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ABSTRACT:

Lying is a part of communication and a form of sbdiehavior which is involved in interactil
with others. Lying meansaying a statement that he/she knows themselvidsasto others t
whom he/she want to perceive it as true. It caexptained by different psychological principl
of psychodynamic theory, humanistic theory, behatheory etc. Lying arises from henistic
nature of humans that to avoid pain and to increéesssure. It can be also seen that we lies
only for personal gains but also for others gam fhat is to avoid harm affecting ourselves
to avoid hurting others. Lying can be acceptet saves someone’s lifeurselves or of othel
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INTRODUCTION:

Lying is a form of deceiving others verbally. It & part of our behavioral response
communicating with others. It has long been a phdveryday lie. We can't get through evel
single day without telling lie It is a consistent feature of human social beha\We are not
aware of all the lies we tell. We people lie mds time in our daily life, afraid of other peoj
finding out the truth abouts We lie mostly to our parents, partners, friendgesuvisors and s
on to whomever else with whom we interact. We t¢ierhany reasons. Sometimes to get rit
the troubles or sometimes to escape from the regpbties. We think of the possible <me or
threat occurring when the truth is revealed. Sding possible solutions in the form of lies. It
alazy way to solve a problem. Research on thereported frequency of lying indicates tha
the course of their normal daily activities, pee lie in about 25% of their interactions w
others (DePaulo & Bell, 1996; DePaulo & Kashy, 19%&shy & DePaulo, 1996). Tt
difference in lying onlyexists in itsseverity, the frequency and target or the reasop@ignd the
lies. Lie of omission canlso be seen which means simply remaining silenh &itdeceptivi
intention. Lying can take two forms also, a resgotws short term issue which requires li
planning and long term lying which requires muchnpiing
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Psychology of Lying

While going through the theoretical explanationdyarig it was found that it was strictly and
seriously studied by many researchers. The termtdiglly means a deliberate untruth. Even
thoughthere is no universally accepted definition of tyif(Kagan 1998), it is defined in many
ways. The Oxford English Dictionary defines lying making a false statement deliberately by
someone who knows it is not true (Hawker, 200&)e most commonly accepted definition of
lying that manages to avoid these problems isaHat is an assertion, the content of which the
speaker believes to be false, which is made wehinitention to deceive the hearer with respect
to that content (Williams 2002); or, more formallys explained as a person lies when he asserts
something to another which he believes to be falgl the intention of getting the other to
believe it to be true (Kupfer, 1982)

Dawson in his blog explains four different typesliafs. The Occasional liars are those people
who seldom lie. But when they do, they are blowmwy their actions and feel guilty for what
they have done. These types of people are thewhnesare quick to seek forgiveness from the
person they lied to. The occasional liars are eotegt, but are usually respected for their strong
attempt at being a truthful person, and humble ghdo admit their mistakes. If we were all
honest with ourselves, we would have to admit veearleast an occasional lidihe Frequent
liars are those who go about his/her life lying evehycl way. These types of people were not
concerned about covering their tracks, or making soeir lie makes sense. Everybody knows
these people are lying because they are sloppy théh lies. These persons have very few
friends, because people get sick of his obviousigted storiesThird type, thesmooth liar is
just what their description sounds like this perbas become very smooth and skilled at telling
lies. These liars are so good with words and bedgliage people tend to believe them even
when they know they have a reputation of beingaa Ket, all the time, the smooth liar knows
they are lying. These people are fun to be aroand,very entertaining, but after being found
out, the smooth liar tends to move on to othemstiom they can apply their dark talerourth
typethe compulsive liar lies when they don’t have to, even if telling theth makes more sense
than the lies they tell. These people have an &ddi¢o lying, and they simply cannot stop.
They are out of control. They spend hours studgitgations trying to come up with more lies
that will allow them to maintain all their previolies. These people are totally untrustworthy
and end up unable to keep friends. A compulsiveeins up a lonely, sad person who tragically
lies the most to their own sdéthehopeline.com).

The psychology of lying can be a complicated cohbeggause people lie for different reasons.
What induces a person to not tell the truth exgldire causes for our lying behavior. While
some people lie in an attempt to avoid punishmend @void hurting someone else's feelings,
others lie out of impulse or because they wantresgnt themselves as someone they are not.
Motive for lying varies throughout our lifespan el also. During childhood children usually
lies for pleasure and to escape from the punishenginparents or other authoritary figures. As
we get older lying is found to have a survival \aliihat is we lie to protect ourselves from the
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perceived threat to our existence or wellbeingrdeo to ensure our safety we lie and hide the
truth.

Motives or the reasons for lying behavior can bel&red based on various concepts and
theoretical foundations contributed by eminent tl#® of psychology. There are many
explanations for why people lie. Lying can be expd based on the psychoanalytic explanation
of Sigmund Freud as the interplay of id, ego anges&go. Ego is that level of mind which
works according to the reality principle. Sometimes are forced by our id to stay away from
the reality since the reality evokes anxiety withgn We are afraid to face the reality and hence
we hide the truth and we lies. When the ego cacopé with some distressing stimuli it finds an
alternative by making justifications through lyin§uper-ego the moral arm of our personality
may also have role in this. Super-ego wants ustpdsfect in any sense. So in order to save us
from imperfection we lie to make ourselves perfadhe eyes of others and in our own eyes too.
That is, a kind of defense mechanism is workingulgh, in deciding what to lie and how to lie.
Lying can hide or alleviate conflicts or stresskattgive rise to anxiety. Sometimes we are
denying the truth from coming to our conscious mangometimes we are creating justifications
for our undesirable or unacceptable behavior byingakse of untruth statements.

From a bahavioristic point of view, it can be s#mht lying behavior patterns are acquired
through learning like learning other simple and ptex behavioral responses. Once the lying
behavior of an individual is reinforced by favombtonsequences, the behavior pattern gets
repeated and becomes a part of behavioral repertbirey repeat the same when they are in
need of the same consequences.

Lying can also be explained based on the Masloweglthy of need. According to his theory
we have an innate tendency to move towards aclgexim needs one after the other. Inorder to
achieve these levels and to prevent the obstaaes ¢oming way to our need satisfaction we
make statements which may be not true. When wetli@élwe need to say a lie to get our food
we lie. When we are satisfied with our food, ouechegoes further for need for belongingness.
And if there arises any kind of hindrance of itisaction we make statements which facilitate
our need satisfaction disregarding of whether trug or false. Liars can also seem to possess
high narcissistic traits. That is we all lies farrgersonal causes. So because of our excessive
love for ourselves and to save ourselves from ayxve lie.

It is a crucial question that whether a lie has ier@nt neural pattern than a truth.
Neuropsychologists know that there is a distinffedénce in brain activity when a person tells
the truth as opposed to when a person tells aDitferent parts of the brain are used to
deliberately tell a falsehood than are used to lsgka truth, so from a neuropsychological
viewpoint, there is a distinct difference betwedre ttwo (Addiction.lovetoknow.com). In
psychiatry, pathological lying, also called compdslying, is a behavior of habitual or
compulsive lying (Dike, Baranoski, Griffith, 2009). was first described in the medical
literature in 1891 by Anton Delbrueck (Dike & Ches) 2008) The individual may be aware they
are lying, or may believe they are telling thelirddeing unaware that they are relating fantasies.
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There are mental disorders that may result in ptigelling lies, but not realizing that what they
are saying is not true. Examples include Paranadsdhality Disorder or some of the
Dissociative Disorders (Addiction.lovetoknow.com).

In a meta-analytic study by Bond and DePaulo (200f®y examined the accuracy rates of lie
detectors in 206 studies. They found that, on @esrpeople were accurate in only 54% of their
lie-truth judgments, whereas one would expect 5@%ui@cy by chance alone. Understanding
the subtle indications of lying would certainly leéih anyone wishing to detect lying and
deception in others.

Despite the rather unimpressive success most pebple at lie detection, scientific
investigations have uncovered a few noteworthy @ggres to detecting deception. There is a
rather long history of using physiological measwesh as the polygraph to detect evidence of
deception (Larson, 1927; Marston, 1917). More rdgemesearchers have attempted to use
measures of brain activity to identify liars (Laelgén, 2008). It should be noted that
physiological measures are only indirect measufdyilng and therefore questions about the
validity of using them to detect deception remattorfts, 1994; National Research Council,
2002; Spence, 2008).

In a study by Hart, Fillmore, & Griffith in 2009 @tled Indirect Detection of Deception-
Looking for Change, the researchers examined tfextefeness of using indirect methods to
detect liars. College students viewed a video ifcvinalf of the people told some lies and half
of the people were entirely truthful. Participamsre 104 (53 males, 51 females) undergraduate
students at a small coeducational university in sbhathern United States. They were either
asked to detect the liars in the video or they vasieed to identify people in the video whose
behavior, mannerisms, or speech changed. Parttsipaimg the indirect lie detection method of
looking for behavioral change were more accuratéhémr categorizations of liars and non- liars
than were participants who were directly and exghlidooking for liars. The study adds to a
growing body of evidence that indirect lie detegtistrategies may offer some advantages in
accuracy over more direct behavioral detection etegtion (Anderson, 1999; Anderson,
DePaulo, &Ansfield, 2002; Granhag, 2006; Hurd &MNoll1988; Vrij, Edwards, & Bull, 2001).
This growing body of evidence suggests that if peaan be disengaged from their stereotype-
driven deception detection strategies, they migteat important and meaningful behavioral
cues that would have otherwise gone unnoticed.t Salli be vital to explore the variety of
indirect approaches that might yield better debectf liars.

Researchers have examined verbal communication eu@®ception. Speech cues such as
pauses, voice pitch; interruptions, hesitationgnay to respond, and response length have been
used to detect deception (Vrij, 1995; Vrij, EdwagdBull, 2001; Vrij, Edward, Roberts, & Bull,
2000). The contents of speech such as descriptibfeelings, reproductions of speech, amount
of detail, logical inconsistencies, and spontanemusections have also been found to vary with
the veracity of statements (DePaulo, Lindsay, MaJokluhlenbruck, Charlton, and Cooper,
2003; Vrij, Edward, Roberts, & Bull, 2000). The ity concerns previously noted with
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physiological measures also exist with the measofepeech cues. While certain variables of
speech may change when one lies, those changesdaaio occur for other reasons not tied to
deception. Historically, humans have looked tm-merbal behavior for indications of
another’s honesty or mendacity. Three major theooegently exist to explain the presence of
non-verbal indicators of deception, each with #sainique contribution (Vrij, 2000). First, the
emotional arousal hypothesis suggests that deceptioduces various emotional states which
may influence non-verbal signals. For examplesliaay experience fear, which may contribute
to nervous movements or fidgeting. Second, the itiwgrhypothesis focuses on the mental work
load of deception and proposes that lying requmese cognitive effort which detracts from the
liar's ability to behave normally. Thirdly, the keahoral control hypothesis suggests that liars
may attempt to counteract any potential signs eir ttleception, but in the process come off as
unnatural. Thus, if a liar is trying to manage sal/possible verbal and non-verbal cues to their
deception simultaneously, their behavior may abpugpear less natural and spontaneous due to
their own heightened behavioral awareness andaofwr instance, researchers have found that
many people believe that liars make less eye chnitamrease their fidgeting, and shift their
posture (Akehurst, Kohnken, Vrij, and Bull, 1996 Hudson, Fillmore, & Griffith, 2006).

Stromwall, Granhag, and Hartwig (2004) suggesteat for laypersons, the likely factors
resulting in these wrongful beliefs include sevenasychological factors. First, the
representativeness heuristic, or our tendencydonas that a sample or incident is an exemplar
of the overall population, could lead people to egatize from a small set of experiences in
which liars are exposed. Second, confirmation lifaes tendency to look for confirming instead
of disconfirming evidence, could explain how certarisconceptions are propagated by people
not looking for evidence that their beliefs are mgoThirdly, it is also possible that feedback
plays a crucial role in our many misconceptions.r Feedback to be corrective of
misconceptions, it should take place often, be isterst, and happen promptly
(Allwood&Granhag, 1999; Ekman, 2001).

In two diary studies of lying by Epstein, DePaWllirkendol, Kashy & Wyer in 1996, 77 college
students reported telling two lies a day, and 7@manity members told one. Participants told
more self-centered lies than other-oriented ligsept in dyads involving only women, in which
other-oriented lies were as common as self-centened. Participants told relatively more self-
centered lies to men and relatively more othernbei@ lies to women. Consistent with the view
of lying as an everyday social interaction processticipants said that they did not regard their
lies as serious and did not plan them much or walbgut being caught. Still, social interactions
in which lies were told were less pleasant andilggsate than those in which no lies were told.

From the current review of lying, it can be condddhat lying is a part of communication and a
form of social behavior which is involved in intetemg with others. Lying means saying a

statement that he/she knows themselves as falsiheos to whom he/she want to perceive it as
true. It arises from hedonistic nature of humamé th avoid pain and to increase pleasure. It can
be also seen that we lies not only for personaigghut also for others gain too. That is to avoid
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harm affecting ourselves and to avoid hurting ath&o we can come to an end of the article by
saying that lying can be accepted if it saves so@adife-ourselves or of others.
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