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The purpose of this study was to explore the effects of self-control and social status on
self-deception. The present study adopted a forward-looking paradigm to investigate
how self-control and social status influence self-deception. In Experiment 1, participants
were asked to complete 10 questions, after they predicted and completed 40 questions
(commonsense judgment materials) either with or without answer hints. The results
indicated that the participants had higher predicted scores under conditions with answer
hints compared with conditions without answer hints and that the predicted scores were
much higher than the actual scores under conditions with answer hints. In Experiment
2, individuals with different self-control traits were chosen to perform the operation and
induction of the perception of social status and then complete tests such as Experiment
1. The results showed that differences in the predicted scores between conditions with
answer hints and those without answer hints were observed to be greater in individuals
with low self-control traits than in individuals with higher self-control traits, however,
such differences between individuals with higher and low self-control traits were only
observed in conditions with low social status perception, not in the conditions with
high social status perception. The findings indicated that compared with individuals with
high self-control, low self-control individuals tended to produce more self-deception. In
addition, high social status in the individuals’ perception could restrain the influence of
low self-control on self-deception, while low social status in the individuals’ perception
could increase the self-control’s influence on self-deception.

Keywords: self-deception, forward-looking paradigm, self-control, social status, deception

INTRODUCTION

The human brain is incredibly powerful, and it can store, encode, and process massive amounts
of information, such as time, space, and even multidimensional concepts. However, a natural
flaw in the brain is that it sometimes produces a “short circuit” and can send a wrong sense to
individuals and cause wrong behavioral decisions. Individuals, however, still believe in the wrong
guidance provided by the brain, and this is what we often call “self-deception” (Davidson, 1985).
Mitchell (2000) proposed that self-deception refers to the fact that even though there are things
that people insist are contrary to the facts, they still adhere to a positive belief in these things.
The researchers summarized the previous studies on self-deception and found that self-deception
is related to an individual’s sense of happiness, self-esteem, self-confidence, emotional memory,
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self-service bias, social thinking and altruistic behavior (Erez
et al., 1995; Linton and Wiener, 2001; Mele, 2006; Lopez and
Fuxjager, 2012; Lynn et al., 2014). Therefore, if self-deception can
be properly used, it can have a positive impact on individuals
and society. In contrast, if self-deception is improperly used,
the harm is comprehensive at the same time. Evolutionary
scientists have speculated from the perspective of biological
evolution and suspected that self-deception is acquired to
better adapt to society and must be produced in special social
interactions and life situations (Pears and David, 1984; Mele,
1997; Bandura, 2011). Trivers (2011) began to study the concept
of self-deception in 1976, however, after more than 30 years
of exploration, he still posited that the study of self-deception
was immature. The empirical research of self-deception has
received extensive attention in the fields of social psychology
and economics. Such research provides many important clues
for the study of self-deception, making it possible to explore
self-deception (von Hippel and Trivers, 2011). In the field of
cognitive psychology, self-deception can often be explained by
the motivational theory of self-serving bias. Self-serving bias
means that individual who are actuated by some motivation often
direct their thoughts toward desirable events or outcomes and
away from unsatisfactory events or results (Mcallister et al., 2005).
When individuals cheat themselves, they can obtain immediate
benefits through two ways: self-promotion and self-expression. In
previous studies, the researchers arranged for some participants
to take tests and gave them the opportunity to cheat on in exams.
If the participants received good grades, they would overestimate
their scores on the next exams and believe that they would do
well even without answers, which was self-deception based on
the motivation of self-promotion (Chance et al., 2011). Therefore,
self-deception play a very important role in our lives. We wanted
to explore the following: What are the factors that affect self-
deception, and how do we better view self-deception?

The relationship between self-control and self-deception has
not been studied directly in previous studies. However, there
are many studies researching the influence of self-control on
deception. Self-control plays a great role in the possibility of
deception. When people’s self-control is in a lower state, the
probability of deception is greater; on the contrary, people
with high self-control can limit deception within themselves.
For example, Baumeister and Boden (1998) proposed a self-
depletion model, in which self-control was suggested to allow
individuals to abandon inappropriate responses and select more
appropriate responses. When the lack of self-control, individuals
are prone to inappropriate reactions, including lying. Kouchaki
and Smith (2014) reported that people were more likely to
lie and cheat in the afternoon, after they had used a certain
amount of self-control for studying and working in the morning.
Fan et al. (2016) showed that compared with individuals with
high self-control ability, individuals with low self-control traits
exhibited more deception and a greater deception tendency; the
individuals who had abundant self-control resources were more
likely to withstand the temptation of deception. The current
study only discusses the relationship between self-control and
deception. Although we cannot determine the direct relationship
between self-control and self-deception, we would like indirectly

to obtain research on the relationship between self-control
and self-deception through the relationship between self-control
and deception and the relationship between self-deception and
deception. These findings provide the basis for our exploration of
the relationship between self-deception and self-control.

According to the Social Dominance Theory, there is a certain
connection between self-deception and social status. People with
high social status are more likely to become targets of deception,
so we assumed that self-deception was more likely to occur when
lying to people with higher social status compared with people of
equal social status (Cummins, 1999). Lu and Chang (2014) also
found that participants showed a weaker recognition ability when
the teacher worked as an assistant in the tests than when a student
worked as an assistant. In other words, when individuals are in a
low social status, the probability of self-deception may be higher.
When individuals perceive a different social status, the possibility
of self-deception may become different.

Previous studies also explored the bi-relationship between
social status and self-control. Ferrer and Krantz (1987) found that
there is a significant positive correlation between children’s self-
control and status awareness. Hassin et al. (2010) proposed that
an unrealistic social status would weaken the self-control of the
individual. There are also studies showing that compared with
individuals with low self-control ability, individuals with higher
self-control ability are more willing to obey rules and commands
from a person of high social status. Therefore, individuals with
higher self-control ability more easily to achieve career success
as well as gain higher social status (Tangney et al., 2004). Studies
have found that successful celebrities have a higher social status
and self-discipline than the public. People with a lower social
status and weak self-control are more likely to ignore or violate
rules (Cummins, 1999). Therefore, individuals have different self-
control abilities that are based on their different social statuses.
Such research results tell us that high self-controllers have a
higher social status, but these studies have not directly told us
what role self-deception has in the relationship between self-
control and social status.

In conclusion, self-control can affect deception, showing
that individuals with high self-control exhibit fewer deceptive
behaviors compared to individuals with low self-control levels.
Self-deception is also associated with deception, and the purpose
of self-deception is to better deceive others in society. In this
case, can the level of an individual’s self-control affect the
individual’s self-deception behavior? Previous studies have found
that individuals are more likely to exhibit self-deception when
they are deceiving people of a higher social status rather than
deceiving people of the same social status. Other studies have
shown that individuals have greater self-deception when in a
low social status. In this case, can social status regulate the
self-deception of individuals with different self-control abilities?

EXPERIMENT 1

Purpose and Hypothesis
Experiment 1 aimed to research how self-deception of individuals
come into being in the forward-looking paradigm. This study
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hypothesized that compared to the control group (without
answer hints), the answer group (with answer hints) would
be affected by the answer to show self-deception, in which
participants would predict themselves to have a higher score in
the second set of tests.

Materials and Methods
Participants
The experimental procedure was granted ethical approval by the
ethics committee of the Institute of Psychology, Hunan Normal
University. Sixty nonpsychology-major participants (35 males,
25 females, age 18.85 ± 0.67 years) who came to participate
in our experiments were college students in our school. All the
participants had no mental deficiencies or color blindness. In
addition, they were all right handed without serious physical and
mental defects. Prior to this, they have not participated in the
Chinese national civil service examinations that were related to
the administrative professional ability tests and similar tests. They
signed their informed consent to the experiment and were given
obtained appropriate remunerations after the experiment. The
experiment was divided into two stages of tests: the first stage was
the control group (17 males, 13 females), and the second stage
was the answer group (18 males, 13 females).

Commonsense Judgment Material
Commonsense judgment material that mainly measured the
basic social knowledge of participants and the basic ability to
use these knowledges of analysis and judgment was selected
from the Chinese national civil service examination of the
administrative professional ability test system. We selected
the middle difficulty of the 50 questions and divided them
into two sets of tests: the first test included 10 questions,
and the second test included 40 questions (40 questions
divided into two parts for experiment 2). After selecting 100
ordinary college students to complete two sets of questions,
the scores were analyzed in terms of difficulty and division.
The statistical results showed that the average difficulty
coefficient of the first set of tests was 0.51, while the average
difficulty coefficient of the second set of tests was 0.49. The
difference in average difficulty of the two sets of tests was
not significant, and the difficulty of the topic was moderate;
consequently, it was suitable for college students to complete (see
Appendix).

Procedure
Experiment 1 used a single factor design. Answer hints was
the independent variable for the experiment, and the dependent
variable was the predicted score. At the beginning of the
experiment, the control group was asked to complete the first
set of tests comprising approximately 10 questions in 3 min
(without answer hints) and were told that “the score of the
tests can reflect your commonsense judgment ability.” After
the first set of tests was completed, the total scores that were
calculated by the experimenter were told to the participants.
Then, the participants were asked to predict the score obtain
though completing the second set of tests (which included 40
questions) in 12 min and to write the predicted score behind the

answer sheet. After this, they needed to complete the second set
of tests on paper, without any answer hints. The answer group
was asked to complete the first set of the same 10 questions in
3 min, while the reference answer could be seen in the bottom
right of the paper (with answer hints). Then, the participants were
asked to predict the score on the second set of tests and to write
it down on the back page of answer sheet. Finally, they were also
asked to complete the second set of tests without answer hints
(see Figure 1).

Data Statistics and Analysis
In Experiment 1, we described the score on the first set of tests,
the predicted score and the actual score of the second set on tests
and the difference between the predicted score and the actual
score, from the answer group and the control group. Independent
sample t-test analysis was used to test the score on the first test,
the difference of the predicted score in the two groups, and the
difference between the predicted score and the actual score in the
two groups.

Results
Statistical Results
The descriptive statistics of the first set of test scores, the
second set of test scores, the predicted scores on the second
set of tests, and the difference between the predicted score
and the actual score on the second set of tests are shown in
Table 1.The scores in the two groups of the first set of tests
were analyzed with an independent sample t-test, and the answer
showed that the answer group scores were significantly higher
than those of the control group t(29) = 7.88, p < 0.001];
the predicted scores of the second set of tests in the groups
were analyzed with an independent sample t-test, and the
experiment showed that the answer group’s predicted score was
significantly higher than that of the control group [t(29) = 6.06,
p < 0.001], and the actual score on the second set of tests
in the answer group was significantly higher than that in
the control group [t(29) = 4.35, p > 0.05]. To further verify

FIGURE 1 | Schematic representation of the forward-looking paradigm in
Experiment 1.

TABLE 1 | The difference between predicted and actual scores (M ± SD).

Answer hints Answer group Control group

(N = 30) (N = 30)

First set of test scores 71.33 ± 10.42 56.33 ± 8.90

Second set of test scores 61.66 ± 5.45 61.40 ± 4.5

Second set of predicted scores 72.83 ± 8.17 60.83 ± 5.85

Difference between the predicted
score and the actual score

11.17 ± 1.39 −0.67 ± 0.45
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FIGURE 2 | Statistical data of tests scores in Experiment 1. Error bars represent the standard error of the mean. ∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01, and ∗∗∗p < 0.001.

whether the answer hints could cause self-deception, we used
the independent t-test to compute the difference between the
two group’s predicted scores subtracted from the actual scores,
the experiment showed that the answer group’s predicted scores
subtracted from their actual scores were significantly higher
than those in the control group [t(29) = 5.79, p < 0.001] (see
Figure 2).

Discussion
Experiment 1 showed that participants under conditions with
answer hints predicted themselves have higher scores on the
second set of tests compared to participants under conditions
without answer hints and that the predicted scores were
significantly higher than the actual scores. These results were
consistent with the previous results. Taylor and Lobel (1989)
found that victims of a disaster tend to be unrealistic about
themselves, the world or a future fantasy, which creates positive
fantasies that can help them cope with threats. Chance et al.
(2011) her have found it in their studies that answers have
a significant impact on test scores and prompt subjects into
self-deception. Their studies indicated that predicted scores
of subjects may be influenced by the answers, which makes
participants have a higher expected value. Individuals who obtain
good scores in conditions with answer hints suggest that the
good results reflect their true level. This may be the result of the
answer hints. Therefore, these individuals tend to overestimate
their ability and underestimate the role of the answer hints, which
maybe lead to self-deception.

More importantly, the conclusion of Experiment 1 showed
that under conditions with answer hints, the predicted scores
of the participants could explain the tendency of self-deception.
The difference between the predicted scores and the actual scores
could explain the degree of self-deception, and the answer hints

can induce self-deception. Therefore, the next experiment used
the difference between the predicted score and the actual score as
well as the predicted score as the dependent variable to examine
the influence of individual factors and social factors on the
self-deception behavior.

EXPERIMENT 2

Purpose and Hypothesis
The purpose of Experiment 2 was to examine the effect of
social status on the self-deception of individuals with high and
low self-control ability. Compared with an individual’s low self-
control ability, an individual’s high self-control ability would
yield fewer self-deception behaviors; the low social status of
individuals would promote self-deception in individuals who
had low self-control, and the high social status of individuals
would weaken self-deception in individuals who had low self-
control.

Materials and Methods
Participants
The experimental procedure was granted ethical approval by
the ethics committee of the Institute of Psychology, Hunan
Normal University. In Experiment 2, we distributed self-control
scales to 146 college students who were college students
in our school to measure their self-control ability. Finally,
we successfully recovered 134 copies. The recovery rate was
91.8%. In this measurement, we selected the top 27% of the
students as exhibiting high self-control, and then selected the
latter 27% of the students as exhibiting low self-control, and
each group included 36 participants (43 males, 29 females,
Mage = 18.8 ± 0.75 years). We removed eight participants

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 4 September 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 1256

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-09-01256 September 4, 2018 Time: 19:4 # 5

Ren et al. The Influence of Social Status and Self-Control on Self-Deception

because they did not describe what they once experienced
as “a sense of social status.” Among them, we excluded 4
participants in each of the high and low self-control groups.
Finally, in our experiment, there were total 64 participants,
which from the high self-control group (20 males, 12 females)
and the low self-control group (19 males, 13 females). All
participants had no history of mental deficiency or color
blindness and were all right handed without serious physical
and mental defects. They signed their informed consent to the
experiment and were given appropriate remunerations after the
experiment.

Experimental Material
Tan and Guo (2008) revised the self-control scale for college
students with 19 questions in five dimensions. The internal
consistency coefficient α coefficient was 0.862, which showed
good reliability and validity. The first set of tests was the same
as Experiment 1, and another set of tests consisted of two parts;
each part included 20 questions for measurement, which was the
same as for Experiment 1.

The Commonsense Judgment materials of Experiment 2 were
the same as those of Experiment 1.

The social status-inducing materials were as follows: Take
Wang et al. (2013) “recall task” methods to induce individuals’
high and low social status. “Recall task” was the method that
measured the social status of the participants. The specific
operation of this method can be seen in the following content:

High social status: The participants who were assigned to
the high social status group were asked, “Please recall your
experience. In this experience, you had a higher social status than
someone, that is, you could control someone and could control
what other people wanted to get. Describe some experiences
when you had a high social status, what happened in this matter,
how you felt at that time, etc. You will have 4 min to describe–the
more detailed, the better.”

“How did you rank your social status in the scenario you
describe?” “1” meant “none at all,” and “7” meant “having a very
high social status.”

Low social status: The participants who were assigned to the
low social status group were asked: “In daily life, there are often
experiences that make you feel that you have no social status.
For example, applicants meeting with an examiner, students
participating in the thesis defense, leaders who are accused,
and so on. Please recall your experiences in which you had a
lower social status than someone, that is, someone who had
the ability to control you or could control what you wanted to
get. Please describe what you experienced without any social
status, what happened in this matter, how you felt at that
time. You will have 4 min to describe–the more detailed, the
better.”

“How did you rank your social status in the scenario you
describe?” “1” meant “none at all,” and “7” meant “having a very
high social status.”

Procedure
In Experiment 1, we found that there was a phenomenon of
self-deception under the answer hints condition, so we used

this conclusion directly in Experiment 2 to let participants
experiment under conditions with answer hints. This Experiment
2 had a two-factor mixed experimental design for the
participants. In Experiment 2, the participants who had either
high or low self-control were induced into different social
statuses (high and low). Participants who were successfully
induced performed the forward-looking paradigms. We divided
Experiment 2 in two parts, and before and after each part
of the experiment, we had to induce the social status of the
participants. In the first part of the test in Experiment 2, we
induced a high social status in the high and low self-control
groups, and then we tested the participants’ social status. They
were asked, “How did you rank your social status in the
scenario you described?” “1” meant “none at all,” “7” meant
“having a very high social status.” Next, the participants were
asked to complete the tests of self-deception, which were the
same as those in Experiment 1, and we needed to test the
social status of the participants before the tests and after the
tests. This protocol was what we call the pretest and the post-
test. The second set of tests’ actual score did not inform the
participants.

After 1 h of rest, we induced a low social status of the
participants in the high and low self-control groups to complete
the second part of Experiment 2. We pretested the low social
status of the participants. Then, all participants were asked to
complete the tests of self-deception, which were the same as those
in Experiment 1. Then, the experimenters let all participants
predict and complete the tests of self-deception, which were the
same as those in Experiment 1. Finally, we also post tested the
social status of all participants (see Figure 3).

Results
Operation Test Check
We analyzed the results of relevant sample t-tests from
participants who had an induced high or low social status.
We found that the differences in the pretest were extremely
significant [t(63) = 31.40, p < 0.001] with respect to the social
status. We also found that compared with the high social status
of participants (M = 6.02, SD = 0.77), the induced scores
(M = 2.03, SD = 0.64) were significantly lower than those
in participants with a low social status. The social status was
significantly different in post-tests [t(63) = 31.84, p < 0.001].
Participants with a low social status (M = 1.97, SD = 0.64) scored
significantly lower than those with a high social status (M = 6.03,
SD = 0.76).

Predicted Score of the Second Part of Experiment 2
Descriptive results
The predicted scores of the first part of the tests that were
described by statistical data are shown in Table 2.

Results of the variance analysis
The two-factor repeated-measures analyses of variance were
performed on the predicted score of the second part of the tests
in the answer group. The results showed a significant main effect
of social status, and low social status induced higher predicted
scores than did high social status [F(1,62) = 8.24, p < 0.01,
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FIGURE 3 | Schematic representation of the forward-looking paradigm under high (up) and low (down) social status in Experiment 2.

TABLE 2 | Predicted scores of the first part of the tests (M ± SD).

Social status Self-control ability Predicted scores

High High 62.19 ± 5.67

Low 63.13 ± 7.04

Low High 62.97 ± 8.69

Low 70.63 ± 7.80

TABLE 3 | Variance analysis table for the predicted score of the second set tests.

F P η2
p

Self-control ability 8.24∗∗ 0.006 0.02

Social status 13.89∗∗∗ 0.000 0.18

Self-control ability ∗Social status 5.42∗∗ 0.023 0.08

∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗∗p < 0.001.

η2
p = 0.02]. There was a significant main effect of self-control

ability [F(1,62) = 13.89, p < 0.001, η2
p = 0.18], and low self-

control subjects predicted higher predicted scores than high
self-control participants. There was a significant interaction effect
between social status and self-control ability [F(1, 62) = 5.42,
p < 0.05, η2

p = 0.08]. The simple effect analysis found that
for low social status, low self-control participants predicted
higher predicted scores than high self-control participants
[F(1,31) = 13.75, p < 0.001]; at the low level of self-control,
low social status induced higher predicted scores than high
social status [F(1,31) = 13.29, p < 0.01] (see Table 3 and
Figure 4).

Difference Between the Predicted Score and the
Actual Score
Table 4 shows the difference between the actual score
and the predicted score in the second part of the
tests in Experiment 2 that were described by statistical
data.

Results
The difference between the predicted score and the actual
score in the second part of Experiment 2 was analyzed by

FIGURE 4 | Predicted score on second part of tests in Experiment 2. Error
bars represent the standard error of the mean. ∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01,
∗∗∗p < 0.001.

two-way repeated measures analysis of variance. The results
showed that there was a significant main effect of social status
[F(1,62) = 22.14, p < 0.001, η2

p = 0.26] and that low social
status induced higher scores than high social status. There was
a significant main effect of self-control ability [F(1,62) = 10.85,
p < 0.01, η2

p = 0.15], and low self-control participants predicted
higher scores than high self-control participants. There was
a significant interaction effect between social status and self-
control ability [F(1,62) = 7.82, p < 0.01, η2

p = 0.11]. We
conducted a simple effect analysis under low social status
conditions and found that the difference between the predicted
score and the actual score of the low self-control participants
was significantly higher than that of the high self-control
participants [F(1, 31) = 16.66, p < 0.001]. We conducted
a simple effect analysis under the low self-control ability
and found that the difference between the predicted score
and the actual score of the low social status participants
was significantly higher than that of the high social status
participants [F(1,31) = 29.17, p < 0.001] (see Table 5 and
Figure 5).

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 6 September 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 1256

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-09-01256 September 4, 2018 Time: 19:4 # 7

Ren et al. The Influence of Social Status and Self-Control on Self-Deception

TABLE 4 | Difference between the actual score and the predicted score (M ± SD).

Social status Self-control ability Difference between the actual
score and the predicted score

High High 0.63 ± 0.49

Low 2.50 ± 1.96

Low High 2.81 ± 1.61

Low 10.47 ± 3.36

TABLE 5 | Variance analysis table for the difference between the second predicted
score and the actual score.

F P η2
p

Self-control ability 22.14∗∗∗ 0.000 0.26

Social status 10.85∗∗ 0.002 0.15

Self-control ability ∗Social status 7.82∗∗ 0.007 0.11

∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗∗p < 0.001.

Discussion
The results of the operation pretest and post-test of social
status showed that the scores for the social status perception of
participants were significantly higher under the high social status
than the low social status. This finding was consistent with the
results of previous studies. Previous experimental results have
shown a significant difference in the social status perception
of participants under a high and low social status (Lammers
et al., 2008; Acikalin et al., 2009). The results showed that the
manipulation of an individual social status could induce high and
low social status effectively.

The study found that compared with individuals with high
self-control, the score for the second set of tests of individuals
with low self-control were significantly higher, and the difference
between the predicted score and the actual score was also
significantly higher. This finding was consistent with the results

of Experiment 1and showed that compared with participants with
a high self-control ability, the participants with a low self-control
ability exhibited more self-deception. The results also showed
that compared with high social status individuals, low social
status individuals had a significantly higher score in predicting
the second set of tests, and the difference between the predicted
score and the actual score was significantly higher. Previous
studies have found that if individuals are confronted with persons
who have a higher social status than their social status, it is
easier to evade the punishment of the high status by using
self-deception, which means that individuals are prone to more
self-deception in a low social status (Cummins, 1999). Lu and
Chang (2014) found that participants in a task of vocabulary
recognition showed a weaker recognition ability when teachers
were assistants compared to when students were assistants. These
findings suggested that people with a low social status were more
likely to cheat themselves. Lopez and Fuxjager (2012) also found
that people often used self-deception to improve their social
image and status.

As it turns out, under conditions with answer hints, when
individuals not only were in a low social status but also had in a
low level of self-control ability, their predicted scores were higher
than the actual scores. This finding indicated that individuals
who were induced into low self-control by the low social status
exhibited more blindness and predicted higher scores, ultimately
showing had more self-deception behaviors. When people were
in a high social status, less self-deception occurred regardless of
whether the individual had high self-control or low self-control,
which showed that a high social status of individuals promoted
the influence of self-control on self-deception. Previous research
found not only that individuals with different social statuses differ
in their self-control ability but also that such status affects other
behaviors of the individuals by directly influencing self-control
(Baron, 2003; Gottfredson, 2006). These results suggest that

FIGURE 5 | The statistical data of the difference between actual score and predicted score on second part of tests in Experiment 2. Error bars represent the
standard error of the mean. ∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗∗p < 0.001.
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social status might regulate the self-deception of individuals with
different self-control abilities.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Self-Deception in the Forward-Looking
Paradigm
Most previous studies of self-deception used the retrospective
paradigm to verify the generation of self-deception through
the inconsistencies between the behavioral responses and the
subjective reporting (Gur and Sackeim, 1979; Quattrone and
Tversky, 1984; Sloman et al., 2010; Pinker, 2011). However,
this method cannot always solve the problem of measuring
unconsciousness in self-deception. Therefore, there were great
disadvantages in the exploration of the production and
influencing mechanisms of self-deception. Chance et al. (2011)
used the forward-looking paradigm to investigate self-deception
and avoid measuring unconscious steps.

Specifically, the present study used the forward-looking
paradigm to induce self-deception by adopting Chinese
standardized tests, which investigate the rationality and
applicability of the model under the influence of oriental culture.
The results not only showed that we examined the degree
of self-deception of different individuals but also confirmed
that when a reliable condition is provided for individuals to
deceive themselves, the degree of the individuals’ self-deception
will deepen accordingly. Trivers (2000) believed that the
individuals in this process exerted self-control and gradually
turned conscious information into unconscious information,
which meant that self-deception can be regulated. The forward-
looking paradigm can ignore the effects of this unconscious
information and provide an experimental basis for further
research and interpretation of the emergence and development
of self-deception.

Individuals With High Self-Control Know
How to Draw on the Advantages and
Avoid the Disadvantages of
Self-Deception
Self-control is one of the most powerful capabilities of the human
mind and benefits the individual. It is the process by which an
individual overcomes his own desires and needs to change his or
her own behavior and thinking (Tan and Guo, 2008). Experiment
2 showed that under the condition with answer hints, under
certain conditions of time and motivation, the degree of self-
deception was significantly different both for individuals with
high self-control and for individuals with low self-control, which
indicated that individuals with low self-control and individuals
with high self-control both show a trend toward self-deception.
However, compared with the low self-control individuals, high
self-control individuals exhibited lower self-deception, which
showed that high self-control individuals better knew how to
avoid the negative effects of self-deception.

The study of Chance et al. (2015) showed that self-deception
produced by individuals in a test may be hidden in the

individual’s unconsciousness when self-deception predicted good
results. When self-deception produces erroneous results and
when wrong results continue to appear, this process may turn
into consciousness. Norton et al. (2004) found that individuals
with different traits might be consciously deceiving themselves
for certain reasons, which suited the self-serving bias theory.
Taylor and Lobel (1989) found that the human brain not only
can block negative information but also can create positive
illusions to help individuals cope with threats, which shows
that self-deception is especially suited to a person who is
frustrated. In daily life, we occasionally see patients with
advanced cancer who exhibit strong self-control to actively
believe that their condition is not so serious. Taylor have
demonstrated the use of self-deception and self-control to
guide and treat patients with depression and mental illness.
These studies show that high self-control individuals seem to
better understand how to use self-deception to guide behavior
profitably.

High Social Status Can Inhibit the
Self-Deception of Individuals With Low
Self-control
Experiment 2 showed that under the condition with answer
hints, when individuals were in a low social status, self-deception
tendencies and self-deception were higher in low self-control
individuals than in individuals with high self-control. This
finding was basically consistent with those of previous studies,
and previous research findings showed that individuals under
different social status conditions differ not only in their self-
control ability but also in other behaviors by directly influencing
self-control (Baron, 2003; Gottfredson, 2006). These results
suggest that social status might be able to regulate the self-
deception of individuals with different self-control abilities.

Dufner et al. (2013) reported that the use of self-deception
to obtain social benefits is often not guaranteed, but also
requires certain self-conditions and social conditions. In daily
life, high self-control individuals tend to improve their skills and
comprehensive qualities by means of hard study to obtain higher
social status and social resources. Schmeichel and Vohs (2009)
believed that a low self-controller will use self-improvement
methods to hide their flaws and improve their positional
awareness rather than to gain more practical social resources
through actions. In fact, this social status perception is an
overhead self-awareness and is also a form of self-deception.
Ein-Dor and Perry (2014) believed that this means of obtaining
social benefits and high social status through self-deception often
drives individual desires and achievements. This process, on the
surface, give rise to the purpose of the individual pursuit of
social interests–in fact, self-performance and self-improvement
to the purpose of self-service. Therefore, the influence of self-
control and social status on self-deception was also applied to the
motivational theory of self-serving bias.

In sum, individuals with high self-control traits know how
to use self-deception to guide behavior profitably, however,
individuals with low self-control traits can restrain self-deception
behavior at a high social status. In daily life, we might be able
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not only to use training or punishment to improve self-control
among ordinary people but also to promote the social status of
others by giving more praise or elevation. We should take the
essence and reject the dross so that the value of the self-deception
proposition will be further promoted and developed in human
society.
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APPENDIX

Commonsense Judgment Material
Dear classmates,

The following is a test that can reflect our ability to judge commonsense judgment. Please answer carefully. After the first tests are
completed, you will be asked to predict the score obtain through completing the second set of tests (which includes 40 questions) in
12 min and to write the predict score behind the answer sheet.

The First Set of Tests (10 Questions)
1. Which area is rich in geothermal resources, solar energy and hydropower resources? ()
A. Qinghai-Tibet Plateau B. Hainan Island C. Tarim Basin D. Sichuan Basin

2. What kind of genre is adopted in the book “Zi Zhi Tong Jian”? ( )
A. Biography B. Separate accounts of important events C. Annalistic style (in in historiography) D. Chronicle

3. What kind of signal color is it when launching signal flare in the daytime? ( )
A. Yellow B. White C. Green D. Red

4. Which port in the world has the largest volume of transportation? ( )
A. New York Port B. Port of Kobe C. Port of Rotterdam D. Shanghai Port

5. In which year did the U.S. spacecraft successfully land on the moon? ( )
A.1964 B.1965 C.1966 D.1967

6. Which of the following medals was awarded to meritorious persons during the War of Resistance against Japan? ( )
A. Liberation Medal B. Independent Freedom Medal C. August Medal D. Independent Merit Medal

7. Which of the following famous teas in China is produced in Anxi, Fujian? ( )
A. Longjing tea B. Bi Luo Chun tea C. Wu Yi Yan tea D. Tie Guanyin tea

8. Which of the following countries is called the “Kangaroo Country”? ( )
A. Somalia B. New Zealand C. Australia D. Kenya

9. Which of the following cities in China is called the “Stone City”? ( )
A. Nanchang B. Nanjing C. Lhasa D. Xi’an

10. The train makes two long beeps in a row, which means? ( )
A. Forward B. Stop C. Reverse D. Failure

Reference Answer: ACDCC BDCBC
You are asked to predict the score obtain though completing the second set of tests (which includes 40 questions) in 12 min and to
write the predicted score behind the answer sheet: ________.

The First Part of the Second Set of Tests
1. Which of the following famous fountains is located in Hangzhou, China ( )
A. Guanyin Spring B. Hupao Spring C. Baotu Spring D. Zhaoyin Spring

2. There are about 3-4 platoons in a Chinese army. How many people are there? ( )
A. 50-100 B. 100-120 C. 120-150 D. 150-200

3. Who invented the brush in the “wenfangsibao?” ( )
A. Yi Le B. Zhong Wen C. Yi Meng D. Bo Liu

4. Which of the following world capitals weren’t named by personal names? ( )
A. Washington B. Moscow C. Paris D. Colombo

5. What is the standard for the current era (divisions before and after the AD)? ( )
A. Islam B. Buddhism C. Judaism D. Jesus Christianity
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6. How many tonnage of aircraft carrier can be regarded as a large aircraft carrier? ( )
A. Four tonnage B. Six tonnage C. Eight tonnage D. ten tonnage

7. Which is not a European country? ( )
A. Ireland B. Maldives C. Malta D. Iceland

8. Among the following four famous codes, which is the code for the Attack on Pearl Harbor by Japan in World War II? ( )
A. Tora B. Barbarossa C. Overlord D. Gems

9. What material is the body armor made from? ( )
A. Soft not steel B. Tungsten alloy steel C. Nickel alloy steel D. Ceramic glass steel

10. Which country has the world’s largest oil reserve? ( )
A. Iraq B. Iran C. Kuwait D. Saudi Arabia

11. Which of the following cities isn‘t one of China’s “three furnaces” (high temperature)? ( )
A. Chongqing B. Chengdu C. Wuhan D. Nanjing

12. How many bullets can be held by common revolvers in general? ( )
A. Five B. Six C. Seven D. Eight

13. The ship made six piccolos. What does this mean? ( )
A. Backward B. Avoidance C. Turn D. Distress

14. Which of the following famous palaces is located in England? ( )
A. Forbidden City B. Versailles Palace C. Buckingham Palace D. Kremlin

15. Which military organization of China is responsible for Beijing’s security and garrison? ( )
A. Guard area B. Fort area C. Defending area D. Alert area

16. Which is called “Zhongyue” in Five Sacred Mountains ( )
A. Mount Tai B. Mount Lushan C. Mount Huashan D. Mount Songshan

17. Which of the following mountains doesn’t belong to one of China’s Four Buddha Mountains? ( )
A. Yandang Mountain B. Wutai Mountain C. Jiuhua Mountain D. Emei Mountain

18. Amid overseas Yanhuang descendants, who is known as “world ship kings” ( )
A. An Wang B. Zhengzhi Wang C. Xiaoyan Yang D. Yugang Bao

19. There are four ancient bridges in China. Which one is located in Chaozhou, Guangdong? ( )
A. Zhaozhou Bridge B. Xiangzi Bridge C. Lugou Bridge D. Luoyang Bridge

20. Which is the largest existing Buddhist art treasure house in the world ( )
A. Dunhuang Grottoes B. Yungang Grottoes C. Longmen Grottoes D. Dazu Grottoes

The Second Part of the Second Set of Tests
21. Which of the following temples is located in Nanjing ( )
A. Longyan Temple B. Guoqing Temple C. Yuquan Temple D. Qixia Temple

22. Which of the following monuments in our country is honored as “The Eight Wonders of the World? ( )
A. Great Wall B. Leshan Buddha C. Qin Shi Huang Terracotta Warriors D. Dunhuang Mogao Grottoes

23. In China’s four famous pavilions, which is mentioned in Mao Zedong’s write ( )
A. Love Night Pavilion B. ZuiWeng Pavilion C. Tao Ran Pavilion D. Hu Xin Pavilion

24. Which ancient general’s story did the idiom “wenjiqiwu” come from? ( )
A. Fei Yue B. Jiguang Qi C. Di Zu D. Chenggong Zheng

25. The first national forest park in China is ( )
A. Wuyi Mountain B. Changbai Mountain C. Zhangjiajie D. Jiuzhaigou

26. Which is called the “First Pass of the World?” ( )
A. Juyongguan B. Niangziguan C. Qimenguan D. Shanhaiguan
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27. Which kind of medicinal materials in Fusong County, Jilin Province is known as the medicinal material township? ( )
A. Angelica B. Gouqi C. Ginseng D. Tianqi

28. When did the World War I begin ( )
A. 1910 B. 1914 C. 1939 D. 1940

29. Who is the founder of the wine industry? ( )
A. Confucius B. Luban C. Liu Yong D. Dukang

30. Which is the highest tower in the world? ( )
A. Eiffel Tower B. Burj Khalifa C. East Berlin Tower D. Toronto Tower

31. Which battle is the origin of “pofuchenzhou” (Xiang Yu defeat the Qin army)? ( )
A. Battle of Makino B. Battle of Julu C. Battle of Guandu D. Battle of Kunyang

32. Which of the following battleships is the most widely used? ( )
A. Destroyer B. Frigate C. Cruiser D. Battleship

33. Which campaign achieved the peaceful liberation of Peiping in the Third Battle of the Liberation War? ( )
A. Liaoshen Campaign B. Huaihai Campaign C. Pingjin Campaign D. Korean Campaign

34. When was the War to Resist US aggression and Aid Korea? ( )
A. 1949.10 B. 1950.10 C. 1951.10 D. 1952.10

35. Which country had the highest death toll in the Second World War ( )
A. Former Soviet Union B. China C. Japan D. Germany

36. Whose motto is “ Man cannot have haughtiness, but must have lofty character (renbukeyouaoqi, danbukewuaogu)”? ( )
A. Yat-sen Sun B. Dazhao Li C. Beihong Xu D. Enlai Zhou

37. Of the following Chinese generals, who is not one of the “10 generals”? ( )
A. Jianying Ye B. Yi Lin C. Rongzhen Luo D. Zedong Mao

38. The first female general of the People’s Liberation Army of China is ( )
A. Zhen Li B. Zizhen He C. Yingchao Deng D. Chang Cai

39. Which of the following cities in China is called “Shancheng”? ( )
A. Luoyang B. Xi’an C. Chongqing D. Lhasa

40. Which of the following Miracles is located in Iraq? ( )
A. Pyramid B. Sky Garden C. Zeus Idol D. Sun Idol
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