping 
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with serious violations of the assumptions (Keppel, 1982; Sirkin, 199S) and will support 

nominal data with the use of dummy-coding and ordinal data that can be scaled (Rosenthal 

& Rosnow, 1984). Keppel (1982) identified non-random samples, unequal within-group 

variances, and independent error components both between groups and within groups as 

violations of assumptions that the ANOVA procedure can handle without much problem. 

Because of the unique structure of the data set, the six examples completed out of the 18 

possible by each respondent represent individual cases, yet they also represent a repeated 

measure. The repeated measures ANOVA procedure will used to verify that the 

respondent's responses across the six examples are different. But the analysis of the 

hypotheses and research questions will have to be investigated individually vithout benefit 

of an omnibus test because the repeated measures procedure would have 12 empty cells 

for each case. 
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RESULTS 

The statistical tests for each hypothesis will be addressed in turn. All statistical 

tests were conducted using the PC Version 6.0 of SPSS. All One Way ANOVA's tested 

for both linear and quadratic effects. There were no significant quadratic effects. 

Companion ANOVA's were also conducted for each One Way ANOVA to obtain effect 

sizes that the One Way ANOVA does not provide. The Scheffe range test was chosen to 

test mean differences because it is one of the most conservative of the range tests. This 

caution was necessary because the data set required a large number of individual analysis 

procedures that pose a threat to the familywise alpha, and the Scheffe test reduces the 

amount of Type I error that could occur with a large number of different analyses. 

Hvpothesis 1 

Hypothesis 1 stated that people differentiate between the different types of verbal 

deceptive acts. Each respondent was presented with sbc different deceptive descriptions 

and were asked to identify the type of deception occurring in the situation. The responses 

constitute nominal data and the appropriate statistical tests are the inspection of 

percentages and the single sample Chi-Square (Watt and van den Berg, 1995). Table 4 

presents the numbers and the percentages of the responses. 

Two single sample Chi-Squares were conducted. The first procedure examined 

the distribution of the responses across the sbc types of deception. The Chi-Square (/> = 

3479) was significant (A^ = 362.95,p < .001). The second procedure examined the 

distribution of correct responses across the sbc types of deception. The Chi-Square (« = 

1594) was significant = 83.73,/? < .001). If people consistently discriminated between 
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the six types of deception, the response choices and the correct response choices should 

be fairly evenly distributed across the six types of deception. Since the Chi-Squares are 

significant indicating an unequal distribution, it appears, for this sample, people do not 

discriniinate between types of deception and are not very accurate in identifying the types 

of deception (46.2% of examples correctly identified). 

The Chi-Squares are supported by an inspection of the percentages (Table 4). The 

percentages of choices of the types of deceptive acts ranged from a high of 23.3% for Lies 

to a low of 9 .4% for Exaggerations. The two types of deception most often selected after 

Lies were 22 .7% for Concealments and 18.2% for Half-truths. The percentage of correct 

choices closely mirrors the choice pattern with 64.4% for Lies. 50.0% for Half-truths, and 

43.3% for Concealments. Hypothesis 1 was not supported. 

Table 4. Numbers and Percentages of Responses 

Deception Type 

Total Examples Total Choices Correct Choices 

Deception Type n % n % n % 

Ambiguity 572 16.3 385 11.0 199 34.8 

Concealment 584 16.7 794 22.7 253 43.3 

Exaggeration 584 16.7 329 9.4 229 39.2 

Half-truth 592 16.9 638 18.2 296 50.0 

Lie 598 17.1 817 23.3 385 64.4 

White lie 574 16.4 516 14.7 232 40.4 

Missing 0 0.0 25 0.7 25 0.7 

Total 3504 100.0 3504 100.0 1619 46.2 
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Because of the low percentage of correct responses (46.2%), both all the selected 

strategies and the correctly selected strategies will be tracked statistically to verify if the 

results vary in any important ways. 

Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 stated that people use a number of the different types of verbal 

deceptive acts. Each respondent was asked to indicate how often they personally had 

used the strategy in the last 30 days. While the four response scale is classified as ordinal 

data, it is grouped ordinal data and as such may be analyzed with the ANOVA procedure 

(Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1984). Further, since each respondent responded to six examples, 

the response represents a repeated measure. To verify that respondents did not treat each 

of the examples the same, a repeated-measures MANOVA was conducted to test the 

within-subjects variance. The univariate within-subjects ANOVA was significant {F [5, 

2790] = 2.92,p < .0\5, = .005, Observed Power at .05 level = .84). The means (M) 

across the six examples were 2.27, 2.27, 2.32, 2.28, 2.24, and 1.17. 

A One Way ANOVA was conducted to compare personal usage ratings by 

selected strategy. The findings were significant (F (5, 3471) = 38.56,/? < .001, Mult = 

.053; A/= 1.96 (Lie), 2.21 (Concealment). 2.33 (AmbiguitvV 2.41 (Half-truth). 2.42 

(White lie). 2.55 (Exaggeration). The Scheffe range test at the .05 level indicated that the 

mean for the Lie was significantly different fi'om the other five means, the mean for 

Concealment was significantly different from the means for Half-truth. White lie and 

Exaggeration, and the mean for Ambiguitv was significantly different fi-om the mean of 

Exaggeration. 
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A second One Way ANOVA was conducted to compare personal usage ratings by 

correctly selected strategy, the findings were significant (F(5, 1588) = 37.13,p < .001, 

KfultR^ =.105;M= 1.89 (Lie), 2.05 (Concealment! 2.35 (Ambipiitv). 2.47 (Half-truth). 

2.53 (White lie). 2.60 (Exaggeration). The Scheffe range test at the .05 level indicated 

that the means for the Ue and for Concealment was significantly fi-om the means for 

Ambiguitv. Half-truth. White lie and Exaggeration. Respondents did report significantly 

different levels of personal usage for some of the different types of deception. Hypothesis 

2 is partially supported. 

Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 states that people differentiate the acceptability of different types of 

deceptive acts in accordance with normative expectations and attributions of causes. Each 

respondent completed a four item scale for each situation that was combined to obtain an 

acceptability score. The scale was coded such that the lower the score, the lower the 

acceptability. The most appropriate analysis procedure for this interval level data is the 

ANOVA (Watt & van den Berg, 1995). The sbc acceptability scores for each respondent 

constitutes a repeated measure. To verify that respondents did not treat each of the 

examples the same, a repeated-measures MANOVA was conducted to test the within-

subjects variance. The univariate within-subjects ANOVA was significant (F [5, 2780] = 

6.20, p < .001, = .011, Observed Power at .05 level = 0.99). The means (M) across 

the six examples were 13.96, 13.91, 14.53, 14.32, 13.84, and 13.16. 

A One Way ANOVA was conducted to compare acceptability ratings by selected 

strategy. The findings were significant (F(5, 3463) = 120.26,/; < .001, Mult 1^ =A4S;M 



= 10.66 (Lie), 13.89 (Concealment). 14.25 (Half-truth). 14.74 (Ambiguity). 16.30 (White 

lie). 16.49 (Exaggeration). The Scheffe range test at the .05 level indicated that the mean 

for the Lie was significantly different fi'om the other five means, and the means for 

Concealment. Half-truth and Ambicuitv were significantly different from the means for 

White lie and Exaggeration. 

A second One Way ANOVA was conducted to compare acceptability ratings by 

correctly selected strategy, the findings were significant (F(5, 1583) = 144.27,/? <001, 

MuhR^ =.2U,M = 9.1\ (Lie), 12.43 (Concealment). 14.17 (Half-truth). 15.33 

(Ambiguity). 16.53 ^Exaggeration). 18.00 (White lie). The Scheffe range test at the .05 

level indicated that the mean for the Ue was significantly different fi'om the means for the 

other five types of deception, the mean for Concealment was significantly different from 

the mean of the other four types of deception, the mean for Half-truth was significantly 

different from the means for Exaggeration and White lie. The means for Ambiguity and 

Exaggeration were significantly from the mean for Half-truth. Respondents did record 

significantly different scores of acceptability for some of the deceptive acts. Hypothesis 3 

is partially supported. 

Hypothesis 3a 

Hypothesis 3a states that deceptive acts that meet normative expectations will be 

rated more acceptable than those that negatively violate normative expectations. Each 

respondent was asked to rate the likelihood that a person would use deception in the 

situation on a seven-item Likelihood of Use scale that represents normative use. The item 

responses were re-coded such that the lower the score, the lower the likelihood of use. 
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The most appropriate analysis procedure for this interval/nominal level data is the 

ANOVA (Watt & van den Berg, 1995). Each respondent completed the item for six 

different situations so the measure constitutes a repeated-measure. To verify that 

respondents did not treat each of the examples the same, a repeated-measures MANOVA 

was conducted to test the within-subjects variance. The univariate within-subjects 

ANOVA was significant (F [5,2770] = 7.82, p < .001, = .014, Observed Power at .05 

level = 1.00). The means (M) across the six examples were 4.60,4.85, 4.52, 4.85,4.42, 

and 4.65. 

A One Way ANOVA was conducted to compare the Normative Use ratings by 

2 
selected strategy. The findings were significant (F(5,3460) = 2.91, p< .013, Mult R 

=.004; A/= 4.45 (Arnbiguity), 4.58 (Half-truth), 4.59 (Concealment). 4.69 (Lie), 4.78 

(White lie). 4.84 (Exaggeration). The Scheffe range test at .05 level indicated that none of 

the means were significantly different. 

A second One Way ANOVA was conducted to compare the Normative Use 

ratings by correctly selected strategy. The findings were significant (F(5, 1583) = A31,p 

< .00\,Mult =.0\4; M = A.S\ (Concealment). 4.52 (Ambiguitv). 4.63 (Half-truth). 

4.91 (Lie). 4.94 (White lie). 5.00 (Exaggeration). The Scheffe range test at the .05 level 

indicated that none of the means were significantly different. The Normative Use scores 

varied significantly over the deception types, but none of the individual means were 

significantly different. 

Finally, the Normative Use and the Acceptability scores were tested together to 

compare expectations. Normative Use was marginally correlated with Acceptability for all 
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strategy responses r = .051,p < .003, n = 3479) and for correct strategy responses r = 

.064,/? < .011, M = 1584). A selected strategy by Acceptability with Normative Use as a 

covariate MANOVA was conducted. The procedure yielded significant findings (F [5, 

3450] = 120.01,/? < .001, = .148, observed power at .05 level = 1.00). The regression 

analysis for likelihood of use provided 6 = .14, /?= .05, t = 2.92, p < .004, 7^ = .002, 

observed power at .05 level = .83. The means are arrayed in Table 5, 

A correctly selected strategy by Acceptability with Normative Use as a covariate 

MANOVA was conducted. The procedure yielded significant findings (F [5, 1577] = 

2 145.57, p < .001, 7 =318,  observed power a t  .05 level  =  1.00) .  The regression analysis  

for likelihood of use provided b = .20, /?= .06, t = 2.92, p < .004, 7^ = .005, observed 

power at .05 level = .83. 

Table 5. Means by Strategies 

Deception Type 

Normative Use Acceptance 

Deception Type All Correct All Correct 

Ambiguity 4.45 4.52 14.74 15.33 

Concealment 4.59 4.51 13.89 12.43 

Exaggeration 4.84 5.00 16.49 16.53 

Half-truth 4.58 4.63 14.25 14.17 

Lie 4.69 4.91 10.66 9.21 

White lie 4.78 4.94 16.30 18.00 

The significant findings with the MANOVA's and an inspection of the means for 

Normative Use and Acceptability indicates that the two variable do not correlate 
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consistently. For example. The Lje strategy has the third highest rating for Normative Use 

but has the lowest rating for Acceptability, and Exaggeration has the highest rating for 

Normative Use and is highest on Acceptability for all responses but is second for correct 

responses. The conclusion is that Hypothesis 3a is not supported. 

Hypothesis 3 b 

Hypothesis 3b states that deceptive acts whose causes are attributed to situational 

constraints will be rated more acceptable that those attributed to dispositional 

characteristics. Respondents were asked to make a judgment about whether the deception 

in the example was attributable to Dispositional characteristics (/i = 913), Situational 

constraints (/; = 1135), or a combination of both {n = 1415). The most appropriate 

analysis procedure for this interval/nominal level data is the ANOVA (Watt & van den 

Berg, 1995). A selected strategy (6) by Attribution of Cause (3) MANOVA on 

Acceptability ratings was conducted. The means are arrayed in Table 6. 

Table 6. Acceptance Means by Selected Strategy by Attribution 

Strategy Personal Both Situational 

White lie 16.33 13.89 15.90 

Exaggeration 16.46 16.67 16.33 

Ambiguity 14.67 14.45 15.25 

Half-truth 13.71 14.26 14.47 

Concealment 13.42 13.29 14.88 

Lie 10.57 9.97 11.75 

The procedure yielded significant findings (F [10, 3435] = 2.44,/? < .007, = .007, 
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observed power at .05 level = 0.95). 

A Correct strategy (6) by Attribution of Cause (3) on Acceptability rating 

MANOVA was conducted. The procedure yielded significant findings (F [10, 1561] = 

2 2.36, p < .009, rj = .015, observed power at .05 level = 0.94). The means are arrayed in 

Table 7 

Table 7. Acceptance Means by Correct Strategy by Attribution 

Strategy Personal Both Situational 

White lie 17.59 17.98 18.32 

Exaggeration 16.52 16.92 15.87 

Ambiguity 15.97 15.33 14.97 

Half-truth 13.67 14.49 14.03 

Concealment 11.42 12.07 13.55 

Lie 8.60 8.55 10.73 

An examination of the cell means for personal dispositions and situational 

constraints shows that the differences in the means of the acceptability ratings of all the 

selected strategies, with the exception of the Exaggeration and the White lie deceptive 

acts, are in the predicted direction (Table 6). Situational attributions result in higher 

acceptability ratings than do personal dispositions. The cell means of the acceptability 

ratings of correct strategies, with the exception of Exaggeration and Ambiguity deceptive 

acts, are also in the predicted direction (Table 7). A post-hoc examination of the means 

across the six deceptive acts was conducted with two unequal sample T-tests with two-

tailed significance. For all the selected strategies, the Concealment deceptive act 



58 

(/[330.94] = 3.01,/7 < .003) and the Ije deceptive act (r[441.84] = 2.60,p < .010) were 

significantly different. For the correctly selected strategies, the Concealment deceptive act 

(/[128.17] = 2.55,p < .012) and the Ije deceptive act (/[187.40] = 335,p< .001) were 

significantly different. Hypothesis 3b is partially supported. 

Research Question 1 

Research Question 1 asked if people rate deceptive acts that benefits another more 

acceptable than verbal deception that benefits the self Each type of deceptive act had 

three different examples, one act expressed the deception in an interpersonal setting that 

benefitted the self, one act expressed the deception in an interpersonal setting that 

benefitted another, and one act expressed the deception in a medical setting that benefitted 

the self The most appropriate analysis procedure for this interval/nominal level data is the 

ANOVA (Watt & van den Berg, 1995). A selected strategy (6) by situation (3) 

MANOVA on Acceptability ratings was conducted. The means are arrayed in Table 8. 

Table 8. Acceptance Means by Selected Strategy by Situation 

Strategy IP Self IP Other Med Self 

White lie 16.70 16.88 15.27 

Exaggeration 17.00 16.34 15.61 

Ambiguity 14.60 14.58 15.12 

Half-truth 14.26 14.36 14.13 

Conceahnent 13.94 14.05 13.66 

Lie 9.85 11.55 10.74 

The procedure yielded significant findings (F [10, 3451] = 2.52, p < .005, = .007, 



observed power at .05 level = 0.96). 

A series of One Way ANOVA's on all selected strategies were conducted to test 

the cell means for significant dififerences using contrasts and Scheffe ranges tests at the .05 

level. The One Way ANOVA for Acceptability by Situation for Lie deception was 

significant (F[2, 812] = 7.26,/? < .001). The Scheffe range test indicated that the 

Interpersonal Self-benefit and the InterpersonaJ Other-benefit situation means were 

significantly diflferent (t [812] = -3.19, p< .001) using the pooled variance estimate. The 

One Way ANOVA for acceptability by Situation for the White lie deception was 

significant (F [2, 512] = 5.64, p < .004). The Scheffe range test indicated that the 

Interpersonal Self-benefit and Medical Self-benefit situation means {t [512] = 2.15, p < 

.006) and the Interpersonal Other-benefit and the Medical Self-benefit situation means {t 

[512] = 3.34, p < .001) were significant using the pooled variance estimates. 

A correctly selected strategy (6) by situation (3) MANOVA on Acceptability 

ratings was conducted. The means are arrayed in Table 9. 

Table 9. Acceptance Means by Correct Strategy by Situation 

Strategy IP Self IP Other Med Self 

White lie 18.40 18.08 17.53 

Exaggeration 17.00 16.60 13.18 

Ambigiuity 16.31 14.98 14.76 

Half-truth 14.59 13.90 13.91 

Concealment 10.84 13.12 12.67 

Lie 8.06 10.07 9.70 
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The procedure yielded significant findings (F [10,1571] = 4.04, p < .001, i] = .025, 

observed power at .05 level = 1.00). 

A series of One Way ANOVA's on all correctly selected strategies were conducted 

to test the cell means for significant differences using contrasts and SchefTe ranges tests at 

the .05 level. The One Way ANOVA for Acceptability by Situation for Concealment 

deception was significant (F [2, 248] = 3.75,/? < .025). The Scheffe range test indicated 

that the Interpersonal Self-benefit and the Interpersonal Other-benefit situation means 

were significantly different (/ [248] = -2.66, p < .008) using the pooled variance estimate. 

The One Way ANOVA for Acceptability by Situation for Exaggeration deception was 

significant (F [2, 225] = l.Q\,p< .001). The Scheffe range test indicated that the 

Interpersonal Self-benefit and the Medical Self-benefit situation means (/ [225] = 3.74,/? < 

.001) and the Interpersonal Other-benefit and the Medical Self-benefit situation means (/ 

[225] = 3.67,/? < .001) were significantly different using the pooled variance estimate. 

The One Way ANOVA for Acceptability by Situation for ye deception was significant (F 

[2, 382] = 8.04,/? < .001). The Scheffe range test indicated that the Interpersonal Self-

benefit and the Interpersonal Other-benefit situation means {t [382] = -3.68,/? < .001) and 

the Interpersonal Self-benefit and the Medical Self-benefit situation means (/ [382] = -

3.11,/7 < .002) were significantly different using the pooled variance estimate. 

The examination of the means for the significant comparisons is necessary to 

understand what is going on. For all the selected strategies, the White lie deceptive act 

matches what the theoretical model predicted, that is, the Interpersonal Other-benefit act 

was rated the most acceptable, followed by the Interpersonal Self-benefit act, and the 
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Medical Self-benefit act was rated as least acceptable. The other selected strategies 

deceptive act, the Lie, was rated more acceptable for the Interpersonal Other-benefit act 

than the Interpersonal Self-benefit act, but neither was significantly different fi'om the 

Medical Self-benefit act and actually the Acceptability rating was higher that the 

Interpersonal Self-benefit act. 

The Acceptability ratings for the correctly selected strategies for the Exaggeration 

deceptive act follows the theoretical model, but the Concealment deceptive act and the Lie 

deceptive act results which were also significant only partially follow the theoretical 

model. The significant findings are inconsistent and limited in scope. Any use of the 

findings, therefore, should be considered very carefully. 

Research Question 2 

Research Question 2 asked if people of differing backgrounds have differing rates 

of acceptability of deceptive acts. Each respondent answered 12 demographic questions. 

The examination of frequencies for the first 200 samples indicated that the expected 

amount of variation within the sample was not present. The 12 demographic categories 

were collapsed into two levels. The interval/nominal (2 levels) data is best examined with 

an independent samples ^test (Watt & van den Berg, 199S). All significance levels are 

two-tailed. Because all categories have unequal numbers in the two levels, all values {df., 

t, and p) are the unequal test values. The variables of Gender (t [544.66] = -2.29, p < 

.Q22,M/sd= 13.70/5.29 [Female] and 14.11/5.13 fMalelV Marital Status ft [317.76] = 

2.51, p< .012, A//5J= 14.03/5.21 [Single] and 13.54/5.25 rMarriedl). Ethnic/Cultural 

Group (t [226.77] = -3.49, p < .00l,M/sd= 13.73/5.33 [White] and 14.43/4.78 [Other]), 
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and Church Attendance ft [556.21] = -4.13, p < .Q0\, Mlsd= 13.55/5.30 [Weekly] and 

14.29/5.11 [Less than Weekly]) were significantly different. The variables of A^e (/ = 

1.22), Occupation (/ = -0.59), Education (f = -0.03), Income Level (t = .19), Number of 

contributors to Household Income (/ = 1.68), Size of Household (r = -0.97), Home 

Ownership (/ = -1.55), and Religious AflSliation (/ = -1.53) were not significantly different. 

The results indicate that Males, Single Individuals, Non-Whites, and people who attend 

church Less than Weekly find deceptive acts more acceptable. However, The 

interpretation of these results should be tempered by the fact that the sample was non-

representative, the cells were unequal, and the examination of the means show fairly small 

differences. While these categories indicate statistical significance, substantive significance 

is less clear. 
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DISCUSSION 

The discussion will address the findings, the theoretical model, the limitations of 

the study, and directions for future research. 

Discussion of the Findings 

The investigation of the respondent's ability to distinguish between the different 

acts of deception suggests that they do not make the distinctions that have been 

hypothesized (Hypothesis 1). Three deceptive acts. Lies. Concealments, and Half-truths. 

accounted for 64.2 percent for all choices and accounted for 57.7 percent of correct 

responses. The highest ranking choices closely match the highest coding of Lippard's 

(1988) deceptive acts (lies, concealments, half-truths) and Turner et al.'s(1975) deceptive 

acts (ambiguities, lies, half-truths). Lippard's (1988) coding system identified 82 percent 

of the deceptive acts as lies while Turner et al.'s coding system identified 88 percent of the 

deceptive acts as belonging to the three categories mentioned above. 

One possibility that might account for these differences is that people engage in 

deceptive acts that they do not perceive as deception. This conclusion would agree with 

Hample's (1980) study that found people rationalize their use of deception as the only 

alternative open to them and, therefore, it doesn't count. Dienstbier (1978) reported 

similar processes occurring during his series of studies on student cheating on 

examinations. A second possibility is that the Lippard (1988) and Turner et al. (197S) 

studies were coding student diaries of reported incidents of deceptive behavior and 

students might have over-reported while respondents in this study did not have to decide 

whether or not it was a deceptive act but simply identify the type of deception occurring. 
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The actual reasons for the differences remain to be determined by future studies, but this 

study supports previous findings that most people have a fairly small repertoire of 

deceptive act strategies that they use and recognize, with Lies being the most common 

deceptive act. Future studies will probably have to devise new methodologies if they 

desire to tap into the less well recognized and used deceptive acts. 

The second issue (Hypothesis 2) the study addressed was how often people might 

use the different acts of deception. The great majority of respondents indicated that they 

rarely used the deception act in the example(41.6%) or occasionally used the deceptive act 

(30.5%). An examination of the means suggests that there was somewhat of a social 

desirability bias, with Lies used least often and Exaggeration used most often. Only 19.5 

percent of all examples were rated as never being used by the respondent. A comparison 

of personal usage means with the normative usage means shows that respondents rated 

Exaggeration as the deceptive act mostly to be used, but Lies were rated third mostly to 

be used. These findings support Klintz's (1977) study that reported that people reported 

their own use of lies as minimal but other's use as much more likely. 

The third question (Hypothesis 3) asked whether the acceptability ratings differed 

across the various deceptive acts. The results showed that there were significant 

differences between the acceptability ratings and the types of deceptive acts. There have 

no been any previous studies that has reported on this interaction. A comparison of this 

information with the personal use information would be expected to be similar. Behaviors 

that one uses are likely to be rated as more acceptable. The order of the acceptability 

ratings of each deceptive act were similar to the personal use ratings. The one difference 



was that the Ambiguity deceptive act and the Half-truth deceptive act swapped in the third 

and fourth positions. The Scheffe range tests for both variables were reasonably similar. 

The Ue deceptive act was significantly different from the other five means for both 

variables. The Concealment deceptive act was significantly differently from the White lie 

and the Exaggeration deceptive acts for both variables. Other significant differences were 

identified for each of the variables. The results suggest, although not hypothesized, that 

the rating patterns of personal usage and the rating patterns of acceptability across the 

deceptive acts are very similar. 

The fourth question (Hypothesis 3 a) asked whether normative use ratings were 

related to acceptability ratings. While the overall differences for normative use ratings 

were significantly different, the Scheffe range test indicated that none of the individual 

means for each of the deceptive acts were significantly different and the correlation of the 

two variables was significant but very marginal. As was discussed for Hypothesis 3, 

acceptability ratings seem to depend on one's own perception of use. The discussion has 

already addressed the issue of differing perceptions of personal use and normative use that 

has been supported by others (Klintz, 1997). Because of that close association, it should 

not be too surprising that the relation between acceptability ratings and normative use 

ratings is minimal. 

The final hypothesis (Hypothesis 3b) tested the relationship of the attributions of 

causes of behavior and the acceptability of the different deceptive acts. A comparison of 

the means indicated that for four of the six deceptive acts, the respondents attributed the 

deceptive act to situational constraints rated the act as more acceptable than those 
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respondents who attributed the deceptive act to personal dispositions. Although many 

respondents attributed the cause of the behavior to both personality and situation with 

resulting confounding of the results, the respondents who choose a particular attribution 

did so fairly accurately given the minimum information the examples provided. The study 

of cheating by Dienstbier (1978) reported the same findings. 

The first research question investigated the relationship of respondent acceptability 

ratings to deceptive acts that benefit the teller and benefit another. It was expected that 

the interpersonal other-benefit deceptive acts would be more acceptable than the 

interpersonal self-benefit examples and the interpersonal self-benefit deceptive acts would 

be more acceptable than the Medical self-benefit examples. An examination of the means 

for all the selected strategies reveals that four of the interpersonal other-benefit examples 

deceptive acts had higher acceptability ratings than the interpersonal self-benefit examples 

and the means for the Ue and the White lie deceptive acts were significantly different and 

four of the interpersonal self-benefit deceptive acts had higher acceptability ratings than 

the medical self-benefit examples but none of the sets of means were significant. An 

examination of the means for the correctly selected strategies reveals shows that only two 

of the interpersonal other-benefit deceptive acts had higher acceptability ratings than 

interpersonal self-benefit and the means for both the Concealment and the jUe deceptive 

acts were significant, four of the interpersonal self-benefit deceptive acts had higher 

acceptability ratings than the medical self-benefit examples and the means for the 

Exaggeration deceptive act was significant. The means for the Lie deceptive act were 

significant in the opposite direction. 
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The findings for interpersonal self-benefit and interpersonal other-benefit deceptive 

acts would seem to lend support for Lippard's (1988) and Turner et al.'s (1975) results 

about self-and other benefit. But the type of deceptive act would also seem to play a role. 

The studies that had reached the opposite conclusion (Camden et al., 1984; Hample, 

1980) had only used lies, and the Ue deceptive act in this study was not consistent. 

However, a more likely possibility is that the Lie deceptive act examples were not viewed 

consistently, a conclusion that is supported by the pre-check that showed there were 

significant differences in the responses across the three examples. 

The second research question examined whether demographic variables might 

impact the acceptability ratings of the deceptive acts. Four of the variables, gender, 

marital status, ethnic/cultural group and church attendance were found to have 

significantly different acceptability ratings. However, because of the need to collapse 

categories that still resulted in unbalanced variable categories and with a non-generalizable 

sample, any conclusions would be purely speculative. 

Support for the Theoretical Model 

The model that was proposed to guide the study is based on Language Expectancy 

Theory and Attribution Theory. First, the original models that served as the antecedents 

are more elaborate than the deception expectancy model proposed here. The proposed 

model did not address the micro aspects. Second, not all of the propositions developed 

for the proposed model were examined by this study. 

The model proposed that people's expectations about deceptive acts would affect 

their acceptance of the deceptive acts. The proposition as it was stated is not supported. 
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The resuhs suggest that a person's perceptions of her/his own usage of a deceptive act 

more accurately predicts how acceptable that deceptive act is rather than the expectations 

about the act. The three corollary propositions developed to predict how the normative 

expectations impact the acceptability of the deceptive acts are not supported. Normative 

expectations whether positively or negatively violated do not seem to significantly affect 

the ratings of the acceptability of a deceptive act. 

The second proposition and its two refining corollaries concerning the attributions 

about the causes of behavior, either personal dispositions or situational constraints, and 

the ratings of the acceptability of a deceptive act did receive at least partial support. Four 

of the deceptive acts were rated more acceptable when the cause of the deceptive behavior 

was attributed to situational constraints than when the behavior was attributed to a 

personal disposition. The diflferences were significant for the two types of deceptive acts 

that were identified as the least used and the least accepted, the Lje and the Concealment 

deceptive acts. 

The final six propositions were not specifically examined as part of the 

hypothesized interaction of variables, but a post-hoc examination was planned to test 

several of these propositions. However, because the role of normative expectations is 

minimal as was demonstrated by the interpretation of the results in relation to Proposition 

One and it's corollaries, the post-hoc analysis was not conducted. The six propositions 

would not have received any significant support. 

Because of the problems detailed later, a replication study that addresses the 

identified problems should be conducted before the model as outlined is rejected. 
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However, it would seem that the perceptions of our own use of deceptive acts plays an 

important role in how we judge those acts and should be addressed and accounted for in 

any reformulation of the proposed deceptive expectancy model. 

Limitations of the Studv 

There are a number of limitations that efifect the validity and the reliability of this 

study. The first limitation of the study is that it was a survey study using an availability 

sample. The non-randomized sample, leaning heavily toward college students, was not 

representative of the population in the area where the data was collected. The survey may 

have been further confounded by the fact that the data collection occurred over a six 

month period during which President Clinton's problems became front page news 

including the accusations about his deceptive behavior. 

A second limitation of the study is the high rejection rate for participation (35%). 

Because the sample was not representative, the self-selection bias may have a serious 

impact on the findings. Reasons for not participating were not solicited so there is no way 

to know for certain. One factor that certainly influenced data collection that was unrelated 

to the content of the study was the extremely high heat and humidity encountered at many 

of the fairs and celebrations where data collection occurred and/or the time required to 

complete the survey. Prospective participants were told that it would take about 20-25 

minutes to complete which was a realistic estimate. But it does not account for all of the 

rejections. 

A third limitation may be the reliability and the validity of the survey instrument. 

Several of the hypotheses were investigated using single item questions, and although pre-
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checks suggested that the questions were tapping into the desired perceptions/behaviors 

and many of the findings were confirmed by the findings of other previous studies, it is not 

a certainty. The one four-item scale that had been used previously had very low interitem 

correlations when compared against the original study. Even though the examples were 

randomly assigned, order effects did occur and probably did have a small effect on the 

reliability of the findings. Two studies that were reviewed (Krosnick & Alwin, 1987; 

Sigeknan, 1981) both suggested that with an educated respondent, this was not much of a 

problem, but it does exist. 

A fourth limitation is a concern about the findings of the study. The structure of 

the data set presented a unique problem. In one respect, the data was a repeated measure 

because each respondent completed a survey for six examples but each respondent did not 

complete the same six examples. Since it was expected that there would be differences 

between the various examples, each example had to be treated as an individual case. This 

structure did not allow the use of an omnibus procedure. The use of muhiple procedures 

to test all of the planned comparisons would raise the familywise alpha. The highest 

recorded alpha for any of the hypothesized tests was .015 and for any of the research 

questions was .025. A modified Bonfenoni computation was conducted using a planned 

alpha of .05 with six groups and six comparisons. The adjusted alpha is .04 which was 

higher than any of the recorded experiment alphas and should have protected the 

familywise alpha. The second concern is that the large sample size provided significant 

resuhs and the computed power levels were adequate, but in many of the procedures the 

effect size was very small. One must consider that the results are statistically significant 



but may not be all that substantively significant. The Schefife range tests were selected to 

mitigate this possibility. However, concerns about substantive significance and familywise 

alpha do exist. 

Directions for Future Research 

The findings of this study suggest several issues that should be pursued in any 

future studies. First, the proposed deception expectancy model needs to be tested again to 

verify that normative expectations do not provide any significant effect as they do in the 

original Language Expectancy Theory. The proposed model must also be adjusted and 

tested to account for the indicated important role of personal perceptions of the 

individual's use of deceptive acts. 

Second, throughout the analysis of the data, two sets of procedures were 

conducted because of the large variance between the range of selected deceptive acts and 

the range of the strategies that were correctly identified (46.2%). The dual analysis 

showed quite similar results across the procedures, with minor variations. This similarity 

suggests that people were responding to the "label" that they attached to the deceptive act 

and not the example of the deceptive act itself This finding, if it is replicated, may call 

into question the use of examples in this type of research. It may also point to a reason 

why some induction procedures in laboratory research has been less than successful. The 

"label" brings forward a script that may be at variance with the actual act the label' is 

intended to identify. Whatever is going on, it is certainly in need of further investigation. 

Third, aside from the proposed model itself the relationship of perceptions of the 

personal use of deceptive acts and the perceptions of normative use of deceptive acts 
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requires further investigation. Future research needs to determine whether the perceptions 

of the normative use of deception really doesn't have an impact on the acceptability ratings 

of the deceptive act or whether the concept needs to operationalized in a different way. 

The same is true of the perceptions of personal use and its impact on the acceptability 

ratings of the deceptive act. Again, future research needs to determine whether the 

perceptions of personal use do have an impact on the acceptability ratings of the deceptive 

act or whether the concept was not operationalized appropriately. 

Fourth, future research should further investigate the personal disposition and the 

situational constraints differences further. This study tried to operationalize this 

distinction by using a category of examples different from the interpersonal examples, that 

is, the medical setting. It was intended that the medical setting examples would generate 

personal disposition attributions of the causes for peoples' behavior when compared to the 

interpersonal setting examples. Several of the deceptive acts did follow the expected 

model, but a number did not. The possible problem with the Lie examples was addressed 

earlier, but the impact of the attributions people make about deceptive acts requires 

further investigation and a more sophisticated operationalization of the attribution trigger 

may be necessary. 

Fifth, the differences in the acceptability ratings of deceptive acts between self-

benefit and other-benefit are still not clear, especially for the less recognized and less used 

deceptive acts. Future studies should continue to study and clarify this relationship. 

Finally, the role of the individual differences of the observers on perceptions of 

deceptive acts and an act's acceptability were not advanced by this study. It suggests some 
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differences that may effect the acceptability of deceptive acts, but the problems with the 

sample used that were addressed earlier require that additional investigations be conducted 

with more generalizable and representative samples. 
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