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Judgements of the Reasonability of Lying

Sercan Balim”
Muhammed Siikrii Aydin™
Abstract

Although lying, which is a social part of human life, is seen as a
negative phenomenon in society, it is considered quite reasonable by
people in some cases. In this respect, it is important to examine in
which circumstances lying is acceptable. This study aims to examine
the relationships between self-construal, values, religiosity, and the
acceptability of different types of lies. A total of 605 participants
completed the self-report measures of the Reasonability of Lying
Scale, Portrait Values Questionnaire, and Autonomous-Related Self
Scale. In addition, considering possible response biases, social
desirability scores were also controlled. The results of the hierarchical
regression analysis showed that religiosity, conservation, and self-
enhancement values were the predictors of acceptability of self-
protection lies. In terms of the acceptability of face management lies,
conservation and self-enhancement values,
relational self were the significant predictors. It was founded that the
only variable that was a significant predictor of acceptability of
prosocial lie was self-transcendence values. Acceptability of evasion
lies were significantly predicted by religiosity and autonomous-
relational self. Another finding was that religiosity, conservation and
self-enhancement values and autonomous-relational self-construal
were the significant predictors of acceptability of necessity lies. The
results showed that religiosity, conservation and self-enhancement
values, and autonomous-relational self-construal variables were
significant predictors of acceptability of instrumental lies. Finally, in
terms of the total acceptability of different types of lies; religiosity,
conservation and self-enhancement values and autonomous-
relational self-construal variables were the significant predictors. The
results obtained from this study indicate that evaluations of lying are
affected by different social factors, and these factors are discussed in
the light of recent findings.

and autonomous-
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Yalanin Uygunluguna iliskin Yargilarda Benlik Kurgusu, Degerler ve

Dindarligin Rolii

Oz

Insan yagsaminin sosyal bir pargast olan yalan sdyleme davranislar toplumda olumsuz bir fenomen
olarak goriilmesine ragmen bazi durumlarda insanlar tarafindan olduk¢a makul karsilanmaktadir. Bu
acidan yalanin hangi durumlarda kabul edilebilir bulundugunu incelemek 6nem tagimaktadir. Bu
calisma benlik kurgusu, degerler, dindarlik ve farkl yalan tiirlerinin kabul edilebilirligi arasindaki
iliskileri incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Calismada 605 katilimci, Yalanin Uygunlugu Testi, Portre
Degerleri Anketi ve Ozerk Iliskisel Benlik Clgegini doldurmustur. Ayrica olas: tepki yanhliklar: goz
oniinde bulundurularak sosyal begenirlik diizeyleri de kontrol amaciyla 6l¢iilmiistiir. Hiyerarsik
regresyon analizinin sonuglari, dindarlik, muhafazacilik ve 6z-genisletim degerlerinin kendini koruma
yalanlarinin  kabul edilebilirligini yordadigim gostermistir. Imaj yonetimi yalanlarimin kabul
edilebilirligi acisindan, muhafazacilik ve 6z-genisletim degerleri ile dzerk-iliskisel benligin anlaml
yordayicilar oldugu goriilmiistiir. Prososyal yalanin kabul edilebilirliginin anlamli diizeyde
yordayicisi olan tek degiskenin 6z-agkinlik degerinin oldugu saptanmugtir. Gegistirme yalanlarmin
kabul edilebilirligi, dindarlik ve ozerk-iliskisel benlik tarafindan anlamli olarak yordanmustir.
Calismanin bir diger bulgusu ise muhafazaciik ve 6z-genisletim degerleri ile dindarlik ve &zerk-
iligkisel benlik kurgusunun zorunlu yalanlarmn kabul edilebilirliginin anlaml yordayicilar: oldugudur.
Sonuglar, dindarlik, muhafazacilik ve kendini gelistirme degerleri ile otonom-iliskisel benlik kurgusu
degiskenlerinin, aragsal yalanlarin kabul edilebilirliginin 6nemli yordayicilar: oldugunu gostermistir.
Son olarak, farkl yalan tiirlerinin toplam kabul edilebilirligi agisindan; muhafazacilik ve 6z -genigletim
degerleri, dindarlik ve 6zerk-iligkisel benlik kurgusu degiskenlerinin anlaml yordayicilar oldugu
bulunmustur. Bu calismadan elde edilen sonuglar, yalana iliskin muhakemelerin farkli sosyal
faktorlerden etkilendigini gostermektedir ve bu faktorler bulgular 1s1ginda tartisilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yalan soyleme, yalanin uygunlugu, dindarlik, benlik kurgusu, degerler.
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The Role of Self-Construal, Values, and Religiosity on Judgements of the Reasonability of Lying 325
INTRODUCTION

Lying can be defined as an “untrue statement,” but the definition is not as simple as it seems, and
is evidenced by researchers’ lie classification. Goffman (1967) categorizes the types of lies under general
headings, such as pragmatic lies that are acceptable and harmless to others, and also defines
unacceptable and harmful lies as self-interested lies. Evaluating the underlying motives of lying on the
basis of two criteria, such as the person who benefits from the lie and the results of the lies, DePaulo et
al. (2004) proposes different types of lies -i.e., instrumental, identity-based, to avoid punishment, to
protect oneself, to hurt others, to protect others, and for entitlement. On the other hand, Bryant (2008)
finds that lies are differentiated according to intention, result, beneficiary, accuracy, and acceptability
as a result of his study with adult participants and classified them into white, true, and gray lies. In a
Turkish sample study conducted by Aydin and Balim (2021), participants were asked in an open-ended
manner about the situations in which they told lies for their own benefit and for the benefit of others.
They subsequently developed a scale using both these data and classifications in the literature and
found a six-factor structure in their analysis: self-protection lies, face management lies, prosocial lies,
evasion lies, necessity lies, and instrumental lies (Balim & Aydmn, 2021).

According to Aydin and Balim (2021), self-protection lies refer to the ability of people to protect
their privacy and autonomy when they perceive an obstacle to what they want to do (e.g., not telling
friends about where s/he wants to go alone). Face management lies include lies that are used when
people feel the need to show themselves better than they are (e.g., telling her manager about things she
hasn't done in order to get a better position at her job, as if she had done them herself). Prosocial lies are
told to protect the well-being of others (e.g., reluctantly doing something to make a friend happy), while
evasion lies are told to change a subject the person does not want to talk about (e.g., even though he's
having trouble with his boss, telling friends who ask about his job that he's happy to brush it off and
end the conversation). Necessity lies refer to the group of lies that one feels entitled to tell in order to
avoid a situation, especially when it is very likely that the liar will be punished if the lie is not told (e.g.,
even though she smokes, she tells her family that she doesn't smoke because she is afraid). Finally,
instrumental lies are used by people to gain an advantage in a subject or a situation (e.g., saying she
knows certain software programs she doesn't know how to use to get hired).

In general, two approaches dominate the view of lying, which is conceptualized in various ways
in the literature: the absolutist view and the pragmatist view. The absolutist view argues that lying is
never acceptable and is wrong, regardless of the context. For example, Kant tries to explain the concepts
of truth and lying through universal morality, taking into account the rights of the individual, and stated
that there should not be the slightest deviation or exception to these universal moral rules (for a detailed
discussion, see Bok, 1978). A contemporary philosopher Harris (2013) claims that the white lie, which is
told for the benefit of others, does not exist at all. However, from the pragmatist view, it is thought that
not all lies would lead to negative results. Accordingly, lying is not always wrong, and that it actually
serves some purpose (Bok, 1978). For example, Hartshorne and May (1928), citing the “principle of
specificity, states that different social contexts might be associated with lying and being honest. They
claim that it would not be appropriate to see such behaviors as personality traits, and that they are easily
affected by the social environment. For example, a person whose birthday is being celebrated may try
to prepare himself to like the gift. It is stated that gifts received in such social contexts are appreciated,
even if they are a courtesy. Another example on this subject is that in many societies and religions, "lies
told to improve relations between people" are not perceived as a negative situation (Algiil, 2017).
Therefore, social contexts, norms and values provide important information on how lying is perceived.

In support of the sociability emphasis mentioned on the perception of the lie, Triandis et al. (2001)
also argue that whether a lie is morally wrong or not may vary according to socio-cultural contexts, and
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that some cultures may consider lying acceptable in certain contexts and may even encourage it in some
cases. Moreover, according to the pragmatist approach, the absolutist view on the reasons for lying is
wrong, as it represents the individualism that exists in Western cultures. For example, Lee et al. (2001)
state that in some Asian cultures, individuals’ concerns such as freedom of information and choice are
not considered important in deciding the moral consequences of lying, but social processes such as
group cohesion are important determinants in the evaluation of a lie as correct or wrong. In line with
these explanations, it can be said that a study of different cultures is important for fully investigating
the acceptability of lying.

Culture is one of the most important factors to be considered when examining communication
processes. The positive evaluation of telling the truth and the negative evaluation of deceiving others
may qualify as universal in many cultures; however, the emphasis of cultures on truth and falsehood
may differ. People raised in different cultures may judge the same message as true or false and may
differ in their predictions of how other people in their culture will judge a particular message. In fact,
people's judgments of truth and falsehood may change according to cultural norms, traditions, and
values. In studies examining lying in different cultures (Kim et al., 2008), it is emphasized that deception
and lying are considered as a “social necessity” in some cultures; therefore, statements that do not
contain truth can be considered acceptable. Given that social rules differ from one culture to another, it
is clear enough that cultural differences in lying should not be ignored. Despite this fact, most studies
on lying have been carried out only in Western cultures, especially in America and Canada. This is an
important shortcoming of research on this subject. Therefore, the generalizability of the findings to more
collectivist cultures remains controversial.

The binary concepts of individualism-collectivism are one of the most widely used dimensions
in the differentiation of cultures (Hofstede, 2001). Individualism is explained by the independence of an
individual from groups, networks and other social organizations, while group ties, goals, needs and
norms are essential in collectivism (Triandis et al, 2001). In individualistic societies, morality is
equivalent to one's intention to express the truth, so revealing the truth is a matter of honor (Kim et al.,
2008). On the other hand, in collectivist cultures, since the well-being of members of the identified group
is important, members of this community focus on the effects of their behavior on the group (Triandis
et al., 2001).

One point where collectivistic and individualistic cultures differ in this context may be the
underlying reasons for lying. Triandis et al. (2001) state that people in collectivistic cultures are more
likely to tell lies that benefit others than those in individualistic cultures. There are studies regarding
the differences in the acceptability of lying according to different cultures (Fu et al., 2007; Lee et al., 2001;
Sim, 2002). For example, Aune and Waters (1994) examine the differences between Samoan culture,
which values the common interest and good of society, and the individualistic American culture
through lie scenarios designed to examine whether the acceptability of lying is affected from cultural
factors. The results of this study showed that Americans tend to cheat in personal matters, while
Samoans tend to cheat in family or group matters. In another study, Seiter et al. (2002) test whether there
was a difference between American and Chinese participants’ motivation to lie. The results revealed
that lying was generally perceived as more acceptable by Chinese respondents because their culture
emphasizes on social harmony and norms rather than personal benefits and well-being (Seiter et al.,
2002). However, American participants evaluated cheating as less acceptable overall. Researchers
explained the results to have been determined by the values to which each culture gives importance,
which are different from each other.

Kim et al. (2008) state that the difference between independent/autonomous and
relational/interdependent self-construal is important in the judgements of lying. Those with a high level

SEFAD, 2024; (51): 323-348



The Role of Self-Construal, Values, and Religiosity on Judgements of the Reasonability of Lying 327

of independent self-construal perceive themselves as separate from others, while those with a high
relational self-construal perceive themselves as connected to others. From this perspective, it might be
said that the importance attributed to the individual or to the group would also affect moral evaluations.
Cultures in which the group takes precedence over the individual tend to view morality as a social
phenomenon that considers the needs and expectations of group members. In a way, the desire to be in
harmony with the group would lead to an increase in the level of relatedness; thus, lying might be
considered more reasonable. In the case of independence, the opposite relationship can be expected.

In one of the empirical studies carried out by Mealy et al. (2007), differences in the acceptability
of lies in Euro-American and Latino culture were examined. Researchers selected these cultures because
the target cultures were found to differ with regard to such criteria as individualism/ collectivism,
independence/interdependence of the self. Accordingly, it was supposed that “Latinos regard lies that
are intended to benefit others as more acceptable than Euro-Americans because they help to maintain
harmony in interpersonal relationships and facilitate relationships with those in power” (Mealy et al.,
2007). In contrast, researchers expect that “self-benefiting lies would be regarded as more acceptable in
Euro-American culture than in Ecuadorian culture because Euro-American culture emphasizes
independence”. As a result of the study, it was found that participants rated lies told for the benefit of
someone else acceptable in both societies, but Euro-Americans rated self-benefiting lies more
acceptable, consistent with expectations. There are also some studies that “compared children’s and
adolescents” moral evaluations of honest and deceptive statements told to benefit a collective across
Chinese and Canadian cultures” (Dmytro et al., 2014, Fu et al., 2007; Lo et al., 2020, Tong et al., 2023). In
these studies (Fu et al., 2007, Lo et al., 2020, Tong et al., 2023), even if the rules are violated, Chinese
participants approve of hiding transgression and lying in favor of the collective. In fact, these types of
lies are antisocial-valued because they benefit the collective by covering up someone else’s personal
mistakes. In contrast, Canadian participants find lies which serve personal interests more acceptable,
regardless of harm to the collective. In another study, Kim et al. (2008) examined the relationship
between self-construal and the reasons for lying participants from Hong Kong, Hawaii, and the United
States. The results of this study showed that “higher degrees of interdependence were related to a
greater overall motivation to deceive for both self- and other benefit”. The researchers interpreted the
findings that higher degrees of interdependence would be more likely to perceive messages that depart
from truth as not deceptive because its nature lies in relationality.

Studies examining the role of culture in the reasonability of lying have used the dual distinction
between autonomous and relational selves. Kagitcibasi (1996), who opposed the mutually exclusive
evaluation of these two self-construals, stated that in the Turkish culture, the autonomous and relational
self could coexist, and so the autonomous-relational self was added to categorization. Therefore, in this
study, self-construal is evaluated in three dimensions: autonomous, relational, and autonomous-
relational self, since they would better reflect Turkish culture. Thus, the present study contributes to the
literature by helping in the development of an understanding of the relationship between autonomous,
relational, autonomous-relational self-construal, and the different types of lies.

Although it is accepted that these perspectives are a good way to examine the diversity between
cultures, it can be said that they are partially inadequate in understanding the differences that may
occur between individuals within the same culture. Therefore, in the current study, ‘values” have been
included as another variable in terms of the impact it has in shaping people’s social lives. In other words,
the relationship between individual values and the reasonability of lying is discussed within the
framework of Schwartz's theory of values, which is a comprehensive and up-to-date approach to values.

Values are defined as concepts or beliefs that come to the fore in achieving various desired goals
and behaviors, guiding behavior, or preferences, and are ranked according to the importance of the
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current context (Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987, 1990). Schwartz (1992, 1994), who showed a
large number of values that stood out in previous approaches (see Rokeach, 1973), classified them under

10 universal types, and also dealt with these value types in different value dimensions The dimension
with stimulation and self-direction on the one hand, and security, conformity, and tradition value types
on the other, was called “openness to changes-conservation,” while the dimension with power and
success at one end and universalism and benevolence at the other end was called “self-enhancement
and self-transcendence” (Schwartz, 1992, 1994; Schwartz et al., 2012). Hedonism, on the other hand, is
included in both the openness to change and self-enhancement value dimensions. Of these value
dimensions, openness to change means remaining open to new thoughts and actions, whereas
conservation means avoiding change by preserving the existing order. While self-enhancement
indicates that the person should consider their own interests first, self-transcendence corresponds to
prioritizing the well-being of others by putting their own interests in the background (Schwartz, 1992,
1994; Schwartz et al., 2012). Therefore, the self-transcendence and conservation value dimensions are
socially focused, while the self-enhancement and openness to change value dimensions have a self-
oriented aspect. Depending on these differences in emphasis on value dimensions, the relationships
between different value dimensions and acceptability of lying types may also vary. In this study, four
value dimensions are used.

Within this framework, some value dimensions defined by Schwartz (1992, 1994) may be related
to the reasonability of lying. The fact that the values of universalism and benevolence under the self-
transcendence dimension are related to caring for others, being related to others, and having tolerance
may cause people to respond more positively to lies told for the benefit of others. Self-oriented values
such as self-direction, hedonism, success, and power can explain the reasonability of lies told for one’s
own benefit. Tradition, compliance, and security value types in the conservation dimension are related
to preserving the existing relationship order and social structure in society; the lies that the person tells
for their own benefit by prioritizing the relevant value types may be perceived as a threat to the social
order and therefore may not be accepted. Lies told for the benefit of others, on the other hand, may be
seen as more reasonable by people who care about conservation values as they contribute to the
preservation of the relational order established in society.

According to the literature, just a few studies deal with Schwartz’s theory of values and lying. In
a study conducted with children, Aydin (2022) finds that children’s and parents’ values of self-
transcendence and conservatism were positively related to the level of reasonability of prosocial lies. It
has also been found that there is a negative correlation between the values of self-enhancement and
openness to change and the reasonability of prosocial lies. This study is important in terms of presenting
pioneering ideas; however, there is still a need to investigate the relationships between these variables
in adulthood.

While examining the reasonability of lying, besides self-construal and values, religiosity is also
an important variable. Religiosity plays a key role in people’s lives and is effective in regulating
interpersonal relations, so it can also make a valuable contribution to this framework. In general, it is
seen that the views of monotheistic religions on lying behaviors are negative. For example, one of the
Ten Commandments in Judaism states, “Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy neighbor.” “Even
if you should suffer for righteousness' sake, you are blessed!” and the expression “devil is the father of
lies” is an indicator of how lies are evaluated in Christianity. “Avoid the false words,” mentioned in the
Qur'an, also reveals how Islam evaluate lies (Gunduz, 2007). Because Judaism, Christianity, and Islam
all prohibit lying, religious people may oppose deception on ethical grounds.

In line with these explanations, it can be expected that religious belief systems, which deeply
affect people’s attitudes and value structures, would also be effective in making judgments about lying.
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However, there are just a few studies on this subject. In one of these studies, 312 participants with
Christian faith have been included and researchers examined the relations between lie acceptability and
religiosity of adults (e.g., Oliveira & Levine, 2008). In this study, researchers find that lie acceptability
was correlated negatively with religiosity. Similarly, in the study conducted by Cantarero et al. (2018)
with adults from 7 different European countries, it is reported that as the level of religiosity increases,
the ratings of acceptability of lying decreases. However, according to the limited studies in the
literature, these relations between religiosity and lying behaviors do not seem clear. There are some
research claiming that religiosity is a strong predictor of honesty (Stavrova & Siegers, 2013) and some
other research reports that there were no relations (Heyman et al., 2013). In an indirect study on this
subject, the relationships between the level of religiosity of parents and lying to their children are
examined (Setoh et al.,, 2022). This study showed that, in contrast to Chinese and American parents,
higher religiosity among Singaporean parents is related to less lying to children. Setoh et al. report that
because of the fact that the relationship was found only in a Muslim society, both culturally and
religious driven factors could affect lying. In this respect, results from Tiirkiye may also contribute to
the literature. Therefore, it would be useful to examine whether the level of religiosity is effective in the
judgments of participants from different societies and religious backgrounds. From this point of view,
another aim of this study is to examine the predictive effect of adults’ religiosity levels on their
acceptance of different types of lies.

As can be seen, there is a need for studies on how perceptions of the reasonability of lying change
in situations. In addition, considering that lies emerge during social interactions, it can be said that
perceptions of the reasonability of lies are heavily influenced by cultural value systems. Although the
relationship between the values defined by Hofstede (1980) and lying has been discussed in some
studies, there are deficiencies in how Schwartz’s (1992) values can be related to the reasonability of
different types of lies. Therefore, the aim of this exploratory study is to examine the relationship
between self-construal, values, religiosity, and the reasonability of lying.

METHOD
Participants

In the study, conformity sampling, one of the non-probability sampling types, was used,
considering easy accessibility to the participants. A total of 605 participants, 190 male (31.4%) and 415
(68.6%) female, aged between 18 and 62 years (Mage = 23.99, Sd = 7.80) were included in the study.
Regarding education level, 74.7% of the participants were university students, 14.9% had graduated,
and 7.6% were postgraduates. It was reported that 53.1% of the participants perceived themselves as
belonging to the middle-income group, 19% as lower-middle-income, and 16.7% as low-income.
Regarding marital status, 82.5% of the participants were single. 84.6% of the participants lived in
metropolitan areas. It was reported that 91.7% were Muslim and 5.1% of the participants did not believe
in any religion.

Measures

Demographic Form. The form was created by researchers to obtain demographic information of
the participants’ age, gender, education level, income level, marital status, religious beliefs, and the
place of residence.

Reasonability of Lying Scale. The Reasonability of Lying Scale developed by Balim and Aydin (2021)
was used to evaluate the level of reasonability of lying. The five-point Likert scale (1 = not at all
appropriate; 5=completely appropriate) consisted of 35 items in total. In the scale, there were nine items
related to “self-protection lies” (e.g., “Ozlem told Fatma that she had to go home because she wanted to
go shopping alone during her break time”), six related to “face management lies” (e.g., “In order to
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impress Cem, Gaye told that her father was a very respected businessman even though it was not”),
seven related to “prosocial lies” (e.g., “Although Sema did not want to watch the movie, she told that
she was very curious about the movie in order to make her friend happy,”), five related to “evasion lies”
(e.g., “Even though Ismail was having problems with his boss, when Sedat asked about his job, he said
that he is happy at his job to cover up”), four related to “necessity lies” (e.g., “Aylin smoked but told
her family that she had never smoked because she was afraid”) and four related to “instrumental lies”
(e.g., “In the job interview, in order to be accepted for the job, Arda said that he knew the programs that
he did not actually know how to use”). The scale has six dimensions. Common Turkish names were
used for each vignette. High scores indicated that the participants’ reasoning for lying increased.

Considering the validity and reliability analyses of the scale, the Cronbach alpha coefficients
obtained as a result of the analysis were .91 for the whole scale; for sub-dimensions, it was found to vary
between .64 and .87. The test-retest reliability results of the scale, on the other hand, showed highly
significant correlations between .88 and .98 (Balim & Aydin, 2021). The fit indices of the scale are as
follows: x2/df (1768.57/543) = 3.26, CFI (comparative fit index) = .91, GFI (goodness of fit index) = .86,
RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) =.061, SRMR (standardized RMR) = .063.

Portrait Values Questionnaire. The Portrait Values Questionnaire, developed by Schwartz et al.
(2001) and adapted in Turkish by Demirutku (2007), was used to measure the value structures of the
participants. In each item, the definition of the individual is given, and the participants are asked to
indicate how similar they are to the individual whose definition is given. The scale uses a six-point
Likert scale (1 = not like me at all; 6 = very similar to me) and consists of 40 items in total. The sub-
dimensions of the scale are “power,” “success,” “hedonism,” “stimulation,” “self-direction,”

"o s

“universality,” “benevolence,” “tradition,” “compliance” and “security”. The reliability coefficients
obtained in the Turkish adaptation study (Demirutku, 2007) were as follows: power: .81; success: .81;
hedonism: .77; stimulation: .70; self-direction: .65; universality: .72; helpfulness: .66; tradition: .82;

compliance: .75 and security: .80.

Autonomous-Related Self Scale. The Autonomous-Related Self Scale developed by Kagitcibasi
(2007) was used to measure participants’ self-construal. The scale consists of 27 items in a five-point
Likert type, and has three sub-dimensions: “autonomous self,” “related self” and “autonomous-
relational self”. For the reliability scores, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the autonomous self-
construal sub-dimension was .74, the related self-construal was .78, and autonomous-related self-
construal was .84.

Religiosity. In terms of measuring religiosity, it is seen that single-question measurements are also
preferred in the literature, as well as measurement tools focusing on religious activities and attitudes
(see Hill & Hood, 1999). The religiosity of the participants was measured as “Do you describe yourself
as a religious person?” with a single 7-point Likert scale (1: I am not religious at all; 7: I am very
religious). The mean level of religiosity of the participants was 4.87 (5d=1.47).

Social Desirability. Social desirability was included as a control variable in this study. In order to
measure, “Social Desirability Scale” developed by Kozan (1984) was used in the current study. The scale
consists of 20 items marked as true or false. The scale is one-dimensional and the participants get 1 point
for each answer they give in parallel with their social desirability. An increase in the score obtained
from the scale indicates an increase in the level of social desirability. The Cronbach Alpha internal
consistency coefficient of the scale was found to be .76, and the test-retest reliability was found to be .91.

Procedure

Before conducting the study, ethical approval was obtained from the university Social and
Human Sciences Research Ethics Committee. While reaching the participants, announcements were
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made via social media platforms and e-mail. Data were collected between March and August 2021
through online platforms because of the COVID-19 pandemic. The materials were added to a data
collection site on the internet with an informed consent form that introduced the research and obtained
the participants' voluntary participation in the study. Each participant completed the study in
approximately 30 minutes.

According to the central limit theorem, as the sample size increases, provided that there are at
least 30 participants, the data approaches normal distribution, and in this case, the data is considered to
be normally distributed (Dekking et al., 2005; Privitera, 2015). Based on this, it was observed that the
sample size in this study was sufficient for normal distribution. Pearson correlation analysis and
hierarchical regression analysis were used to examine the relationships between variables. Hierarchical
regression analysis was preferred in our study for progression within a theoretical framework and for
presenting both significant and nonsignificant findings. Before the hierarchical regression analysis,
normality, linearity and homoscedascity criteria were examined (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) and then
the hierarchical regression analysis was carried out as a result of meeting these criteria. Social
desirability was placed in the first block as a control variable, religiosity was placed in the second block,
value dimensions were placed in the third block, and self-construals were placed in the last block, and
the six dimensions and total score of the appropriateness of lie scale were placed as dependent variables.
These both correlation and regression analyses were performed using SPSS 21.

RESULTS

The means and standard deviations of the variables obtained from the descriptive statistical
analyses are given in Table 1.

Table 1.

Means and standard deviations of the variables

Variables M SD
Reasonability of Self-Protection Lies 24.71 7.90
Reasonability of Face Management Lies 10.28 4.72
Reasonability of Prosocial Lies 20.55 5.80
Reasonability of Evasion Lies 16.07 4.19
Reasonability of Necessity Lies 8.53 3.91
Reasonability of Instrumental Lies 8.89 3.18
Total Score of Reasonability of Lying 89.04 22.95
Autonomous Self 26.4 5.27
Related Self 31.73 5.37
Autonomous-Related Self 36.03 5.46
Self-Transcendence 49.34 9.26
Conservation 59.68 11.97
Self-Enhancement 39.83 10.54
Openness to Change 44.99 9.64
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Religiosity 4.87 1.47

Social Desirability 15.37 2.70

The relationships between self-construal, values, religiosity, and reasonability of lying are shown
in Table 2. In terms of self-construal, the correlation analysis showed that autonomous self-construal
had a significant negative relationship only with reasonability of prosocial lies (r =-.12, p<.01). On the
other hand, there was a significant negative correlation between relational self-construal and
reasonability of face management lies (r = -.16, p<.001) and a positive relationship with reasonability of
prosocial lies (r = .09, p<.05). Finally, autonomous-relational self-construal was significantly negatively
correlated with the reasonability of face management lies, necessity lies, and instrumental lies (r = -.41,
p<.001; r = -.14; p<.001; r = -.23, p<.001, respectively) and positively correlated with the reasonability of
evasion lies (r =.14; p<.001).

The correlation analysis demonstrated that there were significant negative relationships between
the self-transcendence value dimension and the reasonability of face management lies (r =-.14, p<.001),
and significant positive relationships were observed between the self-transcendence value dimension
and reasonability of prosocial lies and evasion lies (r = .09, p<.05; r = .07, p<.05, respectively). On the
other hand, there were significant negative relationships between the conservation value dimension
and reasonability of self-protection, face management, necessity, and instrumental lies (r = -.12, p<.01; r
=-.11, p<.01; r = -.18, p<.001; r = -.14, p<.001). The self-enhancement value dimension had positive and
significant relationships with all types of lies (r = .22, p<.001 for self-protection lies; r =13, p<.01 for image
management lies; r =.10, p<.05 for prosocial lies; r =.10, p<.05 for evasion lies; r =.20, p<.001 for necessity
lies; r=.23, p<.001 for instrumental lies). Finally, there were significant positive correlations between the
value dimension of openness to change and self-protection, evasion, necessity, and instrumental lies (r
=.14, p<.001; r=.11, p<.01; r = .13, p<.01; and r = .09, p<.05, respectively).

Religiosity, the last predictor variable considered in the study, had significant negative
relationships with self-protection, face management, evasion, necessity, and instrumental lies (r = -.27,
p<.001; r =-.10, p<.05; r =-.17, p<.001; r = -.30, p<.001; r =-.23, p<.001, respectively).

Finally, social desirability, the control variable considered in the study, had significant negative
relationships with self-protection, prosocial, evasion, necessity, instrumental, and total scores of lying
(r=-.19, p<.01; r=-.09, p<.05; r =-.12, p<.01; r =-17, r =-.15, p<.01; r =-.16, p<.01 respectively).
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Table 2.

Correlations between reasonability of lying and values, self-construal, religiosity
Self- Face Prosocial Evasion Necessity Instrumental Total Score
Variables Protection Management of
Reasonability
of Lying
Autonomous Self .03(ns) -.03(ns) =127 .03(ns) .07(ns) -.01(ns) -.01(ns)
Related Self .01(ns) -16™ .09 .02(ns) -.07(ns) -.07(ns) -.03(ns)
Autonomous-Related -.004(ns) -41 .03(ns) 14 -.14™ -.23™ =117
Self
Self-Transcendence .01(ns) =14 .09 .07 -.06(ns) -.07(ns) -.009(ns)
Conservation -12" =11 .04(ns) -.04(ns) -.18™ -.14™ =117
Self-Enhancement 227 13" 107 107 .20™ 23™ 21
Openness to Change 14" .005(ns) .07(ns) A1+ 13" .09 a2
Religiosity =27 -.10° -.03(ns) =17 -.30™ -.23™ -.24™
Social Desirability -.19" -.02(ns) -.09 =127 =177 -.15" -.16™

Note. *p<.05; *p<.01; **p<.001; ns: non-significant

Regression Analysis

After examining the tolerance and VIF values of the variables (Tolerance values are between .225
and .971, VIF values are between 1.03 and 4.435), a series of multiple hierarchical regression analysis
were conducted to see the variables that predicted reasonability of different types of lies. The relevant
findings are presented in Table 3-9 (See, Appendices). Accordingly, the similar sequence was followed
in all hierarchical regression analysis regarding the acceptability of different types of lies. Thereafter, lie
types were entered as dependent variables in each regression model. In the first step of regression
models; social desirability was entered as the control variable; and the religiosity variable entered to the
model in the second step. In the third step, value types were entered. And, lastly in the final step, self-
construal was included in the model.

Regression analysis was firstly interpreted in terms of self-protection lies. Social desirability made
a significant contribution of 3.5% to the model in the first step. In the second step, the religiosity variable
entered to the model and it made a significant contribution of 5.7%. When values were entered in the
third step, it was found that the explanatory power of the model significantly increased by 5.8%. In this
step, the variables that significantly predict self-protection lies were the religiosity, conservation values,
and self-enhancement values. It was observed that the self-construal variables added to the model in
the fourth step did not contribute significantly to the model (0.2%). In the final model, in which all the
variables were entered, it was concluded that the variables that were significant predictors of self-
protection lies were religiosity, conservation values, and self- enhancement values. The result of the
regression analysis regarding the acceptability of self-protection lies were given in Table 3.

When the analysis was interpreted in terms of the acceptability of face management lies, the social
desirability variable which was included in the model in the first step did not make a significant
contribution. In the second step, the religiosity variable was included in the model, and it made a
significant contribution of 1%. When value types were added in the third step, it was found that the
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explanatory power of the model increased by 7.3%. In this step, the variables that significantly predict
face management lies were self-transcendence and self-enhancement values. In the fourth step, it was
observed that the self-construal variables made a significant contribution of 13.5% to the model. In the
final model, it was seen that the variables that were significant predictors of face management lies were
conservation and self-enhancement values, and autonomous-relational self. The regression analysis
results regarding the acceptability of face management lies were presented in Table 4.

In terms of the acceptability of prosocial lies, it was found that the social desirability variable,
which was entered to the model in the first step, made a significant contribution of approximately 1%.
The religiosity variable included in the model in the second stage did not cause a significant change in
the model. When value types were entered in the third step, it was found that the explanatory power of
the model showed a significant increase of 1.7%. In this step, the variables that significantly predicted
the acceptability of the prosocial lies were social desirability and self-transcendence values. It was seen
that the self-construal variables entered to the model in the fourth step contributed 1% to the model and
this change was not significant. In the last model, it was observed that the only variable that was a
significant predictor of prosocial lie was self-transcendence values. The regression analysis results
regarding the acceptability of prosocial lies were presented in Table 5.

When the regression analysis was interpreted in terms of evasion lies, the social desirability
variable made a significant contribution of 1.4% to the model. The religiosity variable entered in the
second step made a significant contribution of 2.2% to the model. When value types were entered in the
third step, it was found that the explanatory power of the model increased significantly by 1.8%.
Variables that significantly predict evasion lies in the third step were social desirability, religiosity, and
self-transcendence values. In the fourth step, it was observed that the self-construal variables caused a
1% change in the model, but this change was not significant. In the final model, the variables that were
significant predictors of evasion lies were religiosity and autonomous-relational self. The regression
analysis results regarding the acceptability of evasion lies were given in Table 6.

In terms of the acceptability of necessity lies, it was observed that the social desirability made a
significant contribution of approximately 2.8% to the model in the first step. The religiosity variable
entered to the model in the second stage also had a significant explanatory power of 7.6%. In the third
step, value types were entered, and it was found that the explanatory power of the model showed a
significant increase of 6.5%. In the third step of the model, the variables that significantly predict the
acceptability of the necessity lie were religiosity, conservation, and self-enhancement values. In the
fourth step, self-construal variables contributed 2.5% to the model significantly. In the final model,
religiosity, conservation and self-enhancement values and autonomous-relational self-construal were
the significant predictors of the necessity lies. The results of the regression analysis regarding the
acceptability of necessity lies were presented in Table 7.

In terms of the acceptability of the instrumental lies, the social desirability made a significant
contribution of 2.2% to the model in the first step. The religiosity variable also made a significant
contribution of 4.3% to the model in the second step. In the third step, it was found that the explanatory
power of the model increased significantly by approximately 8% when the value types were entered to
the model. In the third step, religiosity, conservation, and self-enhancement values were the predictors
of acceptability of instrumental lies. The self-construal variables entered to the model in the fourth step
caused a significant change of 5%. In the final step, it was observed that religiosity, conservation and
self-enhancement values, and autonomous-relational self-construal variables were significant
predictors of instrumental lies. The regression analysis results regarding the acceptability of
instrumental lies were given in Table 8.
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Finally, when the regression analysis regarding the acceptability of all types of lies (total score)
was performed, it was found that the social desirability variable entered to the model in the first step
made a significant contribution of approximately 2.7%. It was also found that the religiosity variable
entered to the model in the second step had a significant explanatory power of 4.4%. When value types
were entered in the third step, it was found that the explanatory power of the model showed a
significant increase of 5.2%. In the third step of the model religiosity, conservation, and self-
enhancement values were the significant predictors of acceptability of lying scores. When the self-
construal variables were entered to the model in the fourth step, there was a significant change in the
model approximately 2%. In the final step of this model, religiosity, conservation and self-enhancement
values and autonomous-relational self-construal variables were the significant predictors of the
acceptability of the lies. The results of the regression analysis regarding the acceptability of the lie were
presented in Table 9.

DISCUSSION

This study aimed to investigate the roles of values, self-construal, and religiosity on the
reasonability of different types of lies with adult individuals. Correlation and regression analyses
demonstrated that the relationships between values, self-construal, religiosity, and reasonability of
lying differed due to the motivations for lying.

According to the relationships between self-construal and reasonability of lies, it was found that
only autonomous-related-self affected reasonability of some types of lies. Considering that self-
orientedness and non-interference in private life are important for autonomous self-construal, as
Markus and Kitayama (1991) stated, participants who prioritized this self could be expected to find self-
motivated lies to be more reasonable. While previous studies found that those with autonomous self-
construal find lying more reasonable regardless of whether it is self- or other-oriented (Mealy et al.,
2007), some of them showed that those with related self-construal find lying more reasonable (Bae et al.,
2021). In the current study, regression analysis showed that there were not any significant relationships
between autonomous-related-self and acceptability of self-protection lies and prosocial lies. In fact, a
reflection of the inconsistent results present in the literature emerged in this study. In other words,
examining self-construal in a different way did not clarify its relationship with different types of lies
and made it difficult to evaluate. A possible explanation for this result may be the feature of shaping a
certain situation with a sense of competence, which is seen in autonomous self-construal (Kagit¢ibasi,
2005). For example, face management lies and instrumental lies may have certain aspects that ignore
the competence of the person in achieving certain concrete goals. A person who uses face management
lies may claim that he/she is successful even if he/she is not, while someone applying instrumental lies
may lie by saying that he/she has different skills to get hired. Therefore, such lies may be perceived as
a threat to one’s competence and appraised as less reasonable. These results add a new one to the mixed
findings in the literature. Therefore, further research should investigate the relationship between
reasonability of lying and self-construal.

To elaborate on the findings in terms of self-construal, related self-construal had no predictive
effect on the level of reasonability of any type of lie. It could be expected that participants with related
self-construal consider prosocial lies to be more reasonable because unity, group welfare, and group
purposes are important for them (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Although earlier studies predominantly
found positive relationships between related self-construal and prosocial lies (e.g., Aune & Waters, 1994;
Seiter et al., 2002), there are also some that do not confirm the results in the same way (e.g., Sweet et al.,
2010). In the present study, there was a contradiction with the literature. Despite the lack of a
relationship between related self-construal and the reasonability of prosocial lies, it was found that
autonomous self-construal was a variable in the negative direction. This finding is consistent with other
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studies in terms of the negative effects of autonomous self-construal on judgments about lying for the
benefit of others (Kim et al., 2008; Lee et al., 2001).

Another finding from the study was that participants with high levels of autonomous-relational
self evaluated face management lies, necessity lies, and instrumental lies as less reasonable; on the other
hand, they considered evasion lies more reasonable. Autonomous-relational self-construal includes
autonomy in terms of competence, self-determination, and relationality in terms of establishing
emotional intimacy (Kagit¢ibasi, 2005). As mentioned earlier, evasion lies are lies that a person uses to
change the subject they do not want to talk about during the interaction (Balim & Aydin, 2021). In this
aspect, evasion lies refer to one’s own autonomy; that is, negative face, as Brown and Levinson (1987)
stated, is not taken into account. At the same time, considering that these types of lies are in the category
of simple lies that do not cause harm (Bryant, 2008; DePaulo et al., 2004), it can be said that evasion lies
protect people’s autonomy and do not threaten the relationality of the person in terms of not harming
the other person. Accordingly, it seems understandable that participants with high autonomous-
relational self-construal would consider evasion lies to be more reasonable.

One possible explanation for the lack of clarity in the relationship between self-construal and
reasonability of lying could be that the present study examined self-construal with a triple structure. In
particular, the fact that relational-autonomous self-construal includes both autonomous and relational
aspects makes it difficult to clearly see the relationships between the variables. Previous studies based
on dual comparisons of individualism and collectivism (e.g., Kim et al., 2008; Lee et al., 2001) revealed
the cultural differences that emerged in the reasonability of lying. According to these studies, the
importance of relationships with others makes lying more acceptable in collectivist cultures; but in
individualistic cultures, evaluations of lies are generally more negative. However, considering that
relationality and autonomy coexist in many societies, more studies are needed on this subject. In one
study, relationships between mothers' self-construal and children's level of reasonability of lying were
examined in a Turkish sample, and it was found that self-construal in the triple structure was not related
to the level of children's reasonability of lying (Aydm et al., 2022). These results indicate that the
relationships between relational, autonomous, and autonomous-relational self-construal and
evaluations of lying should be examined in different cultures. Thus, it would be easier to comment on
whether these results were observed only in Turkey.

The results for the reasonability of lying and values showed that the self-enhancement and
conservation value dimensions came to the forefront in predicting the reasonability of different lie types.
The self-enhancement value dimension significantly increased the reasonability of lies in general, except
for prosocial and evasion lies. As stated, the self-enhancement value dimension indicates that the
individual should keep self-interest in the foreground (Schwartz, 1992, 1994). It seems meaningful that
participants found the lies that would create situations in their favor more reasonable, such as self-
protection lies, face management lies, necessity lies, and instrumental lies. As this value dimension is
person-centered, it could be expected to result in a decrease in the reasonability of prosocial lies.
Surprisingly, there was an increase in the reasonability of prosocial lies, but this relation was not
significant. One point that can be stated is that the approval of prosocial lies may also serve one’s own
interests. For example, during an interaction, people may need to create a positive self-image by
managing others' impressions of themselves (Goffman, 1967; Leary & Kowalsky, 1990). In other words,
an act of self-interest here may be to lie in favor of others and create a positive image for themselves in
others’ eyes. In fact, the power value type within the self-enhancement value dimension concerns the
importance of social status and prestige (Schwartz, 2012).

It was also observed that conservation, which is another value dimension, resulted in a decrease
in the level of reasonability of self-protection lies, face management lies, necessity lies, and instrumental
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lies. The conservation value dimension is related to preserving the existing relationship order and social
structure (Schwartz, 1994). With this value dimension, the decrease in the reasonability of these four
types of lies may be related to the fact that they are seen as a threat to the existing social order and
network of relations.

When the results were evaluated in terms of the connections between religiosity and
reasonability of lying, it was found that as the level of religiosity increased, the level of reasonability of
self-protection lies, evasion lies, necessity lies, and instrumental lies decreased significantly. These
results support the attitudes of the monotheistic religions towards lying, and it was expected that the
participants with high levels of religiosity would have low levels of reasonability of lying. According to
the literature, religiosity plays an important role in moral issues such as people’s judgments about lying
(Banerjee et al., 2010). Similar results were obtained in the limited number of studies that examined the
reasonability of lying and religiosity variables together (Cantarero et al., 2018; Oliveira & Levine, 2008).

The finding that differed in the relationship between the reasonability of lying and religiosity
was that there was no significant predictive effect of religiosity on participants” approval of prosocial
lying. Although the views of religions are clear on judgments about lying, it has been revealed that the
attitudes of the participants change when it comes to the benefit of another person. According to St.
Augustine’s hierarchical classification of the harms caused by lying, the inadmissibility of lies told for
the good of another was rated lower (for discussion, see Keyes, 2004). A similar condition seems valid
for Islam. There are some who hold the view that lies told in order not to make mischief can be evaluated
differently in this regard. Even though the participants in this study had high levels of religiosity, it can
be thought that they reached judgments by giving importance to the intention of lying and taking into
account the benefit of others.

When interpreting the relationships between religiosity and lying behaviors, who is called
religious may be a separate topic of discussion. When the term religious is used, the first thing that
comes to mind is people and/or groups who are generally more committed to religion and follow their
religious practices. However, since it is difficult to make a full definition and draw a clear boundary,
religiosity is mostly described through its reflections. Because most of the time, religion means
something different for each individual and group and evokes different things. In this respect, it should
not be ignored that the perception of religiosity and the level of experiencing religion are different.
Additionally, the fact that monotheistic religions also find lying acceptable on some contexts (e.g.,
improving relations) makes it difficult to determine and comment on the influence of religion on this
issue.

The present study has some limitations. The main one is common method variance because of
using self-report data (Podsakoff et al., 2003). In the current study, social desirability variable was
included to somewhat control this effect. It was observed that social desirability did not have any
significant predictive effect in the final steps of the regression analysis. However, it was also found to
have a partially significant impact in the previous steps in the regression models. It may be beneficial
to include this variable in further studies to be carried out on the acceptability of lying. Besides, as can
be seen in Table 2, the correlation values between variables varied and there were also some correlations
nearly zero. Therefore, the common method variance did not seem to have so much impact in this study.

The other limitation that can be mentioned is sample characteristics. Although there is no
significant gender difference in studies on the reasonability of lying, it should be noted that female
participants were the majority in this research. Similarly, it can be said that there was no homogeneous
distribution in terms of the religion to which the participants belonged and their belief in God. Another
limitation of the study may be the difficulty in reaching sample groups to be compared in terms of self-
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construal. The most appropriate way to overcome these issues is to conduct intercultural studies.
Assuming that the self-construal of adults from different religious beliefs and societies may also vary,
it is clear that more studies are needed. However, in this study, religiosity is discussed with a single
question as a method used in the literature, but there are approaches that evaluate religiosity in multiple
dimensions and related measurement tools (e.g., Allport and Ross's (1967) distinction between intrinsic
and extrinsic religiosity; see also Hill & Hood, 1999). The relationship between religiosity and the
reasonability of lying can be examined using such multidimensional measurements. There is also
another limitation that needs attention in this study. Although some relations between variables are
significant, the correlation coefficients are in low. The explanatory powers of predictors in the regression
analysis are also low. The significant but low-level relationships may be due to the large number of
participants in the study. Therefore, the relationships between reasonability of different types of lies
and values and self-construal may need to be re-examined in the future studies. Another important
issue that can be examined for future research is the study of not attitudes but the actual lying and
honesty behaviors with social-cultural variables. It is known that the most important criticism of studies
examining attitudes and cognitive processes, such as moral reasoning, is the inconsistencies in terms of
behavior and reasoning (see, Cesur, 2018). Therefore, addressing similar variables at the behavioral level
is among the important issues waiting to be examined in the future studies.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, this study examined the roles of various sociocultural variables on the reasonability
of different types of lies, considering that the lies manifest themselves in the context of social relations.
It can be said that a contribution has been made to the literature in terms of investigating the
reasonability of lying within the framework of Schwartz’s theory of values and the autonomous-
relational self for the first time.

Article Information

Ethics Committee Approval: — The study received Ethical Approval from Istanbul
University with the approval number of 2021/61 and

the date of 08.03.2021.

Informed Consent: The purpose of the study is explained to the
participants and their informed consent was obtained.

Financial Support: The study received no financial support from any
institution or project.

Contfflict of Interest: No conflict of interest.

Copyrights: No images and photos used in the study.

SEFAD, 2024; (51): 323-348



The Role of Self-Construal, Values, and Religiosity on Judgements of the Reasonability of Lying 339
BIBLIOGRAPHY

Algil, A. (2017). izziiddin b. Abdiisselam’in maslahat anlayist. EKEV Akademi Dergisi, 21(69), 1-30.

Allport, G. W. & Ross, J. M. (1967). Personal religious orientation and prejudice. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 5, 432-443. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0021212

Aune, R. K. & Waters, L. L. (1994). Cultural differences in deception: Motivations to deceive in Samoans
and North Americans. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 18(2), 159-172.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0147-1767(94)90026-4

Aydin, M. S. (2022). Prosocial lie in children: The social and cognitive factors on the acceptability of prosocial
lies in middle childhood. Nobel Yayinlari.

Aydin, M. S. & Balim, S. (2021). Why do we lie? An explanatory view for lie-telling behaviors of
university students and adults. Nesne, 9(20), 291-304. DOI: 10.7816/nesne-09-20-05

Aydin, M. S., Merig, I, Sahin, F. B. & Ergun, E. Y. (2022). Ebeveyn tutumlar1 ve benlik kurgusu ile
¢ocuklarin yalana iliskin degerlendirmeleri arasindaki iliskilerin incelenmesi. Gelisim ve Psikoloji
Dergisi, 3(6), 107-120.

Bae, S, Liu, X, & Ng, S. (2022). We are more tolerant than I: self-construal and consumer responses
toward deceptive advertising. Marketing Letters, 33(2), 277-291. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11002-
021-09593-5

Balim, S. & Aydm, M. S. (2021). The Development of reasonability of lying scale: The validity and
reliability study. Muhakeme Journal, 4(2), 59-77. DOI: 10.33817/muhakeme. 999934

Banerjee, K., Huebner, B., & Hauser, M. (2010). Intuitive moral judgments are robust across variation in

gender, education, politics and religion: A large-scale web-based study. Journal of Cognition and
Culture, 10(3-4), 253-281.

Bok, S. (1978). Lying: Moral choice and private and public life. Hassocks, UK: Harvester Press.

Bryant, E. M. (2008). Real lies, white lies and gray lies: Towards a typology of deception. Kaleidoscope: A
Graduate Journal of Qualitative Communication Research, 7, 23-48.

Cantarero, K., Szarota, P., Stamkou, E., Navas, M., & Dominguez-Espinosa, A. D. C. (2018). When is a
lie acceptable? Work and private life lying acceptance depends on its beneficiary. The Journal of
Social Psychology, 158(2), 220-235. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2017.1327404

Cesur, S. (2018). Ahlakin sosyal psikolojisi. Hiperlink Yayinevi.

Dekking, F. M., Kraaikamp, C., Lopuhad, H. P., & Meester, L. E. (2005). A modern introduction to
probability and statistics: Understanding why and how. Springer-Verlag London Limited.

Demirutku, K. (2007). Parenting styles, internalization of values, and the self-concept. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation. Middle East Technical University, Ankara.

DePaulo, B. M., Ansfield, M. E., Kirkendol, S. E., & Boden, J. M. (2004). Serious lies. Basic and Applied
Social Psychology, 26, 147-167. d0i:10.1207/s15324834basp2602&3_4

Dmytro, D., Lo, J., O'Leary, J., Fu, G, Lee, K., & Cameron, C. A. (2014). Development of cultural
perspectives on verbal deception in competitive contexts. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology,
45(8), 1196-1214.

Fu, G, Xu, F., Cameron, C. A., Heyman, G., & Lee, K. (2007). Cross-cultural differences in children’s
choices, categorizations, and evaluations of truths and lies. Developmental Psychology, 43, 278-293.
doi:10.1037/0012-1649.43.2.278.

Goffman, E. (1967). Interaction ritual: Essays on face-to-face behavior. New York: Anchor.

Gunduz, S. (2007). Yasayan Dunya Dinleri. Presidency of Religious Affairs Publishing.

SEFAD, 2024; (51): 323-348



340 Sercan Balim - Muhammed Siikrii Aydin

Harris, S. (2013). Lying. Four Elephants Press.

Hartshorne, H. & May, M. S. (1928). Studies in the nature of character: Vol. 1 Studies in deceit. New York:
Macmillan.

Heyman, G. D., Hsu, A. S, Fu, G, & Lee, K. (2013). Instrumental lying by parents in the US and China.
International Journal of Psychology, 48(6), 1176-1184. http://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2012.746463

Hill, P. C., & Hood, R. W. (1999). Measures of religiosity. Religious Education.

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture’s consequences: International differences in work-related values. Beverly Hills,
CA: Sage Publications.

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture’s consequences: Comparing values, behaviors, institutions, and organizations
across cultures. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Kagitgibasy, C. (1996). Ozerk-iligkisel benlik: Yeni bir sentez. Tiirk Psikoloji Dergisi, 11(37), 36-43.

Kagitcibasy, C. (2005). Autonomy and relatedness in cultural context: Implications for self and family.
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 36(4), 403- 422. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022105275959

Kagitgibasy, C. (2007). Family, self, and human development across cultures: Theories and applications. (2nd ed.).
US: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

Keyes, R. (2004). The post-truth era: Dishonesty and deception in contemporary life. Macmillan.

Kim, M. S., Kam, K. Y., Sharkey, W.F. ve Singelis, T. M. (2008). “Deception: Moral transgression or social
necessity?”: Cultural-relativity of deception motivations and perceptions of deceptive

communication. Journal of International and Intercultural Communication, 1(1), 23-50.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17513050701621228

Leary, M. R, & Kowalski, R. M. (1990). Impression management: A literature review and two-
component model. Psychological Bulletin, 107(1), 34-47. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-
2909.107.1.34

Lee, K, Xu, F., Fu, G., Cameron, C. A. ve Chen, S. (2001). Taiwan and mainland Chinese and Canadian
children’s categorization and evaluation of lie-and truth-telling: A modesty effect. British Journal
of Developmental Psychology, 19, 525-542. https://doi.org/10.1348/026151001166236

Lo, J.H. Y, Fu, G, Lee, K., & Cameron, C. A. (2020). Development of moral reasoning in situational and
cultural contexts. Journal of Moral Education, 49(2), 177-193.

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, emotion, and
motivation. Psychological Review, 98(2), 224-253. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-
295X.98.2.224

Mealy, M., Stephan, W., & Urrutia, C. (2007). The acceptability of lies: A comparison of Ecuadorians and
Euro-Americans.  International ~ Journal  of Intercultural  Relations, 31(6), 689-702.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijjintrel.2007.06.002

Oliveira, C. M., & Levine, T. R. (2008). Lie acceptability: A construct and measure. Communication
Research Reports, 25(4), 282-288. doi:10.1080/08824090802440170

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in
behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879.

Privitera, G. J. (2015). Statistics for the behavioral sciences. SAGE.

Rokeach, M. (1973). The nature of human values. Free Press.

SEFAD, 2024; (51): 323-348



The Role of Self-Construal, Values, and Religiosity on Judgements of the Reasonability of Lying 341

Schwartz, S. H. (1992). Universals in the content and structure of values: Theoretical advances and
empirical tests in 20 countries. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 25, 1-65.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60281-6

Schwartz, S. H. (1994). Are there universal aspects in the content and structure of values? Journal of Social
Issues, 50, 19-45.

Schwartz, S. H. (2012). An overview of the Schwartz theory of basic values. Online Readings in Psychology
and Culture, 2(1). http://dx.doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1116

Seiter, ]. S., Bruschke, J., & Bai, C. (2002). The acceptability of deception as a function of perceivers’
culture, deceivers’ intention, and deceiver—deceived relationship. Western Journal of
Communication, 66, 158-180. https://doi.org/10.1080/10570310209374731

Setoh, P, Santos, R., Zhao, S., Zhang, L., Heyman, G. D., & Lee, K. (2022). Parents with greater religiosity
lie less to their children. Psychology of Religion and Spirituality, 14(1), 108-118.
https://doi.org/10.1037/rel0000377

Sim, R. L. (2002). Support for the use of deception within the work environment: A comparison of Israeli
and United States employee attitudes. Journal of Business Ethnics, 35, 27-34.

Stavrova, O., & Siegers, P. (2013). Religious prosociality and morality across cultures: How social
enforcement of religion shapes the effects of personal religiosity on prosocial and moral attitudes
and  behaviors.  Personality =~ and  Social ~ Psychology  Bulletin,  403),  315-333.
http://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213510951

Sweet, M. A., Heyman, G. D., Fu, G., & Lee, K. (2010). Are there limits to collectivism? Culture and
children's reasoning about lying to conceal a group transgression. Infant and Child
Development, 19(4), 422-442.

Tabachnick, B. G. & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using multivariate statistics (pp. 117-196). Boston, MA: Pearson.

Tong, D., Isik, I, & Talwar, V. (2023). A cross-cultural comparison of the relation between children’s
moral standards of honesty and their lie-telling behavior. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology,
231, 105665.

Triandis, H. C. (2001). Individualism-collectivism and personality. Journal of Personality, 69(6), 907-924.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.696169

Triandis, H. C., Carnevale, P., Gelfand, M., Robert, C., Wasti, A., Probst, T., Kashima, E. S., Draganos,
T., Chan, D., Chen, X. P., Kim, U, de Dreu, C., van de Vliert, E., Iwao, S., Ohbuchi, K. & Schmitz,
P. (2001). Culture and deception in business negotiations: A multilevel analysis. International
Journal of Cross-Cultural Management, 1(3), 73-90. https://doi.org/10.1177/147059580111008

SEFAD, 2024; (51): 323-348


https://doi.org/10.1177/147059580111008

342 Sercan Balim - Muhammed Siikrii Aydin

APPENDICES
Table 3.
Hierarchic regression analysis results on predictors of reasonability of self-protection lies

Self-Protection Lies AR? B SE B t p

1. Social Desirability .035* -.54 12 -.18 -4.65 <.001"

2. Social Desirability .057~ -42 A1 -.14 -3.67 <.001*
Religiosity -1.30 21 -.24 -6.15 <.001*

3. Social Desirability .058~ -22 12 -.07 -1.86 .06(ns)
Religiosity -94 23 -18 412 <001
Self- Transcendence .10 .06 A2 1.62 .10(ns)
Conservation -.16 .05 -.29 -3.29 <01
Self-Enhancement 22 .05 .29 4.53 <.001*
Openness to Change -.05 .06 -.06 -75 45(ns)

4. Social Desirability .002 -22 12 -.08 -1.81 .07(ns)
Religiosity -97 23 -18 418 <001
Self- Transcendence A1 .07 13 1.70 .09(ns)
Conservation -16 .05 -.24 -3.29 <01
Self-Enhancement 21 .05 .29 4.24 <.001"
Openness to Change -.04 .06 -.05 -.61 .54(ns)
Autonomous Self .02 .07 .01 .26 .79(ns)
Relational Self .07 .08 .05 .92 .35(ns)
Autonomous-Related Self -.07 .07 -.05 -1.04 .29(ns)

p<.01, "p<.001; ns: non-significant
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Table 4.

Hierarchic regression analysis results on predictors of reasonability of face management lies

Face Management Lies AR? B SE B t p

1. Social Desirability .001 -.04 .07 -.02 -.60 .54(ns)

2. Social Desirability .01 -.01 .07 -.01 -.18 .85(ns)
Religiosity -32 13 -.10 -2.42 <.05

3. Social Desirability .073™ 13 .07 .08 1.84 .07(ns)
Religiosity -23 14 -.07 -1.66 .09(ns)
Self-Transcendence -12 .04 -.24 -3.04 <.01*
Conservation -.01 .03 -.01 =22 .82(ns)
Self-Enhancement .14 .03 33 4.81 <.001™
Openness to Change -.04 .04 -.08 -1.05 .29(ns)

4. Social Desirability 135" .02 .07 .010 248 .80(ns)
Religiosity -21 13 -.06 -1.57 11(ns)
Self-Transcendence -.02 .04 -.04 -.50 .61(ns)
Conservation -.06 .02 -14 -2.01 <.05"
Self-Enhancement .08 .03 18 2.85 <.01"
Openness to Change .02 .04 .03 44 .66(ns)
Autonomous Self -.08 .04 -.09 -1.93 .054(ns)
Relational Self -.003 .04 -.003 -.06 .95(ns)
Autonomous-Related Self -.34 .04 -40 -8.83 <.001™

p<.05; "p<.01. *p<.001; ns: non-significant
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Table 5.

Hierarchic regression analysis results on predictors of reasonability of prosocial lies

Prosocial Lies AR? B SE B t p

1. Social Desirability .009 -.20 .08 -.09 -2.32 <.05°

2. Social Desirability .0 -.19 .08 -.09 -2.20 <.05°
Religiosity -.07 .16 -.01 -.44 .66(ns)

3. Social Desirability 017 -.19 .09 -.09 -2.04 <.05°
Religiosity -.06 .18 -.01 -.36 71(ns)
Self- Transcendence A1 .05 17 2.14 <.05
Conservation -.02 .03 -.05 -73 46(ns)
Self-Enhancement .06 .03 a1 1.60 11(ns)
Openness to Change -.06 .04 -11 -1.37 17(ns)

4. Social Desirability .01 -.16 .09 -.07 -1.70 .08(ns)
Religiosity -.09 18 -.02 -.51 .60(ns)
Self- Transcendence .10 .05 17 2.00 <.05"
Conservation -.04 .03 -.08 -1.11 .26(ns)
Self-Enhancement .05 .04 .09 1.28 .20(ns)
Openness to Change -.04 .05 -.06 -.82 41(ns)
Autonomous Self -.10 .05 -.09 -1.82 .07(ns)
Relational Self .02 .06 .02 44 .66(ns)
Autonomous-Related Self -.02 .05 -.02 -47 .63(ns)

"p<.05; ns: non-significant
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Table 6.

Hierarchic regression analysis results on predictors of reasonability of evasion lies

345

Evasion Lies AR? B SE B t p

1. Social Desirability .014~ -.18 .06 -11 -2.95 <01

2. Social Desirability .022 -14 .06 -.09 -2.30 <.05"
Religiosity -42 a1 -15 -3.68 <.001™

3. Social Desirability .018" -13 .06 -.08 -2.07 <.05°
Religiosity -.33 a2 -11 -2.57 <.05
Self- Transcendence .07 .03 .16 2.06 <.05
Conservation -.05 .02 -14 -1.87 .06(ns)
Self-Enhancement .00 .02 .02 .32 .74(ns)
Openness to Change .02 .03 .05 .61 .53(ns)

4. Social Desirability .01 -11 .06 -.07 -1.68 .09(ns)
Religiosity -.32 A2 -11 -2.50 <.05"
Self- Transcendence .05 .03 A1 1.39 .16(ns)
Conservation -.04 .02 -12 -1.54 12(ns)
Self-Enhancement .02 .02 .05 .79 43(ns)
Openness to Change .01 .03 .02 .34 .73(ns)
Autonomous Self -.01 .04 -.02 -48 .63(ns)
Relational Self -.04 .04 -.06 -1.10 .27(ns)
Autonomous-Related Self .09 .03 12 2.55 <.05"

p<.05; "p<.01. *p<.001; ns: non-significant
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Table 7.

Hierarchic regression analysis results on predictors of reasonability of necessity lies

Necessity Lies AR? B SE B t p

1. Social Desirability .028~ -.24 .05 -.16 -4.205 <.001”

2. Social Desirability .076" -17 .05 -12 -3.083 <01
Religiosity -.74 .10 -.28 -7.166 <.001™

3. Social Desirability .065" -.05 .05 -.03 -.968 .33(ns)
Religiosity -51 a1 -.19 -4.582 <.001"
Self-Transcendence .01 .03 .02 332 .74(ns)
Conservation -.08 .02 -.26 -3.753 <001
Self-Enhancement .09 .02 .25 3.906 <.001*
Openness to Change .02 .03 .05 .658 .51(ns)

4. Social Desirability .025" -10 .06 -.07 -1.71 .08(ns)
Religiosity -.50 A1 -.19 -4.54 <.001"
Self-Transcendence .04 .03 A1 1.47 14(ns)
Conservation -.10 .02 =31 -4.31 <.001"
Self-Enhancement .07 .02 .19 2.98 <.01"
Openness to Change .03 .03 .08 1.14 .25(ns)
Autonomous Self .00 .03 .01 12 .89(ns)
Relational Self .01 .03 .02 .52 .60(ns)
Autonomous-Related Self -13 .03 -.18 -4.03 <.001"

"p<.01. “p<.001; ns: non-significant
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Table 8.

Hierarchic regression analysis results on predictors of reasonability of instrumental lies

Instrumental Lies AR? B SE B t p

1. Social Desirability .022 -17 .04 -.14 -3.65 <.001™

2. Social Desirability .043™ -13 .04 -11 -2.77 <01
Religiosity -45 .08 -21 -5.27 <.001™

3. Social Desirability 079 -.02 .04 -.01 -.40 .68(ns)
Religiosity -.33 .09 -15 -3.63 <.001™
Self-Transcendence -.01 .02 -.04 -.56 .57(ns)
Conservation -.04 .02 -.16 -2.22 <.05"
Self-Enhancement 12 .02 40 6.13 <.001™
Openness to Change -.03 .02 -11 -1.53 .12(ns)

4. Social Desirability .05 -.06 .04 -.05 -1.29 .19(ns)
Religiosity -.33 .09 -15 -3.66 <.001™
Self-Transcendence .02 .02 .07 .96 .33(ns)
Conservation -.06 .01 -.23 -3.29 <.01"
Self-Enhancement .10 .02 31 4.82 <.001*
Openness to Change -.01 .02 -.04 -.56 .57(ns)
Autonomous Self -.03 .02 -.05 -1.12 .26(ns)
Relational Self .01 .03 .02 .53 .59(ns)
Autonomous-Related Self -14 .02 -.24 -5.45 <.001™

p<.05; "p<.01. *p<.001; ns: non-significant
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Table 9.

Hierarchic regression analysis results on predictors of total scores of reasonability of lies

Total Score of Lies AR? B SE B t p

1. Social Desirability .027 -1.39 .34 -.16 -4.07 <.001”

2. Social Desirability .044 -1.08 .33 -12 -3.19 <01
Religiosity -3.31 .62 -21 -5.33 <.001"

3. Social Desirability .052" -.49 .35 -.05 -1.39 .16(ns)
Religiosity -2.42 .67 -15 -3.58 <.001"
Self-Transcendence .16 .19 .06 .84 .39(ns)
Conservation -.37 14 -19 -2.64 <01
Self-Enhancement .65 .14 .30 4.52 <.001*
Openness to Change -15 .18 -.06 -.82 41(ns)

4. Social Desirability 019 -.65 .36 -.07 -1.80 .07(ns)
Religiosity -2.43 .67 -15 -3.59 <.001"
Self-Transcendence .32 .19 13 1.65 .09(ns)
Conservation -.46 14 -.24 -3.26 <01
Self-Enhancement .53 .14 24 3.64 <.001*
Openness to Change -.03 .18 -.01 -.16 .86(ns)
Autonomous Self -21 21 -.04 -.98 .32(ns)
Relational Self .08 22 .01 .36 71(ns)
Autonomous-Related Self -.62 19 -.14 -3.12 <.01"

p<.01; "p<.001; ns: non-significant
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