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Abstract 

The study endeavors Urdu translation and validation of Deception as a Conflict Management 
Technique Scale (DCMTS). A total of 545 respondents were engaged for the two phased study through 
convenience sampling. Phase 1 involved forward and backward translation of DCMTS, Phase 2 
established its psychometric properties. The reliability & validity of the scale was established using 
test-retest method & between language validity (English and Urdu versions) of DCMTS, in addition to 
convergent & discriminant validity with selected sub-scales of Personality Assessment Questionnaire 
(Urdu adult version).  EFA shown factor structure with five principal dimensions; besides confirmatory 
factor analysis, GFI confirmed good fit of model to data with good values appearing for internal 
consistency. The findings authenticate that DCMTS is an easy-to-use tool & can be used by counselors 
and HR professionals to determine the possibility of use of deception. The DCMTS Urdu version will 
be helpful in clear understanding of the construct regarding the items for Urdu populaces. 
Keywords: Deception, Urdu translation, reliability and validity, factor analysis 

 
‘The most common and known reason for the lie is the desire to deceive yourself.’ Leo Tolstoy 

The virtues of deceiving, lying, dishonesty and mendaciousness has always been a matter 
of interest to behavioral scientists. Humans merit using these in their daily life in order to navigate 
through their personal & career goals. Though deception is contemplated as an antisocial act, it can 
be reflected as a skilled behavior which significantly establish autonomy in adolescents specially 
(Taylor & Gozna, 2011).   

Cambridge dictionary illuminates deception as - “a statement or action that hides the 
truth, or the act of hiding the truth”. It can be an intentional act of withholding or hiding some 
information or truth with the purpose of gaining some benefit out of the situation or interaction. 
Deception is when people act in some illegal manner to attain some goals or to make people believe 
of something which is not true (Lee, Chung & Welker, 2018; Pettit, 2013). It could be making up some 
biased or false information (Triver, 2011); secreting or concealing some information (Mele, 1997); it 
could happen when there are conflicting beliefs between individuals (Conley, 1988); unconsciously 
seeing things in an optimistic light (Kurban & Aktipis, 2007); manipulating information for changing 
other’s beliefs (Masip, Garrido & Herrero, 2004).  

Deception is a universal phenomenon: people lie/deceive in almost all social settings 
(Ekman, 2009). People tend to lie more when they believe that their coworkers are lying also (Chang, 
Max & Celse, 2021). On an average an American adult tells 6.5 lies in 24 hours (Serota, Levine & 
Boster, 2010; Chamorro-Premuzic, 2016). Feldman et al (2002) found that in a span of ten-minute 
people may tell two lies. Deception can be called scams, frauds and trickeries, individuals practice to 
achieve their goals (personal & social); the manipulation they do, the exaggerated claims they make, 
fraudulent techniques they use at work place as well as in their personal lives (Liong, 2015; Arafat, 
Rehman & Aslam, 2018). Deceivers and liars experience cognitive load which leads to higher level of 
anxiety, stress and negative thoughts (Carrión, Keenan, Sebanz, 2010; DePaulo, et al., 2003; Sporer 
& Schwandt, 2007; Vrij, Akehurst & Knight, 2006; Vrij, 2000).  

 
Theoretical background 

Freud Defense Mechanisms as deceptive acts 
The domains of social and cognitive psychology substantiate use of deceptive acts. 

Starting with Freudian concept of ‘defense mechanisms’ and its usage as deceptive tactics or 
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psychological strategies people employ for their mental wellbeing by distancing themselves from 
guilt or shame arising out of unwanted feelings or situations  (Freud, 1894; as cited in Cramer, 2000; 
Cramer 2012). Horney (2013) had classified three broad categories of defense mechanisms: moving 
toward, moving against and moving away from people with deception being an underlying motive 
causing emotional anxieties (Heckel, 1955; Holland, 2019; Zhang, & Guo, 2017).  
Roger’s Personality Theory and Deception 

Carl Rogers’ real and ideal self-approach to personality outlines that an individual tends 
to deceive by portraying either a distorted self-image or an exaggerated one in order to strike balance 
(Barrios et al., 2008; Cramer, 1998; İsmail, Nik & Tekke, Mustafa, 2015; Lynch & Sheldon, 2020; 
Rogers, 2008). Rogers’s ideal self is what one likes to be and real self is what one really is. 
Incongruence occurs when there is a difference between the ideal self and reality; person tends to 
portray himself as his ideal self through self-deception to achieve congruence which gives him a 
feeling of self-worth (The e-learning network, 2021).  
Festinger’s Cognitive Dissonance Theory and Deception 

Cognitive Dissonance by Festinger (1957a, 1962b), outlines that when people experience 
dissonance they justify or align their beliefs or acts whichever seems workable (Matz & Wood, 2005; 
Telci, Maden & Kantur, 2011). People rationalize the acts of lying and deceiving to manage cognitive 
dissonance (O'Neill & Palmer, 2004; Perlovsky, 2013; Wood, 2000; Harmon-Jones & Mills, 2019).  
Edwards Social Desirability Theory and Deception 

Edwards (1953) coined social desirability theory and expounded that people adapt their 
acts/responses to appear socially acceptable. Specially in the domain of testing where self-reporting 
measures are used, people found to distort their responses intentionally or unintentionally 
(Furnham, 2012; Krumpal, 2013; Larson, 2019; Paunonen & LeBel, 2012; Uziel, 2010). Individuals 
tend to choose the socially appropriate responses and deceive themselves and others while doing so 
(af. Wahlberg, 2010; Grimm, 2010).  
Deception in Marketing & Advertising and Social Media domains 

Marketers & advertisers using deceptive ways to promote their product and exaggerating 
its efficacy claims (Astakhova, Swimberghe & Wooldridge, 2017). The brand image promoted on 
billboards has mostly found deceiving not to mention the misleading discounts they offer (Durkin, 
Caglar, Bonawitz & Shafto, 2015; Wallace, Buil & de Chernatony, 2017). Consumers do not 
necessarily be harmed by use of deceptive advertising but as a whole society is permitting its usage 
(Attas, 1999). Though on the other hand, consumers buying behavior is an outcome of a logic-based 
on evaluation between the product and its hedonic value (Rehman & Mian, 2021). Organizations 
encourage their personnel to use deceiving tactics to win customers’ loyalty in service industry 
(Patwardhan, Noble & Nishihara, 2009; Quach & Thaichon, 2018). Social media has become another 
playground for deceiving acts (Park & Cho, 2012). From creating fake social media accounts to 
paid/fake reviews to their filtered pictures to suit their desired looks - online deception is on the rise 
(Peng, Cui, Zhuang & Li, 2016; Briscoe, Appling & Hayes, 2014; Zeitzoff, 2017).  
Deception and its dimensions 

Deception can be multi-faceted in relation to situations and relationships (Fleming & 
Zyglidopoulos, 2008; Moran & Schweitzer, 2008). There was found only one scale of to measure the 
likelihood of deceiving and that was in English only; the scale has five dimensions of deception 
namely: self-deception, interpersonal deception, deception at work place and deception in conflict 
management (Amir & Malik, 2018). Paulhus work on self-deception in 1998 can be claimed as 
pioneer work where he also developed a scientific tool to measure it – 40-item Paulhus Deception 
Scale (Chance 2011a, 2015b; Paulhus, 2012). The deceiver makes sure that lies but supported and 
truth be kept secret, this increases the cognitive load and the higher the cognitive load, the greater 
the possibility of self-deception (Zengdan, Wenjie, Ling, Wei & Yiping, 2019). 

Self-deception could be the blown-up self-portrayal or overstated responses put people 
in a more favorable light, facilitating romantic relationship though people differ in their capacity to 
deceive (Anderson, Brion, Moore, & Kennedy, 2012; Ashley, & Holtgraves, 2003; Murphy et al., 2015; 
Schwardmann, Peter & Weele, 2019; Smith, Trivers & Hippel, 2017). The probability of deceiving 
others increases when people could easily deceive themselves and justify it too though its residue 
could be guilt (Duran, Dale, Kello, Hirsh & Kang, 2016; Street, & Richardson, 2013; Talley, 2016; 
Trivers, 2010a, 2011b). Interpersonal deception requires cognitive control and emotional 
maneuvering (Dana, 2001; Fulmer, Barry & Long, 2009). Studies have found that deceiving practices 
is common and it has a positive impact on relationship with strangers and intimate partners 
(Baumgartner et al., 2009; Duffield & Grabosky, 2001; Scott, 2012; Sip et al., 2012).   
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Deception at work place is real though organizations demand honest & truthful behavior 
from their employees (De Dreu, Van Dierendonck, & Dijkstra, 2004; Jenkins & Delbridge, 2017; 
Leavitt & Sluss, 2015). It can be manipulating or hiding information in order to influence others 
known as political skill (Ferris et al., 2007).  Detecting deception can be difficult (Carlson, J. R., 
Carlson, D. S., & Ferguson, 2011; Douglas et al, 2008; Levine, 2014) making it significant for a manager 
to manage deceptive practices in an organization where work inconsistencies can create sense of 
being manipulated among employees (Robie, Tuzinski & Bly, 2006; Shulman, 2011; Contreras-
Pacheco & Claasen, 2018; Arshad & Malik, 2021). Workplace manipulation and bullying results in 
negative emotions amongst employees (Humair & Ejaz, 2019). Lying at workplace has some hidden 
costs as well; it impacts negatively on organizational climate, workers’ morale, loss of trust among 
them, and overall productivity (Hart, 2019). Ethical climate and authentic leadership have found to 
negatively influence deviant work place behaviors, decreasing the likelihood of the use of deceptive 
practices (Qureshi & Hassan, 2019). 

Deceptive & manipulative tactics are used in conflicting situations especially when the 
outcome is significant (Amir & Malik, 2016; Schweitzer, Brodt & Croson, 2002).  Constructive conflict 
results in organizational growth (Gruenfeld & Tiedens, 2010) so one should learn to manage conflicts 
(Kaur, 2014; Schweitzer, DeChurch & Gibson, 2005; Tjosvold, 2006). They are valued in decision-
making process, encouraging innovative ideas/approaches and team building (Purvanova, 2017; 
Rahim, 2017; Longe, 2015; Prause & Mujtaba, 2015; Wertheim, 2011; Hart 2014). Workplace incivility 
increases when employees perceive politics in the organization and it obstructs their creativity levels 
(Faiz, 2018). Deceiving enemy/opponent is always taken as an important strategy in war time (Alund, 
2021). Deception has found to conjure conflict monitoring (Hein & Leue, 2021).  
Rationale of the study 

One of the greatest challenges in human behavior studies is selecting the right 
scale/instrument to study the construct of interest. A researcher attempts to find out measures 
which are reliable and valid in addition to whether these instruments are culturally-adapted too 
(Menon & Praharaj, 2019). The current study was undertaken with the main objective to develop the 
Urdu version of the DCMTS for its larger usage with Pakistani population having difficulty 
comprehending English language. The need of availability of reliable and valid instruments in our 
native language Urdu will improve the overall research and also provide these scientifically 
developed tools to be used by recruiters and counselors in the fields of HR and psychology.  

Deception, lying and other counter-productive behaviors need to be identified and 
corrected to minimize their negative impact. Thus, the significance of detecting the probability of 
deceiving in a person establishes itself in every aspect of life. An early detection would limit the 
negative outcomes and also create a more positive environment socially as well as vocationally. 
Managers at work place are devising new ways to reveal the liars/deceivers so to take them to task 
and not pollute the organization climate (Kislik, 2021). A detection of the possibility of deceiving 
others would lead to manage the behavior (Burns, & Christiansen, 2011; Hinkin, 1995; Zumbo, Gelin, 
& Hubley, 2002). Learning about the negative consequences of the use of deception in various social 
settings, the need to develop a reliable tool to measure the probability of deception usage was felt. 
DCMTS has been the first ever scientifically developed tool to measure the construct of deception 
and its five dimensions. Though it was available in English language and the need to translate it into 
Urdu was felt to broaden its usage. The current study undertook this task and followed the WHO 
protocol of translation & adaptation of instruments (WHO, 2019). 

Further with globalization and the rising need for cross-cultural research, requires cross-
culturally validated measures. Researchers must have access to reliable & valid instruments and that 
too in the language of the population of interest (Sousa, Valmi & Rojjanasrirat, Wilaiporn, 2011). 
Translation and validation of instruments in local languages enhances the scope of the studies done 
with bilingual people and even the findings of such studies can be considered highly generalizable 
without any standardization of translation techniques (Cha, EunSeok & Kim, Kevin & Erlen, Judith, 
2007). Scales’ translation facilitate researchers in time and cost reduction of developing a new test 
(Melikyan, Agranovich, & Puente, 2019).  
Research Objectives 

1. Translation and Validation of DCMTS in Urdu language for usage on Pakistani 
population. 

2. To enable research fraternity for cross cultural studies on deception by making 
DCMTS available in English as well as Urdu languages. 
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Research Methodology 
Participants 

The study engaged a sample of 545 participants in different phases; in addition to 20 
participants for the pilot testing of the DCMTS-Urdu. Convenience sampling technique was used; 331 
participants were administered with DCMTS-Urdu. The reliability was established using test-retest 
method on a sample of 198 participants (out of the 331). Validity of the scale was established with 
additional 214 participants.  

Sample size justification: for scale development, the rule of thumb is 10 respondents for 
each scale item. It is suggested that sample size of 100 is considered poor, 200 = fair, 300 = good, 
500 = very good and more than 1000 is considered an excellent sample size for scale development 
studies (Comrey & Lee 1992 as cited by Kyriazos, 2018).  

Participants were assured of confidentiality of the information and were briefed about 
their right of withdrawal. They were requested to give their true and honest responses with the 
assurance of total anonymity.  
Instruments 

Instruments used were following: 
Adult PAQ. Personality Assessment Questionnaire Urdu (PAQ) by Munaf, Hussain, and 

Kamrani (2009). Four subscales each having 9-items and a 4-point Likert scale response category 
(Likert, 1932). The subscales used and their reported Cronbach’s alpha values are: Hostility & 
Aggression (H&A) α= .851; Self Adequacy (SA) α=.854; Emotional Responsiveness (ER) α=.802; World 
View (WV) α=.885. The subscales were selected on the grounds of the description of the construct 
provided by the scale authors and researcher understanding of its relevance with the construct of 
deception.  

DCMTS (English version). DCMTS (English version) developed by Amir & Malik (2019). It 
is a 35-item scale with 5-point Likert scale a popular response category (Sung & Wu, 2018). The 
reported Cronbach alpha value was .896.  
Procedure 

The present study was directed in two phases. Phase 1 comprised of translation of DCMTS 
in Urdu and Phase 2 included instituting the psychometric properties of the DCMTS-Urdu.  

After the assurance of confidentiality, the participants were briefed about the scope of 
the study and a consent form was obtained in written. After every data collection phase, participants 
were thanked and debriefed about the study. Some of the forms were discarded on the grounds of 
incomplete data.  

Phase 1: Urdu Translation of DCMTS. Urdu translation of DCMTS was done from the 
source (English) to target language (Urdu) with the help of three bilingual experts (one professor, 
one assistant professor and one lecturer). They were asked to perform literal translation of the 35-
item DCMTS (Afzal, Malik & Atta, 2021; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). The second step of Phase 
1 was an intense evaluation of the translation by three subject experts from the field of psychology 
(one professor, two assistant professors) who were to examine the translations with emphasis on 
grammar, style, choice of words that appear closer to the original scale (Randrianarivony, 
Ravelomanantsoa & Razanamihaja, 2020). Using Brislin (1976) method, for the backward translation, 
one lecturer each of English, Urdu and psychology were asked to translate the Urdu version to English 
without any prior exposure to the English version. The final product was then tested on a small 
sample of 20 adolescents; they were asked to respond with Yes or No whether the item has any 
ambiguity. Findings reported that all items were stated as clear and logical. The DCMTS-Urdu was 
then ready for psychometric testing.   

Phase 2: Psychometric Testing of DCMTS-Urdu. To assess the psychometric properties of 
DCMTS-Urdu, internal consistency was established using Cronbach alpha (Cronbach, 1951; Tavakol 
& Dennick, 2011). To examine the factors of DCMTS-Urdu, EFA & CFA were carried out (Furr, 2010; 
Pasquali, 2010; Revelle, 2012; Rozental et al., 2019). Reliability of the Urdu version was established 
using test-retest reliability where participants were retested with DCMTS-Urdu after a gap of three 
weeks (Marx et al., 2003; Merson et al., 2021). Validity of the scale was established in two ways: 214 
participants were administered with DCMTS-Urdu along with selected subscales of Urdu version of 
Personality Assessment Questionnaire (PAQ) – Adult version. The subscales namely Hostility & 
Aggression, Self- Adequacy, Emotional Responsiveness and Worldview of PAQ-Urdu were used and 
significant correlation values were found with the scores of DCMTS-Urdu. Validity was further tested 
out through between-language versions of DCMTS on the same participants (DeVellis, 2016). 
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Results 
The study came up with the following results: 

Reliability of DCMTS-Urdu. The Cronbach alpha value was .812 which established a significant 
reliability of the Urdu version of the scale.  

Correlation analysis to establish between-language validity came up with r = .792 revealed 
that Urdu version has a significant positive correlation with its English counterpart (p < .01); so both 
the versions of DCMTS are statistically significant with each other.  

The correlation coefficient value was .841 for the two administrations of DCMTS-Urdu 
using test-retest reliability technique.  
Validity of DCMTS-Urdu. EFA was used for factor analysis and principal dimensions of the scale and 
CFA was used to assess the factors of DCMTS-Urdu (Singh, Junnarkar, & Kaur, 2016). All the observed 
factors showed acceptable regression values that is < .35 (Field, 2009). The factor loadings of CFA for 
the five dimensions of DCMTS-Urdu were above .35. The graphical representation supports the 
findings. GFI, AGFI, CFI, IFI and RMSEA were used as the test indexes of the fitting degree (Feng et 
al., 2020).   

Figure 1 depicted the factor models of five dimensions of DCMTS-Urdu. The values are greater 
than .35 except one which is .32.  

Table 1 showed demographic characteristics of the participants.  
Table 2 indicated extraction values of all items of DCMTS-Urdu. It showed all of the items have 

satisfactory value above 0.5which is acceptable in behavioral sciences (Kellow, 2006; Bibi &Kazmi, 
2021).  

Table 3 showed factor loading of five factors of DCMTS-Urdu. KMO & Bartlett’s values indicated 
the suitability of the data for EFA.  

Table 4 showed regression weights and Cronbach’s values for the five factors of DCMTS-Urdu.  
Table 5 showed CFA for goodness-of-fit index (GFI), adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI), 

comparative fit index (CFI) and incremental fit (IFI) are .80 or greater which is considered significant 
findings of the study. The values obtained were between .816 and .892. 

Table 6 showed DCMTS-Urdu has significant positive correlation with PAQ. 
Table 7 showed positive correlation value between the English and Urdu versions  
Table 8 exhibited Test-retest reliability analysis with significant correlation value.  
 

Table 1. Demographic details of the total sample of different phases of study 

Demographic Variables Scale translation  
& reliability analysis 

N = 331  

Validity analysis 
N = 214 

 Frequency (%) Frequency (%) 

Gender     
Male  186 (56.19) 133 (62.15) 

Female  145 (43.81) 81 (37.85) 
Age (in yeas)     

15-25  184 (55.59) 135 (63.08) 

26-35  126 (38.07) 59 (27.57) 
36-45  11 (3.32) 12 (5.61) 
< than 46 10 (3.02) 8 (3.74) 

Education     
Under Graduate 149 (45.02) 116 (54.21) 
Graduate 108 (32.63) 78 (36.45) 
Post Graduate 74 (22.36) 20 (9.35) 

Marital Status     

Single 189 (57.1) 121 (56.54) 
Married 106 (32.02) 84 (39.25) 
Divorced/separated/widow 36 (10.8 9 (4.21) 

Total Household Income in PKR     
< than 50K 41 (12.39) 24 (11.21) 

51 – 100K 102 (30.82) 88 (41.12) 
101-150K 146 (44.11) 81 (37.85) 
> than 151K 42 (12.69) 21 (9.81) 
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Table 2. Using Principal Components Analysis of DCMTS –Urdu communalities Values of Extraction 
Method (N = 331). 

S.# Item Value 

۔ 1 ی رائے میر لوگ ذاتی مفاد کیلئے دھوکہ دیئی ہیر  74. میر

In my opinion people deceive to gain personal rewards 

ے خیال  2 ۔میر ن جو لوگ دھوکہ دیئی ہیر انکو ذہیر تصور کیا جاتا ہے میر  .70 

I think people who deceive are considered intelligent. 

ے خیال میر لوگ جب زیادہ دھوکہ کرئی ہیر جب انہیر پکڑے جانن کا ڈر نہ ہو۔ 3  82. میر

I think people tend to deceive more if they do not have fear of getting caught.  

ے خیال میر لوگ اپئن افعال میر دھوکہ زیادہ تر تضاد یک صورتحال میر کرئی ہیر  4  69. میر

I think people tend to deceive more in their actions in a conflict situation.  

ے  5 ۔میر خیال میر لوگ اپنن نیتوں میر دھوکہ زیادہ تر تضاد یک صورتحال میر کرتیہیر  .68 

I think people tend to deceive more in their intentions in a conflict situation.  

۔   6 ار کیجئے ے خیال میر لوگ خود تو دھوکہ کھانا پسند نہیر کرئی مگر جب انہیر موقع مےل تو ضن میر
۔ کیس بیھ سوال کو نہور دھوکہ کرئی ہیر  

.77 

I think people do not like to be deceived but they do so when they get an 
opportunity. 

۔ 7 ے خیال میر تضاد یک فضا میر دھوکہ زیادہ ہوتا ہے  71.  میر

I think deceiving is higher in conflict situations.  

ے خیال  8 ۔میر میر جو لوگ رشتوں میر دھوکہ دیئی ہیر انہیر برا سمجھا جاتا ہے  .74 

I think people who deceive in relationships are considered bad.  

۔ 9 ے خیال میر دھوکہ رشتوں کیلئے نقصاندہ ہوتا ہے  81. میر

In my opinion deception can be harmful for relationships. 

۔ 10 ے خیال میر جو لوگ خود کو دھوکہ دیئی ہیر ویہ دورسوں کو بیھ زیادہ دھوکہ دیئی ہیر  69. میر

I think people who use self-deception tend to deceive others more. 

۔ 11 ے خیال میر لوگ تضاد یک فضا میر دھوکہ دیئی ہیر کہ وہ ایک مثبت طور پر دیکھے جائیر  80. میر

I think people deceive in a conflict situation to appear in a positive light. 

ن علم واےل ہوں۔ 12 ے خیال میر دھوکہ اییس تضاد یک فضا میر زیادہ ہوگا جب دونوں طرفیر  77. میر

I think deception would be high in a conflict situation when both the concerned 
parties are knowledgeable.  

ن ایک دورسے ےس مقابےل  13 ے خیال میر دھوکہ اییس تضاد یک فضا میر زیادہ ہوگا جب دونوں طرفیر میر
 میر ہوں۔

.73 

I think deception would be high in a conflict situation when both the concerned 
parties are competing with each other.  

ے خیال میر لوگ جب زیادہ دھوکہ کھانی ہیر جب انہیر تضا د یک فضا میر کوتے مقتدر مقام  14 میر
 حاصل نہ ہو۔

.79 

I think people are more likely to be deceived if they do not have any authority in 
the conflict situation. 

۔ 15 ے خیال میر دھوکہ تضاد یک فضا میر ایک چھوئے وقت ےک منصوئے کا درجہ رکھتا ہے  88.  میر

In my opinion deception is a short term strategy in conflict situations. 

ے  16 ۔میر خیال میر جو لوگ دھوکہ دیئی ہیر وہ خود احمق ہیر  .79 

I think people who deceive themselves are fools. 

۔ جو لوگ خود دھوکہ کھانی ہیر بعد میر ویہ دھوکہ  17 ے خیال میر دھوکہ ردعمل کا درجہ رکھتا ہے میر
۔  دیئی ہیر

.64 

In my opinion deception is reactive, once deceived people tend to deceive 
more.  

۔ 18 ن دھوکہ دیہ انساتن اصولوں ےک بنیاد ےس انحراف ہے ے خیال میر  74. میر
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I believe deceiving violates basic rules of human interactions. 

ے خیال میر دھوکہ اعتماد کا قتل  19 ۔میر ہے  .66 

I believe deceiving is breaking trust. 

۔ 20 ی    ح بیھ دھوےک یک قسم ہے ن تضاد یک فضا میر حقائق یک غلط تشیر ے خیال میر  69. میر

I think misinterpretation of facts in conflict situation is kind of deception.  

ے خیال میر تضاد یک فضا میر حقائق کو  21 ۔میر چھپانا بیھ ایک نوع کا دھوکہ ہے  .76 

I think hiding information in conflict situation is a kind of deception.  

۔ 22 ادف ہے ن تصور خود وک دھوکہ دیئن ےک میی ے خیال میر اپنن اہلیت کا مبالغہ آمیر  74. میر

In my opinion self-deception is over estimating one’s capabilities.  

۔ 23 ادف ہے  72. ایک حد ےس بڑیھ ہوتے انا بیھ خود کو دھوکہ دیئن ےک میی

In my opinion self-deception is having an inflated ego. 

۔ 24 ن چھوٹ بولنا دھوےک یک سب ےس عام شکل ہے ے خیال میر  78. میر

I think telling lies is the most common kind of deception. 

۔ 25 ے نذدیک دھوکہ ایک عہد شکنن ہے جو کہ جو کہ رشتوں کو توڑ ڈالتا ہے  62. میر

I believe deception is betrayal which damages relationships. 

ے خیال میر ایک بار ےک دھوےک کو بعد اعتماد کا  26 ۔میر دوبارہ قیام مشکل ہے  .64 

I believe it is difficult to build trust once one is deceived. 

۔ 27 ی کھو دیئی ہیر ے خیال میر جب کوتے ہمیر دھوکہ دیتا ہے تو ہم اپنن خود توقیر  63. میر

I think when someone deceives us, we tend to lose our self-respect. 

ے  28 ۔میر خیال میر دھوکہ خو غرضن ہے  .61 

In my opinion deception is being selfish. 

۔ 29 ے خیال میر لوگوں کو انےک قرینے لوگ یہ دھوکہ دیئی ہیر  71. میر

I believe people are usually deceived by their closed ones. 

 ویہ لوگ دھوکہ دیئی  30
ً

ے خیال میر لوگوں کو عموما ۔ میر ن جن ےس اسیک سب ےس کم توقع ہوتی ہے ہیر  .75 

I believe people are usually deceived by the ones they least expected. 

۔ 31 ے خیال میر عہد شکنن ایک نوع کا دھوکہ ہے  82. میر

In my opinion breaking promises is a kind of deception. 

ن دھوےک کا  32 ے خیال میر ۔میر مطلب قول اور فعل کا تضاد ہے  .73 

I think deception is the difference between what you say and how you act. 

ے خیال میر دھوےک کا مطلب ےک کیس فرد کا جعیل ہونا۔ 33  63. میر

I believe deception is being fake. 

ے خیال میر دھوےک کا مطلب ہے لوگوں کو  34 استعمال کرئن واال ہونا۔میر  .61 

I believe deception is being manipulative. 

۔ 35 ی فضا میر افواہ سازی بیھ دھوےک یک ایک قسم ہے ے خیال میر دفیی  77. میر

I think grapevine at work place is a form of deception. 

 
Table 3. Using Varimax Rotation Analysis Factor Loading for EFA (N = 331). 

Item No. Factor 
1 

Factor 
2 

Factor 
3 

Factor 
4 

Factor 5  

19 .93      

16 .77      
26 .73      
14 .71      
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25 .70      
24  .85     
28  .82     

18  .78     
31  .72     
12  .71     
7   .88    
11   .86    
22   .85    
3   .82    
13   .81    
21    .87   
5    .85   
4    .80   
10    .75   
35    .74   
30     .85  
29     .82  

2     .81  
34     .80  
% variance      14.51 

Cumulative variance      69.51 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure      .869 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity      6882.5 

df      595 
Sig.      .000 

 
Table 4. Regression Weights 

Item Factor Estimate SE CR p Cronbach’s α 
(>.70) 

19 1 1.000     
16  .904 .080 11.280 .000 .74 
26  .783 .069 11.360 .000  
14  .800 .077 10.388 .000  
25  .926 .068 13.654 .000  
24 2 1.000   .000 .72 
28  1.000 .071 13.983 .000  

18  .889 .059 15.031 .000  
31  .931 .065 14.402 .000  
12  .617 .076 8.159 .000  
7 3 1.000   .000 .81 
11  .969 .103 9.402 .000  
22  .925 .103 8.939 .000  
3  1.163 .106 10.961 .000  
13  1.105 .102 10.870 .000  
21 4 1.000   .000 .71 

5  .933 .077 12.086 .000  
4  .733 .070 10.535 .000  
10  .575 .092 6.223 .000  
35  .451 .080 5.616 .000  
30 5 1.000    .85 

29  .921 .107 8.622 .000  
2  .154 .123 1.249 .212  
34  1.110 .115 9.664 .000  

 
 



___________________________________________________________
9 

 

Table 5. Model Fit Indices for DCMTS-Urdu (N = 331). 

Models χ2 (df) χ2/(df) 
Goodness-of-fit indices 

GFI AGFI CFI IFI RMSEA 

DCMTS-Urdu (Five factors) 21.07 2.814 .875 .892 .816 .818 .021 

Note. GFI = goodness-of-fit index; AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index; CFI = comparative fit index; 
IFI = incremental fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.  
 
Table 6. Correlation values among DCMTS-Urdu and subscales of PAQ-Urdu (N = 214). 

Scales 1 2 3 4 5 

1. DCMTS-U - .684* -.598* -.699* .890* 

2. H&A  - .514* .415* .694* 

3. SA   - .587* .609* 

4. ER    - .502* 

5. WV     - 

Note. Subscales of Adult PAQ-Urdu version used: H&A=Hostility & Aggression; SA= Self Adequacy; 
ER=Emotional Responsiveness; WV=World View. * p < .05,  
 
Table 7. Between-language validity analysis: correlation between the English and Urdu versions of 
DCMTS (N = 214) 

 DCMTS-Urdu version Sig. 

DCMTS-English version .792* .000 

*p < .01 
 
Table 8. Test-retest reliability analysis: correlation between the two administrations of DCMTS (N = 
198). 

  Second Administration  

First Administration  Pearson Correlation .841 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

*p < .01 
 

Figure 1. Graphical presentation of five dimensions of DCMTS-Urdu 
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Discussion 

The study was carried out to translate and validate the DCMTS in Urdu language. EFA 
analysis results are indicative that a factor structure with five dimensions (Ahorsu et al., 2020). The 
cumulative variance is 69.51 which is greater than the least accepted (60%) variance. The KMO 
measure was .869 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity values were .6882.5 (df 595 sig. .000); these values 
established that the data is good for EFA. CFA was carried out to analyze the five factors, showing 
good level of model fit indices for the five factors of DCMTS-Urdu (Peláez et al., 2021). The Cronbach’s 
alpha values for the five factors were .74, .72, .81, .71 and .85 respectively; which were all statistically 
significant (Galeoto et al., 2019) 

 The analysis revealed satisfactory GFI levels on all five dimensions of DCMTS-Urdu. X2 
value reported was 21.07 with X2/df = 2.814 (which is less than 3 the accepted value). The value of 
X2/df 1 is considered perfect value with regard to chi-square test (Martínez-Rodríguez et al., 2016). 
The values of GFI, AGFI, CFI and IFI were .875, .892, .816 and .818 respectively. These values are 
indicative of relatively fit model with all values nearing perfect 1 value (Lomax, 2010). The RMSEA 
value was .021 which is standard acceptable value for RMSEA i.e. less than .05. RMSEA value further 
indicated good model fit of the scale. The main advantage of calculating RMSEA is that it provides 
90-95% assurance that model is in the acceptable range (Winkens et al., 2018).   

The Urdu version showed good test-retest reliability coefficient which was .841 which is 
highly reliable and establishes the consistency of the scale. The validity analysis was undertaken in 
two ways: convergent and divergent validity with the selected sub scales of PAQ-Urdu and secondly 
with DCMTS-English (Ruscio, 2014). The between-language validity of DCMTS-Urdu was established 
with its English version and correlation coefficient was .792 significant at 0.01 level. The convergent 
validity was established with the selected subscales Hostility & Aggressions, World View of PAQ-Urdu 
Adult version. The correlation coefficients were .684 and .890 respectively established a positive 
correlation exist between Hostility & Aggression and World View with our main construct i.e. 
Deception. The higher the Hostility & Aggression and World View, the higher the probability of 
deceiving. Discriminant validity was established through another two sub scales of PAQ-Urdu Adult 
version namely: Self-adequacy and Emotional Responsiveness it was assumed that people with 
higher self-adequacy and high emotional responsiveness, the probability of deceiving will decrease 
(Wong, Shea, Wang, & Cheng, 2019). The correlation coefficients were -.598 and -.699 depicting 
strong negative relationship.  
Limitations and Implications 

Non availability of Urdu versions of any honesty, morality, lying cheating scales was the 
biggest limitation on the way to establish direct convergent and discriminant validity. Secondly, the 
sample mostly belong to urban cities of Pakistan the limit of generalizability could be there for rural 
populace which could be the main user of DCMTS-Urdu version.  

The DCMTS-Urdu version can be useful for the counselors, recruiters and therapists to 
determine the probability of deceiving when dealing with native people. Further DCMTS Urdu would 
be helpful for researchers conducting cross-cultural research and looking for reliable & valid Urdu 
instruments.   
Conclusion  

It was concluded that DCMTS-Urdu is an easy to use tool and has established itself as a 
reliable and valid measure for broader usage. The results’ analysis indicated that DCMTS-Urdu can 
be used by counselors & therapists in order to determine the likelihood of deception usage. The 
recruiters can use the tool in the jobs where honesty and truthfulness is required as part of the job; 
in addition to researchers who aim to conduct relevant studies on Urdu population.     
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