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A Semantic and Pragmatic Analysis of the Spanish Word Lie: Implications and 
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 In 1981 Coleman and Kay asserted a semantic prototype to define the English 

word lie. Hardin (2010) and Cole (1996) both replicated Coleman and Kay’s analysis in 

Ecuador and Saudi Arabia respectively and analyzed whether or not there is a cross 

cultural similarity in the interpretation of lie. The following paper examines whether or 

not the Spanish word mentira or ‘lie’ in Madrid, Spain includes the same elements from 

Coleman and Kay’s prototype, and also offers a pragmatic explanation for some lies, 

specifically, social lies. Secondly, the present study explores possible pragmatic 

acquisition in a second language with regard to the interpretation of lie according to 

interlanguage pragmatics and the acculturation theory.  
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

Introduction 
 
 

 The act of lying is an age-old problem that has confronted humanity since 

creation.  From the medieval witch trials and the Spanish Inquisition to the modern day 

lie detector, human beings have tried to distinguish lies from non-lies.  The top major 

world religions, Christianity, Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism, and Judaism all denounce 

lying as an action that does not adhere to their teachings.  The biblical injunction "Lying 

lips are an abomination to the LORD," from Proverbs 12:22 and "He who is dishonest 

with respect to speech is dishonest in everything," from the Hindu Laws of Manu 4.256 

are a few examples of how lying is prohibited in these religions.  Even though lying is so 

strongly protested in these religious writings, everyone lies at some point in life.  

However, is all lying bad? As Mark Twain stated in his essay, "On the Decay of the Art 

of Lying," lying can sometimes be a politeness tool if used correctly.  Concerning polite 

lying, Twain stated, "I think that all this courteous lying is a sweet and loving art, and 

should be cultivated.  The highest perfection of politeness is only a beautiful edifice, 

built, from the base to the dome, of graceful and gilded forms of charitable and unselfish 

lying."  

 If the unselfish polite lie is so desirable, how can other lies be so opposed in 

major religions? Furthermore, if both the despicable lie and the polite lie are classified as 

lies, what exactly does the word lie mean?   

 In 1981, Coleman and Kay proposed a prototype semantic analysis of the English 

word lie.  Cole (1996) and Hardin (2010) both replicated Coleman and Kay's method of 
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analysis in Saudi Arabia and Ecuador respectively, in order to investigate if the Arabic 

word kathaba and the Spanish word mentira, both meaning 'lie', were interpreted the 

same as the English word lie.  Hardin found that in Ecuador, there are certain common 

cultural settings where the interpretation of lie is much different from Coleman and Kay's 

English interpretation.  The idea for the present study began to form after reading the 

results of Hardin's study in Ecuador.  If the Spanish word mentira 'lie' in Ecuador had a 

different meaning than the English lie, would speakers from Spain interpret the word lie 

in the same way that the people of Ecuador did?  

 In order to investigate whether or not Spanish speakers have the same 

interpretation of the word lie, I developed the present study by replicating Hardin's study 

in Madrid, Spain.  By contrasting Hardin's Latin American results from a small town in 

eastern Ecuador with the Spanish results from metropolitan Madrid, I believed I could 

explore the possible differences in the interpretation of the Spanish word mentira 'lie.' 

Although there have been other studies on interaction in Spain, there has been no specific 

study on lying in Madrid.  The present study will contribute to the understanding of the 

semantic definition of lie in Madrid and also offer some explanation for how lying is 

interpreted in different settings and contexts.  

 The purpose of the present study is two-fold.  I first looked at the interpretation of 

the word lie in Madrid, and secondly I examined how second language learners of 

Spanish interpret the word mentira 'lie.' As a native speaker of English, I have always 

been fascinated by the way a word in Spanish does not necessarily have the same 

implications as its English counterpart.  Because Hardin found that the Spanish 

interpretation of lie was different from Coleman and Kay's English interpretation, I 
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wondered how native English speaking students would then interpret the Spanish word 

mentira 'lie' when confronted with Spanish descriptions of lies in Spanish settings.  By 

examining how second language learners of Spanish interpret the word lie, I investigated 

if and how second language learners acquire cultural and pragmatic awareness of the 

possible different interpretations of the word lie.  This study will contribute to the 

literature on pragmatic development in a second language. 

 
Organization 

 The study is organized into five chapters: the Introduction, a Critical  

Review of the Literature, Procedure and Method, Data Analysis and Results, and the 

Conclusion.  The second chapter covers a critical review of the literature pertaining to the 

present study.  I first discuss various definitions of lying from philosophical and linguistic 

perspectives.  Because the linguistic definition of lying includes both pragmatic and 

semantic elements, I will explain how these two branches of linguistics both contribute to 

the act of lying.  Next, I will discuss the literature on lying as a cross-cultural politeness 

strategy, especially with regards to social lies as well as, Coleman and Kay's original 

study on lying in detail.  Thirdly, I will examine Hardin's study in Ecuador and Cole's 

study in Saudi Arabia.  After highlighting the different cross-cultural studies of lying, the 

literature on pragmatic development in a second language will be reviewed.  I will first 

consider how children develop pragmatic awareness of lying in their first language, and 

then how that awareness changes and affects lying in a second language.  I evaluate the 

different theories of pragmatic development in a second language and how those theories 

specifically differ in regard to the acquisition of lying.  
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 Chapter Three explores in detail how data was collected for both the Madrid study 

and the second language learner study.  In this chapter I discuss the specific questions I 

had in mind when beginning the research.  I also include a transcript of the research 

questionnaire utilized for the present study, and I note some changes made to Coleman 

and Kay's original questionnaire and reasons for those changes.  Finally, I include a 

sample analysis of how the results were quantified and evaluated. 

 The fourth chapter discusses the final results from both the Madrid study and the 

Second Language Learner study.  Each initial research question is considered with 

respect to the data.  The chapter includes tables and figures reflecting results from the two 

studies and will also include a statistical analysis in order to further analyze Coleman and 

Kay's prototype.  

 The final chapter summarizes the results of findings from the present study, 

including implications from results of the present study, possible applications, and 

support for previous research.  I will also discuss possible areas for future research based 

on my findings.  The final chapter also includes limitations of the present investigation.  

 
Anticipated Contributions 

 As a result of the present study, I hope to provide evidence as to whether or not 

Coleman and Kay's semantic prototype is true for the Spanish mentira in Madrid and to 

further define the Spanish word mentira as it is interpreted by Spanish speakers in 

Madrid.  Spanish is one of the most commonly spoken languages in the world, yet there 

is a general misconception that the Spanish language is the same in all Spanish speaking 

countries.  Hardin's study in Ecuador outlined the interpretation of the Spanish lie for 

people from that region, but I sought to investigate if perhaps not all Spanish speakers 
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have the same interpretation.  By contrasting the lie in Madrid with the lie in Ecuador, I 

explored the possible variations in interpretation for Spanish speakers.  Similarly, I also 

aimed to contribute to the studies on lying as a cross-cultural politeness strategy.  

 For the Second Language Learner study, I hoped to provide support for existing 

theories of interlanguage pragmatics.  By studying the second language learner's 

interpretation of lie, I sought to ascertain whether or not second language learners do 

acquire pragmatic competence in a second language or if they solely rely on their first 

language pragmatic system.  I especially focused on the second language learner's 

interpretation of the social lie, and whether or not second language students view it as a 

politeness strategy.  

 
Preliminary Terms 

 Before beginning the discussion of the present study, it is useful to define some 

terms that will be used throughout this paper.  First, I will explain what is meant by the 

phrase "semantic prototype." The word semantic specifically means pertaining to the 

different meanings of a word or symbol.  In the case of the present study then, the 

semantic prototype deals with the different meanings of the word lie.  According to 

Coleman and Kay, a semantic prototype "associates a word or phrase with a prelinguistic, 

cognitive schema or image; and that speakers are equipped with an ability to judge the 

degree to which an object... matches this prototype schema or image" (Coleman and Kay 

27).  In the present study, the word being considered is the Spanish mentira 'lie'.  Based 

on the semantic prototype, Coleman and Kay argue that speakers are able to judge the 

degree to which an utterance is a lie.  Coleman and Kay's prototype has the following 

characteristics: 



	

	 6

a) It contains a finite list of properties; 

b) The individual properties on the list are each treated as dichotomous, 

i.e. as either satisfied or not; 

c) Membership in the category lie is a gradient phenomenon; 

d) Satisfaction of each property on the list contributes to the over-all 

degree of membership of an utterance in the category lie;  

e) Each property on the list does not necessarily contribute equally to the 

degree of membership of an utterance in the category; that is, 

properties may be of differential importance in constituting the 

prototype; and, 

f) In this gradient framework, the bivalent concepts of the 'necessity' and 

'sufficiency' of properties do not apply. (Adapted from Coleman and 

Kay 27-28)  

Based on these characteristics, Coleman and Kay developed a prototype for the English 

word lie made up of three properties (or elements).  Their specific prototype will be 

discussed later in the study.  

 Because I am examining different cultural interpretations of the word lie, it is also 

pertinent to define the word "pragmatic" for the present study.  Pragmatics is "the 

analysis of language in terms of the situational context within which utterances are made, 

including the knowledge and beliefs of the speaker and the relation between speaker and 

listener" (Merriam Webster).  In pragmatics, there are certain principles that define 

speech in interaction, such as speech act theory and Grice's theory of conversational 

implicature.  A person has pragmatic competence when he or she is able to understand a 
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speaker's intended meaning.  Likewise, "pragmalinguistics" is a term coined by Leech 

(1983) to capture a user's knowledge of appropriate pragmatic forms and the contexts in 

which it is appropriate to use them (Grundy 300).  In many cross cultural studies on 

lying, there appear to be different pragmatic strategies that speakers use in order to 

communicate their intended meaning.  Both Hardin and Cole found specific cultural 

situations in their studies where this was true.  The present study will examine whether or 

not these pragmatic strategies are true for Madrid as well, and whether or not second 

language students acquire those strategies in their learning of Spanish. 

 Second Language Acquisition or SLA, is the process through which a student 

learns a second language.  Within SLA, the terms first language (L1) and second 

language (L2) are commonly used.  There are many theories of SLA, one of which is the 

theory of interlanguage.  Interlanguage is the idea that as a student learns a second 

language, he creates his own language system that is a combination of his first language 

and second language.  This combination relies on the idea that there is a language 

structure already present in the brain from the first language, into which the student 

incorporates elements from the second language.  Pragmatic development in a second 

language is also dependent on the idea of interlanguage.  According to Koike (1989), a 

student must first develop pragmatic competence in the interlanguage before they can 

fully acquire the second language pragmatic system. 

 This study explores the different interpretation of the Spanish word lie in Madrid, 

and also how the second language learner interprets the Spanish mentira.  The 

understanding gained from this study will contribute to the literature on lying as a 
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politeness strategy.  Likewise, the present study will provide support for current theories 

of pragmatic development in a second language. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
 

Critical Review of the Literature 
 
 

 In order to begin a study on lying, it is first important to explore how the word lie 

has been interpreted throughout history by different cultures and philosophers.  Secondly, 

I will discuss exactly how the word "lie" will be defined for the purposes of the present 

study.  I will consider other work investigating the interpretations of "lie" and the 

semantic and pragmatic aspects that a lie entails.  Thirdly, I will explore various cross-

cultural studies of lying to see how interpretations of the word "lie" vary in different 

cultures.  As a part of the second study on the second language learner's interpretation of 

"lie," I will finally include current literature discussing second language pragmatic 

acquisition.  

 

Definition of ‘lie’ 

 There are many different opinions on the definition of lying.  Philosophically, 

various definitions abound, from the opinion that lying can be a silent action with 

deceptive intention, to the view that a statement must be false with the intention to 

deceive another person (Mahon 211-212).  In his article, "Two definitions of lying," 

Mahon first examines the philosophical definitions of lying from Vrij, Shibles, Bok, and 

Kupfer.  Vrij's definition focuses on the act of creating in another a belief that the speaker 

considers to be untrue.  While Vrij's definition does not include a spoken lie, rather, he 

believes that any action from a faked yawn to wearing a hairpiece can be considered a lie 

(Mahon 214).  Shibles definition, on the other hand, requires that a lie be a "believed-



	

	 10

false statement (to another person)" (215).  With this definition, a person would not be 

lying simply by faking a yawn or wearing a hairpiece.  Likewise, Shibles definition does 

not allow for a person to lie by omission.  Because Shibles definition requires an 

utterance to be made by the speaker, a person cannot lie by remaining 'silent' (216).  

 Bok's definition of lie goes a step further in specifying that in order to lie, a 

person must make a statement with the intention to deceive (216).  The difference 

between this definition and Shibles' definition is that Bok's definition does not require the 

statement to be untrue.  According to Bok, "it is possible to lie by making a truthful 

statement" if the speaker is intending for the other person to believe something else to be 

true (217).  Kupfer's definition combines the two definitions from Shibles and Bok.  His 

definition requires that a speaker make a statement that he believes to be false with the 

intention to deceive another person (219). 

 After discussing the previously mentioned definitions, Mahon offers the two 

philosophical definitions of lying that he considers best:  

  (1) To lie (to another person) = to make a believed-false statement (to  

  another person) with the intention that that statement be believed to be true 

  (by the other person); and 

  (2) To lie (to another person) = to make a believed-false statement (to  

  another person), either with the intention that that statement be believed to 

  be true (by the other person), or with the intention that it be believed (by  

  the other person) that that statement is believed to be true (by the person  

  making the statement), or with both intentions. (211)  
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 Coleman and Kay use a similar definition of lie which condenses Mahon's two 

definitions into one that states, "The prototypical lie is characterized by (a) falsehood, 

which is (b) deliberate and (c) intended to deceive" (Coleman 28).  These three 

characteristics are semantic elements that Coleman and Kay suggest are necessary for an 

utterance to be considered a lie.  In order to maintain consistency with Coleman and 

Kay's original study on lying, for the present study, I will be using Coleman and Kay's 

linguistic definition of lie that I will further discuss later in this chapter. 

 In order to approach a study of lying from a linguistic perspective, it is first 

necessary to be familiar with Grice's theory of conversational implicature.  Grice's 

Cooperative Principle states: "Make your conversational contribution such as is required, 

at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange 

in which you are engaged” (Grundy 95).  Grice's four maxims of quantity, quality, 

relation, and manner express the requirements for speakers to convey meanings that are 

stated and unstated.  When lying, a speaker flouts the maxims of quality and manner.  

Grice states in the maxim of quality (1) "Do not say what you believe to be false" and (2) 

"Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence." Likewise, the maxim of manner, 

which states, (1) "Avoid obscurity of expression" and (2) "Avoid ambiguity" (Grundy 95) 

applies to those situations in which a speaker is purposefully vague in order to deceive.  

According to Sperber, there are two ways that a speaker can miscommunicate:  

(1) The speaker may be incompetent, thus leading the interpretation process 

astray by not producing an utterance which can be interpreted so as to 

yield an interpretation consistent both with the communicative Principle of 

Relevance and with the speaker’s informative intention; or 
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(2) The speaker may be less than benevolent, i.e. she can want to deceive the 

hearer. (Sperber qtd. in Reboul 62) 

Based on these interpretation strategies, Reboul defines a lie according to the 

speaker’s intention.  Reboul states, “The speaker of a lie has the intention to produce a 

specific effect: that his hearer should believe something to which he, the speaker, takes, 

rightly or wrongly, to be false” (64).  With this definition of a lie, an assertion does not 

necessarily have to be false in order for it to be considered a lie.  Reboul defines lie as an 

utterance in which a speaker may say something that he believes to be false in order for 

the hearer to think the speaker has said something true, and truthful deception as an 

utterance in which a speaker may say something he believes to be true in order for the 

hearer to think that the speaker has said something false, leading the hearer to believe 

something the speaker believes false (64).  Reboul's example of truthful deception comes 

from a scene in Shakespeare's Othello where Iago asks Othello whether Cassio was 

involved in Othello's wooing of Desdemona.  Othello then questions Iago on his opinion 

of Cassio's honesty.  Iago responds that he knows Cassio to be honest, but he says it in 

such a way that Othello is led to believe that Iago thinks Cassio to be dishonest (64).  

With these definitions of lying, Reboul classifies lying as having a perlocutionary effect; 

an effect that the utterance (lie) might have on the hearer (Grundy 75).  Because a 

speaker's primary goal is to deceive the hearer by uttering a lie, he aims to achieve the 

effect of having the hearer believe something untrue.  According to Reboul, although the 

act of uttering a lie is illocutionary, or communicative, the ultimate effect of a lie is 

perlocutionary (64). 
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Meibauer recommends that for a linguistic approach to lying, "only those notions 

in the definition of lying that are rooted in linguistic analysis" should be used (279).  

According to Meibauer, lying is a "speech act of insincere assertion" (277).  His article 

"On Lying: Intentionality, Implicature, and Imprecision" focuses on the speaker's ability 

to manipulate the representation of truth according to certain social goals.  The 

intentionality of the lie is to deceive, "deceiving broadly construed as the causing of a 

false belief in someone else" (279).  Likewise, a lie may have a conversational 

implicature that is false.  With false implicature, the speaker may not assert a false 

statement, but the speaker may imply something that he believes false (285).  Dynel 

disagrees with this interpretation of lies, instead saying that an utterance that is true but 

invites an untruthful inference or implies untruthfulness is not a lie.  Although these 

utterances are deceptive, they should not be classified as lies (Dynel 162).  

As previously stated, Coleman and Kay proposed a prototypical semantic analysis 

of the word lie in which a speaker (S) asserts some proposition (P) to an addressee (A): 

 (1) P is false. 

 (2) S believes P to be false. 

 (3) In uttering P, S intends to deceive A. (Coleman and Kay 28) 

Coleman and Kay's definition of a lie complies with Meibauer's elements of intentionality 

and implicature.  However, whereas Meibauer would classify a true statement intended to 

deceive (a false implicature) as a lie (Meibauer 286), Coleman and Kay would not 

classify this statement as a full fledged prototypical lie as it does not contain the first 

condition of falsity in fact (Coleman and Kay 29).  With the prototypical definition of lie, 
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Coleman and Kay permit different degrees of lying in which some prototype elements are 

present and some are absent (29).  

 According to Leech (1983), politeness principles have long been considered to be 

major determinants of linguistic behavior.  Brown and Levinson's Politeness: Some 

Universals in Language Usage is a compilation of data gathered from Tamil speakers in 

southern India, Tzeltal speakers in Mexico, and speakers of American and British English 

which provides a description of cross-linguistic politeness (Grundy 195).  They suggest 

that there are certain linguistic strategies that are available in every language, but that 

there are cultural differences that signal their use.  Brown's study of Tzeltal speakers in 

southern Mexico explores parents' use of common social lies in order to discipline their 

children.  Brown says that in these situations, lying is an indirect speech act that is 

culturally appropriate (Brown 243).  In fact, Brown states, "There is no sense that these 

lies are morally bad" (263).  Brown goes a step further in her definition of lie; lying in 

Tzeltal relates to the verbal practice of conventionalized irony.  Irony, denoted by stating 

the opposite of what one intends to express with a skeptical tone, is therefore considered 

a polite way to share an attitude (Brown 263-264).  

 In the present study, I seek to examine potential cultural strategies in Madrid to 

compare the similarities and note the differences between these strategies in Ecuador and 

America from a pragmalinguistic perspective.  Pragmalinguistics is the study of 

appropriate pragmatic forms and their relevant context.  I will investigate whether or not 

certain pragmatic strategies used in Ecuador are also used in similar contexts in Madrid.  

Placencia's study, "Pragmatic Variation in Corner Store Interactions in Quito and 

Madrid," presents a relevant example of cross-cultural pragmatic study.  Citing Fant's 
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(1989) work examining the "cultural mismatch in conversation" between Spaniards and 

Scandinavians, Placencia considers the "person-" and "task-orientedness" approaches to 

transactions in corner stores in Quito and Madrid.  Fant's study showed that while Danes 

conducting business negotiations in Denmark were task-oriented, Spaniards conducting 

similar business negotiations in Spain "display a greater orientation to the person as 

opposed to the task" (Placencia 584).  According to Placencia, "While Spaniards may be 

more person-oriented than Danes in certain contexts, Quiteños may be more person-

oriented than Madrileño Spaniards in the same or other contexts" (584).  In corner stores, 

the Quiteño interactions included exchanges of greetings and pleasantries focusing more 

on the person than the request.  In Madrid, however, requests were made earlier in the 

interaction, and neither names or inquiries were exchanged.  Placencia concluded that 

Madrileños, who are more informal with their use of tú rather than usted, treat each other 

as "intimates" and therefore use informal, less ritualistic greetings. 

  Brown and Levinson assume that a person has two kinds of face or self-esteem; 

positive face, a person’s desire to be well thought of, and negative face, a person’s wish 

to not be imposed on by others.  In an effort not to threaten either the positive or the 

negative face of a person, a speaker will employ different politeness strategies in his or 

her utterances to a hearer (Grundy 195-196).  The notion of a "white lie," for example, is 

a common politeness strategy used in order to avoid threatening a person’s face in social 

situations in English.  An example of lying used as a politeness strategy that Coleman and 

Kay examine is the social lie.  The social lie is a statement that may be true or false, or 

that the speaker knows definitely to be false, but it is used in situations where politeness 

requires some sort of comment.  With social lies, the intent to deceive is not present, but 
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the speaker does not necessarily believe his statement, and the statement could be false.  

In this case, some subjects will consider social lies to not really be lies at all, and still 

others will disagree (Coleman and Kay 29).  One example of a social lie being used as a 

politeness strategy is that explained in Ashley's "Irrelevant Lies: Recognizing the Truth in 

'Lies'." He describes the case of a man in the Solomon Islands who is frequently asked to 

lend out his boat to people whom he knows will misuse it.  Not wanting to offend people 

by refusing them, he asks a local pastor for advice on how to handle the situation.  The 

pastor recommends that the man turn people down by telling them he has lost the key.  

The explanation is that everyone will know the key is not really lost since it is hanging on 

the wall in plain view, but they will still get the message without being offended (Ashley 

6).  Because the islanders may possibly take offense to a direct refusal when asking to 

borrow the boat, the pastor advises the man to tell a social lie in order to be polite and not 

threaten the relationship.  He states that the people will understand the message, and they 

will probably not classify this statement as a lie.  

 Sweetser (1987) proposes two rules for social interaction: (1) Try to help, not 

harm and (2) Give knowledge (inform others); do not misinform (47).  Based on these 

two rules, a statement can only be a lie if the information is beneficial to the hearer.  In 

other words, white lies and social lies do not really misinform others and therefore are 

still beneficial to the hearer.  In these kinds of social lies, the truth value of a statement is 

not relevant, and therefore is just an act of politeness.  

 In an unpublished report entitled "Truth-Telling and Lie-Telling in Face-

Threatening Speech Events from a Cross-Cultural Pragmatic Perspective," Intachakra 

examined truth-telling and lie-telling in British and Thai cultures.  In situations where the 
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informant had the intention to express disapproval, Intachakra found that 74.29% of 

British subjects preferred to tell the truth, whereas 61.79% of Thai subjects believed it 

would be better to hide their displeasure and to say something nice to the other party 

instead (Intachakra 2008).  According to Intachakra, this difference can be explained 

through an aspect of Thai politeness.  While non-Asian, non-Thai people may view this 

behavior as irrational or insincere, the Thai people view it as a way to show consideration 

for the other person.  Likewise, in a study on lying titled "Cultural Differences in 

Deception: Motivations to Deceive in Samoans and North Americans," Aune and Walters 

examined the motivation behind lying the two cultures.  In the Samoan results, Aune and 

Walters found that participants were "more inclined to deceive when the deception would 

be beneficial to the participant's family or group or when the deception was necessary to 

please an authority figure" (Aune 165).  Based on these findings, Aune and Walters 

suggest that the Samoan culture is more collectivistic than the North American culture.  

As a result of this collectivism, motivations to deceive are heavily based on how the 

utterance will affect the larger group as a whole.  This is another example of how lying 

can be used as a politeness strategy to avoid conflict. 

 
Empirical Studies on Lying 

 As previously stated, Coleman and Kay incorporated several different aspects of 

what it means to lie into their definition.  They began with the simple idea that a lie is 

characterized by saying something untrue.  However, this definition was considered 

incomplete because it did not differentiate a lie from an "honest mistake" or an "innocent 

representation" (Coleman and Kay 28).  Thus, they included a second component to their 

definition: the speaker must believe what he is saying is false.  Again, this definition was 
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considered inadequate because it would still include things not classified as lies like 

metaphoric speech or sarcasm.  In order to clarify the definition further, they added the 

third component that the speaker must intend to deceive the hearer.  Based on this 

definition, Coleman and Kay finally defined a lie as something containing the following 

three elements: 

 (1) P is false. [+false] 

 (2) S believes P to be false. [+belief] 

 (3) In uttering P, S intends to deceive A [+intent].  

(Adapted from Coleman and Kay 28)  

 Coleman and Kay consider this definition to be a prototypical definition of a lie, 

which means that an utterance that contains all three of the elements above would be 

considered a full-fledged lie, and that an utterance that lacks one or more of the elements 

could still be classified as a lie, but to a lesser degree.  In order to test this prototypical 

definition of lie, Coleman and Kay developed a questionnaire containing eight stories that 

contained different possible combinations of the three elements.  For each story, subjects 

were asked to rate an utterance with the following: 

It was {a lie / not a lie / I can't say}.  I am {very sure / fairly sure / not too 

sure} most others would agree with the choice I just circled. (Coleman and 

Kay 30)    

 With this scoring system, each story was measured with a "degree of lie" and 

"degree of informant's certainty that the story contains a lie".  Coleman and Kay then 

developed a seven-point scale from 1 (very sure non-lie) to 7 (very sure lie) as seen in 

Table 1 below. 
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Table 1.  Coleman and Kay Lie scale 

	 	 	
Not a lie −very sure = 1 

Not a lie −fairly sure = 2 

Not a lie −not too sure = 3 

Can’t say  = 4 

Lie −not too sure = 5 

Lie −fairly sure = 6 

Lie −very sure = 7 

 
Source: Adapted from Coleman, Linda and Paul Kay. "Prototype Semantics: The English 
Word Lie." Language 57.1 (1981): 30, Figure 1. 
 
 
 The questionnaires were distributed to seventy-one people, from which sixty-

seven questionnaires were completed and therefore used for the study.  Coleman and Kay 

hypothesized that "an utterance containing just one of the prototype elements would be 

considered less of a lie than an utterance containing that element plus one other" (32).  

After adding up the scores from all subjects, a mean scale score for each story was 

calculated based on the responses.  This score indicated the degree to which the subjects 

considered each story to be a lie.  Coleman and Kay found that the more prototypical 

elements of a lie each story contained, the higher scale score it received (33).  This 

followed what they called the Prototype Hypothesis, which states:  

If a pair of stories differ in that one contains each of the prototype 
elements that the other does, and also contains one or more additional 
element(s), then the story containing the added prototype element(s) 
should get an equal or higher lie score from a majority of subjects. (34) 

 



	

	 20

This Prototype Hypothesis was derived from Coleman and Kay's experience as native 

participant observers in the same speech community as the subjects who participated in 

the study.  

 Likewise, Coleman and Kay determined that there is a difference between typical 

elements of a lie and the prototypical elements of a lie.  According to their observations, 

the reprehensibleness of a lie may be a typical element, but is not a prototypical element, 

and therefore is not included in the meaning of lie (38).  Another observation is that lying 

is "an inherently social act" (42).  Some of the results were affected because subjects 

modified their responses to appear "moral, broadminded, sympathetic, perspicacious, or 

the like" (41).  Because people interpreted the situations from the perspective of what 

they consider likely in the real world, some situations seemed more unlikely and thus 

produced responses that differed from the hypothesized result. 

 Finally, Coleman and Kay determined that because of the positive outcome of 

their experiment, the prototypical definition of lie has enough evidence to be considered 

accurate (42).  The main finding of Coleman and Kay's experiment was that "falsity of 

belief" (hereafter [+belief]) is the most important element of the prototype of lie, intended 

deception ([+intent]) is the next most important element, and factual falsity ([+false]) is 

the least important" (43).  However, in his paper "Irrelevant Lies: Recognizing the Truth 

in 'Lies'," James Ashley argues that when people are asked to define a lie, the most 

common feature included is falsity of fact.  Because Coleman and Kay found that falsity 

of fact is actually the least important element of the prototypical lie, Ashley states that 

"such a result is counterintuitive and highlights the dissonance between our definition of 
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a lie and the application of that definition in the context of real-world situations" (Ashley 

15). 

 
Cross-Cultural Studies of Lying 

 Cole's "Semantic Prototypes and the Pragmatics of Lie Across Cultures" is a 

reproduction of Coleman and Kay's study in Makkah, Saudi Arabia.  Her investigation 

was to see if the "distribution and proportion of the semantic feathers of the word lie, as 

described in Coleman and Kay's study, are the same for the Arabic word kathaba 'lie'" 

(Cole 475).  As Cole points out, the Quran speaks strongly against a 'lie,' and in a culture 

heavily influenced by Islam, the interpretation of lying will probably be affected.  Cole 

translated the eight original stories from Coleman and Kay's study into Arabic, and also 

added two additional stories, which were "intended to elicit a cross-cultural difference 

between the two lexical items being studied" (476).  The original eight stories were also 

modified somewhat in order to be more culturally relevant to the group of people targeted 

for her study.  For example, in Story 5, a man attends a party given by his boss and his 

boss' wife.  Cole says that this would never happen in Saudi Arabian society because 

there is a strict social separation of the sexes.  Because of this, Cole changed the story to 

describe a man attending a party given by his boss only.  Finally, the names were 

changed to Arabic names. 

 Cole had one hundred and seventeen respondents who were native Arabic 

speakers from Makkah.  She used the same scoring system as Coleman and Kay.  

Although Cole's study did not show any significant differences in the prototype between 

the American English speech community and the Makkan Arabic speech community 

(481), the comments made by respondents did point out some interesting cultural 
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differences between the two interpretations of lying.  In the first story, in which someone 

eats a piece of cake and then claims to not have eaten it, a respondent commented in 

Coles' study that the age of the person was not included in the story, so "he might be 

young and not yet understand the meaning of lying" (479).  As Cole points out, "This 

statement implies that the unacceptability of lying is learned" (479).  With this comment, 

it may be inferred that part of the Arabic interpretation of lie is that it is learned behavior 

and age-relevant. 

 Likewise, respondents included a comment on the fourth story in which a girl 

claims to be sick so that she does not have to take a test, but then becomes sick 

coincidentally later in the day.  Because of the strong religious nature of the Makkan 

culture, many respondents commented on the girl's intention to deceive.  One 

commented, "She is considered a liar because she intended to lie and with God's power, 

her statement became fact;" another "because she was not sick, God gave her the 

condition." Still another even quoted a saying from the Islamic prophet Mohammed: "Do 

not pretend to be sick, then you will become sick, then you will die" (480).  These 

emphatic comments reflect this story's placement on the farthest end of the 'lie' end of the 

spectrum. 

 When the subjects arrived at the 'social lie' in Story 5 (boss' party), responses 

were more varied.  Although some coincided with the American interpretation that these 

kinds of social lies are not intended to deceive anyone, that it was only a compliment 

required in order to conform with the politeness principle, others still classified it as a lie.  

One respondent called it "social hypocrisy... a compliment is considered a lie if it is not 
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true" (480).  Even though the lie in this situation was one required by social constructs, 

most respondents still called the man a 'liar' despite his intentions. 

 Like the Coleman and Kay study, Cole's study of the Arabic kathaba showed that 

of the three prototypical lie elements, the most important one is the speaker's belief that 

the statement is false [+belief], and the second is the intention of the speaker to deceive 

[+intent].  Interestingly, the third element, whether or not the statement is actually true or 

false [+false], seemed relatively unimportant in Cole's study.  Based on the two additional 

stories that were added to examine cultural differences, Cole found that there are "certain 

situations in which lying is overtly permitted" (481).  One of the additional stories 

described a brother who lies to his brother-in-law on behalf of his sister in order to 

reconcile a disagreement between them.  Respondents indicated that this lie was 

acceptable because the brother had the intention to make peace between the two.  

Participants stated, "lying to reconcile between husband and wife is permissible," and 

"the purpose of the lie was to make peace and so it is desirable" (482). 

 The second additional story described a man who lied about being Iraqi in order 

to save his own life.  Cole states of this story, "The recognition of personal danger is also 

recognized as a factor in the permissibility of a lie" (482).  Most comments indicated that 

the statement in this story was permissible, but its mean scale score still indicated that it 

was considered to be a lie.  One comment said, "Samir is considered a liar... but it was 

necessary for him to lie in order to protect himself, and there is nothing wrong with that" 

(483). 

 Hardin partially replicated Coleman and Kay's study by using the same 

questionnaire in the Eastern Region of Ecuador.  Her purpose was "to examine whether 
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or not the concept of a lie is different for Spanish speakers in Ecuador and, if so, to what 

degree and under what semantic prototypical notions" (Hardin 3199).  Like Cole's study, 

Hardin translated the original eight stories from Coleman and Kay's study into Spanish.  

The stories were also modified to be more culturally relevant to the targeted group in 

Ecuador.  Also, Hardin added five additional stories to the original eight that included 

situations in which a lie "might commonly occur in Ecuador yet be acceptable to native 

speakers due to factors outside the realm of semantics" (3203).  

 Hardin's study included forty-nine responses from native Spanish speakers from a 

small town in the Pastaza province of Eastern Ecuador.  Like Cole's study of Arabic, 

Hardin's results from Ecuador reflected the same prototypical elements that Coleman and 

Kay's study proposed.  Coleman and Kay and Cole both found that the belief that the 

statement is false [+belief] is the most important element of a prototypical lie, followed 

by the intent to deceive [+intent], and lastly the actual falsity of the statement was least 

important [+false].  However, although Hardin's study in Ecuador was comparable to 

Coleman and Kay's, there was a difference in the interpretation of the intent to deceive.  

The Spanish speakers from Ecuador "viewed some situations with [−intent] as more 

prototypical lies than those that contained [+intent]" (3206) which differed from Coleman 

and Kay's results that scored stories with [+intent] higher than [−intent].  Hardin argues 

that possibly some cultural or social factors could be involved in the interpretation of the 

prototypical lie.  

 In one of the additional stories Hardin added, a shopkeeper gives directions to 

someone even though she is not familiar with the destination they are seeking.  Whereas 

an English speaker would classify this as a lie with the intent to deceive, Spanish 
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speakers say that this is a "mentira piadosa 'white lie' and that the owner did not want to 

be unhelpful or to give a bad impression to the patron" (3207).  Hardin states that many 

Ecuadorians "understand this to be a culturally common type of lie that may not involve 

an intent to deceive" (3207).  Likewise, in another story, a shopkeeper tells a customer 

that some cookies will arrive on Wednesday, even though she does not know when they 

will arrive, and that it is unlikely they will arrive on Wednesday.  Again, English 

speakers may interpret this situation to contain all three prototypical lie elements, but 

Ecuadorians seem to think differently.  Hardin says that the Ecuadorians would 

understand that the shopkeeper "is trying to maintain a relationship with the client and 

does not wish to appear unhelpful or unfriendly" (3207).  The emphasis is less on the 

intent to deceive, and rather on the shopkeeper's desire to maintain a friendly relationship 

with the client.  In fact, Hardin says that Ecuadorian people would expect such a response 

in this type of situation. 

 Finally, Hardin's study proposes a "clash of cultural values in situations where 

information is sought or requested" (3209).  Although these situations were interpreted as 

lies, the Ecuadorian participants’ comments explain that they are merely social lies that 

are culturally well known.  Because they are socially accepted, they do not interpret these 

lies as having an intent to deceive.  According to Hardin's results, in Ecuador, "the desire 

to maintain a relationship supersedes the need for truth, and for that matter, accuracy" 

(3209).  This emphasis on the relationship rather than the individual is quite common in 

Latin-American cultures.  For example, in a study of Colombian Spanish, Catherine E.  

Travis explains that confianza 'trust' and calor humano 'human warmth' are two key ideas 

that permeate Colombian culture (Travis 199).  These two ideas emphasize the 
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collectivist and interdependent nature of Latin-American culture.  Travis says that 

because Colombians are sensitive to the feelings of others, it is acceptable to avoid 

"saying things that will hurt others, and saying this expressly to make others feel good 

can override the value of telling the truth, and may call for a mentira piadosa 'white lie'" 

(209).   

 
Pragmatic Development in a Second Language 

 Before discussing how students of a second language may acquire pragmatic 

awareness of lying, it is first necessary to consider how children learn to tell lies in their 

first language.  Brown's study of Tzeltal speakers in Mexico describes how children are 

lied to from birth.  Parents use lying as a disciplinary strategy; they threaten a 

consequence if the child does not comply with their request, but they rarely follow 

through with the threat.  As a result, children quickly learn how to recognize such threats.  

Brown describes this process as the following: 

 Tzeltal children move from a stance of largely ignoring scare threats (and  
 getting away with it), to recognizing and challenging falsehoods (at least  
 some of the time) in what people say to them, to producing lies   
 themselves, both as self-protection and in efforts to control their younger  
 siblings. (Brown 253) 
 
 Additionally, Brown says that the ability to recognize if a statement is true or 

false is a prerequisite to recognizing intentionally deceptive statements.  In order to 

illustrate how early a child may begin this process of learning about lies, Brown cites 

examples of very young children (even one two-year old) who recognize a false 

statement.  Likewise, in this environment, older children are expected to care for their 

younger siblings even when they themselves are very young.  Because of this, Brown 

found that child caregivers at age 5 were producing the same lies or threats as their 
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parents (258).  We see here that acquisition of certain pragmatic notions, in this case, 

lying, is obtained very early in the first language. 

 Students of a second language may have a slightly different cultural interpretation 

of lying.  The present study seeks to determine whether students acquire pragmatic 

competence in a language other than their native one.  Kasper and Schmidt observe that 

"no order of acquisition for interlanguage pragmatics exists as it does in other areas of 

interlanguage knowledge such as morphology or syntax" (Pearson 474).  Instead, 

pragmatic competence is a gradual process in which a few unanalyzed routines are later 

evaluated and used for more complex utterances (Kasper and Schmidt qtd. in Pearson 

474).  Second language learners slowly increase their knowledge of pragmatic strategies 

by learning these routines and then employing them in more advanced situations.  One 

example of the gradual process of such pragmatic acquisition in the interlanguage is a 

five-stage progression of second language (hereafter L2) Request Development that 

Kasper and Rose developed based on Achiba (2002) and Ellis (1992).  The five steps are 

as follows: 

(1) Pre-basic- Context dependent, no syntax, no relational goals; 

(2) Formulaic- Reliance on unanalyzed formulas and imperatives; 

(3) Unpacking- Formulas incorporated into productive language use, shift to 

conventional indirectness; 

(4) Pragmatic expansion- Addition of new forms to pragmalinguistic 

repertoire, increased use of mitigation, more complex syntax; and 

(5) Fine-tuning- Fine-tuning of requestive force to participants, goals, and 

contexts. (Kasper and Rose 140) 
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Because adult L2 learners already have a pragmatic foundation from their first language, 

the process of adopting a new system is difficult due to the tendency to rely on their 

personal values from the first language system (hereafter L1) (Pearson 474). 

According to Koike, second language learners’ pragmatic rules are mostly based on their 

first language pragmatic system (Koike 279).  Her article “Pragmatic Competence and 

Adult L2 Acquisition: Speech Acts in Interlanguage” examines the transfer of politeness 

rules from L1 into their L2 speech.  Koike argues that the second language learner must 

first develop “pragmatic competence in interlanguage” (279) in order to fully acquire the 

L2 pragmatic system.  The interlanguage is “ a series of stages of language learning 

between the first (L1) and second (L2) grammars through which all L2 learners must pass 

on their way to attaining fluency in the target language” (280).  Koike says that this is a 

natural transition from L1 to L2.  Especially if L2 students are learning the second 

language in their own country, they are not exposed to the sociocultural rules that they 

would observe in interactions between native speakers (282).  Likewise, if a student's 

grammatical ability is not as advanced as the pragmatic rules they may have observed, 

they have more difficulty producing pragmatic forms.  However, this does not necessarily 

mean that they do not understand pragmatic concepts when they are encountered.  Koike 

states, "Simply because learners do not employ L2 pragmatic forms corresponding to 

those of the L1, even when they have studied a number of possibilities to express the 

speech act, does not signify that those forms are not present in their competence" (286).  

A student may have learned that a specific verb tense or phrase is used to achieve a 

certain pragmatic effect, but may not be able to produce it because of their limited 

grammatical knowledge.  
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 On the other hand, Pearson argues that even when students have an advanced 

enough grammatical ability to be able to employ pragmatic forms specific to L2, they 

may still rely on the L1 pragmatic concepts.  In her article "Patterns of Development in 

Spanish L2 Pragmatic Acquisition: An Analysis of Novice Learners' Production of 

Directives," she states, "Adult learners may be aware of L2 pragmatic conventions and 

possess the linguistic ability to carry them out, and still reject their use based on their 

personal values" (Pearson 474).  

 One notable study on second language pragmatic development is Kasper and 

Rose's book Pragmatic Development in a Second Language (2002).  The first model for 

pragmatic development they discuss is the acculturation model adopted by Schumann 

(1978).  With the acculturation model, a speaker's acquisition process of second language 

pragmatic ability is considered to be a process of pidginization.  When a speaker is thrust 

into an environment where he does not have access to the normal process of second 

language acquisition, the need to communicate creates a pidgin, a simplified combination 

of the two languages, that is limited to transactional purposes (Kasper and Rose 16).  The 

acculturation model shows that the "social and psychological integration of the learner 

with the target language group was a major causal variable in second language 

acquisition" (Schumann 379).  This means that a large factor in developing pragmatic 

awareness in a second language is time spent interacting with native speakers of the 

second language in places where the second language is spoken.  Kasper and Rose assert 

that second language learning is "crucially linked to the learner's social position in the 

target community and interaction with members of the target group" (20).  
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 Another theory of pragmatic development in a second language that Kasper and 

Rose propose is the Cognitive Processing Theory.  This theory includes the Noticing 

Hypothesis proposed by Schmidt (1993) and Bialystok's Two-dimensional Model of L2 

Proficiency (Kasper and Rose 21).  The noticing hypothesis states, "relevant [pragmatic] 

features have to be noticed, meaning they have to be registered under attention, or 

detected under awareness" (21).  With the noticing hypothesis however, Kasper and Rose 

say that the learner has to go one step further and understand the relevant social and 

contextual concepts in order to reach a "deeper level of abstraction related to (semantic, 

syntactic, or communicative) meaning, system learning" (Kasper and Rose 21).  

Bialystok's two-dimensional model maintains that adult L2 learners "have to acquire 

processing control over already existing representations" (22).  For many second 

language learners, the processing control is not yet developed enough to be able to 

produce pragmatically appropriate utterances.  Although students may recognize that 

certain pragmatic material is necessary in a response, their inability to form cohesive 

phrases reflects an insufficiently developed control of processing (25).  

 In conclusion, the process by which students acquire pragmatic awareness in a 

second language relies heavily on the primary pragmatic system they have from their first 

language.  Students must first be conscious of the L1 pragmatic system, and then develop 

pragmatic competence in interlanguage, followed by achieving advanced grammatical 

ability to be capable of forming pragmatic utterances in the second language.  L2 

pragmatic structures must be noticed and understood in order to reach a higher level of 

pragmatic awareness.  Even so, Schumann's acculturation model suggests that L2 

pragmatic competence cannot be achieved without integration into the L2 society.  
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 This chapter has considered previous literature on the notion of lying, starting 

with early definitions of the word lie and continuing through discussion of several studies 

on lying in different cultures.  I have also examined principles of pragmatics and 

acquisition of second language pragmatics that apply to participants in this study.  The 

following chapter will outline the method and procedure employed by the current study 

in order to compare and support the literature mentioned in this chapter. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
 

Procedure and Method 
 
 

 In the following chapter, I will describe the procedure by which I collected data 

for the two components of the present study.  Two groups of people were separately 

considered: the first group consisted of native Spanish speakers from Madrid; the second 

group consisted of advanced students of Spanish as a second language.  Hereafter, I will 

refer to group one as the Madrid study, and group two as the second language learner 

study.  These two groups were investigated separately because I had distinct hypotheses 

about their respective results.  In the following, I will discuss the questions considered for 

each group.  

 Recall that the present study seeks to investigate if the Madrileño interpretation of 

lie contains the same prototype as Coleman and Kay's study, or if it differs in some way 

similar to Hardin's study of Ecuadorian Spanish.  It also examines how subjects from 

Madrid assess stories that contain lies, and how those assessments compare to other 

Spanish speakers' interpretations.  Secondarily, in order to study the second language 

acquisition of certain pragmatic ideas, the present study examines the second language 

learners' interpretation of lie in a non-native language.  In order to analyze the Madrileño 

interpretation of the Spanish word lie, and how it compares to previous studies, 

participants responded to a questionnaire in which they selected whether or not a person 

in a selected story had lied.  Likewise, the second language learners' were given the same 

questionnaire in Spanish.  
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Research Questions for the Madrid Study 

 In order to begin discussing the procedure of the Madrid study, it is first necessary 

to discuss the specific questions I considered while conducting my research.  Recall that 

Coleman and Kay (1981) proposed a semantic analysis of the English word lie, arguing 

that a prototypical lie is one containing three basic elements (hereafter noted as [+belief], 

[+intent], and [+false]), and that utterances lacking one or more of the elements might 

still be considered lies but to lesser degrees.  As discussed previously, Hardin (2010: 

3203) likewise proposed the analysis of the Spanish word mentira ‘lie,' and Cole (1996: 

475) investigated the semantic features of the Arabic work kathaba ‘lie.' Both Coleman 

and Kay, Cole, and Hardin's experiments utilized situations containing possible 

permutations of the three basic elements that prototypical lies contain, and participants 

were asked to judge their degree of certainty that the situations contained a lie.  

 The first question I considered for the present study was: (1) According to 

Spanish speakers in Madrid, does the definition of the Spanish word lie involve the three 

prototypical elements as Coleman and Kay suggest? Hardin found that for Spanish 

speakers in Eastern Ecuador, the Spanish lie did contain the three elements.  However, 

Hardin's results also reflected a difference in the importance of each element compared to 

Coleman and Kay's assessment.  Coleman and Kay found that the belief that the 

statement is false [+belief], was the most important of the three elements, followed by 

intent to deceive [+intent] and thirdly, falsity in fact [+false].  Although Hardin found 

that [+belief] was still the most important element in the definition of the Spanish lie in 

Ecuador, her results did not necessarily suggest that [+intent] was the second most 

important element as in Coleman and Kay's results.  
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 Because the elements differed in importance from Coleman and Kay's study and 

Hardin's study, my second question was the following: (2) Assuming that the Spanish 

word lie in Madrid does involve the three prototypical elements suggested by Coleman 

and Kay, do Madrileños agree that [+belief] is the most important element? Likewise, 

will results from Madrid be more similar to Coleman and Kay's or Hardin's results with 

regards to [+intent]?  

 Thirdly, recall that in Hardin's study, respondents from Ecuador classified some 

of the stories as social lies that are culturally well known.  Because these lies are socially 

accepted, the respondents did not interpret them as having an intent to deceive.  Based on 

Hardin's results, my third question in approaching the present study was: (3) Do Spanish 

speakers from Madrid demonstrate the same interpretation of social lies as Spanish 

speakers from Ecuador? As mentioned previously in Chapter two, Placencia's analysis of 

corner store interactions in Quito and Madrid suggested a very different approach to 

social settings in the two cities.  For the present study, I hypothesized that social lies 

would not be interpreted equally in Madrid and Ecuador based on the difference in size 

and population: Madrid being urban and densely populated, and the Pastaza province of 

Ecuador being rural and less populated. 

 
Research Questions for the Second Language Learner Study 

 As previously discussed, second language learners primarily base their pragmatic 

rules on their first language pragmatic system (Koike 279).  If students are learning a 

second language in their own country, they do not have exposure to the sociocultural 

interactions that they would observe by native speakers in a country that speaks the 

second language (Koike 282).  The students targeted in the present study were American 
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native speakers of English who had progressed in the second language, Spanish, to an 

advanced level.  By comparing Coleman and Kay's results from their test of native 

English speakers with the Spanish speakers' results from Hardin's study in Ecuador and 

my study in Madrid, I sought to answer the following: (1) Do native English speakers 

who have developed an advanced level of Spanish tend to answer similarly to Coleman 

and Kay's respondents, or have they acquired some pragmatic awareness through their 

study of Spanish? 

 Likewise, because students who study a foreign language in their own country are 

not exposed to interactions between native speakers of the second language, I also aimed 

to discover whether or not the amount of time spent in a country where the second 

language is spoken affected students' interpretations.  My second question was the 

following: (2) Do the responses from students who have lived in a Spanish-speaking 

country resemble responses from the two Spanish studies, possibly suggesting more 

pragmatic understanding? 

 I was specifically interested in the second language learners' responses with 

regard to the additional five stories included by Hardin.  My third question for the second 

language learner study was: (3) Do advanced students of Spanish recognize the five 

additional stories as social lies in the way that the respondents from Ecuador did? If they 

had lived in a Spanish speaking country, and, depending on where, I hypothesized that 

they would identify those situations that are common in Latin America and note that 

some lies are acceptable in social settings. 
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Procedure 

 Recall that the three elements that define a prototypical lie according to Coleman 

and Kay are: 

 (a) P is false.      [+false] 

  (b) S believes P to be false.     [+belief] 

  (c) In uttering P, S intends to deceive A.   [+intent] 

where the speaker (S) asserts some proposition (P) to an addressee (A) (adapted from 

Coleman and Kay 28). 

 Furthermore, recall that based on this formula, Coleman and Kay developed a 

questionnaire that Hardin then translated into Spanish.  The questionnaire asked 

participants to read a story based on the eight different possible combinations of the three 

elements of prototypical lies, and then select from the following: 

It was {a lie / not a lie/ I can't say}. 

I am {very sure / fairly sure / not too sure} most others would agree with the choice I just 

circled. 

For each story, participants were given the opportunity to offer any comments to serve as 

explanation for their choice.   

 Hardin replicated Coleman and Kay’s study of the English lie by using the same 

method in the Eastern Region of Ecuador.  Hardin adapted the original Coleman and Kay 

stories in English to be more culturally and linguistically appropriate, and also included 

five additional stores with cultural situations in which a lie might occur in Ecuador yet be 

acceptable to native speakers.  Recall that Coleman and Kay proposed a Prototype 

Hypothesis that was derived from their experience as native participant observers in the 
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same speech community as the subjects who participated in their study.  For the present 

study in Madrid, the investigator was not part of the same speech community as the 

subjects, and might therefore expect possible different outcomes from the Coleman and 

Kay study. 

 For the present studies, I used Hardin's questionnaire to examine the Spanish 

notion of mentira in Madrid, Spain.  Since Hardin's study was conducted in the rural 

Pastaza province in Eastern Ecuador, I hypothesized that Madrid, being the largest and 

most populated city in Spain, would yield a different interpretation than that of Hardin's 

respondents.  The questionnaires were distributed to native Madrileños.  I later 

distributed the questionnaire to advanced Spanish students in order to study the second 

language learner's interpretation of mentira.  In order to maintain continuity in the 

comparison of the studies, I made only one change to the translation from Hardin's 

adaptation of Coleman and Kay's original questionnaire.  Hardin noted that the seventh 

story, which described a nurse who confuses two patients' medical records, seemed to 

confuse respondents.  It was apparently unclear to respondents whether or not Nurse 

Cerebral was aware of her mistake.  In order to clarify this confusion, I added in the 

explicit explanation that Nurse Cerebral's mistake was unintentional.  The phrase "se ha 

equivocado sin querer" was inserted into Hardin's original translation.  I also added three 

optional questions at the end to give participants an opportunity to offer further 

explanation or examples from personal experience.  The three concluding questions were 

the following: 

(1) ¿Tiene Ud. algo más para comentar sobre las situaciones anteriores? 
 Do you have any other comments on the previous situations? 
 



	

	 38

(2) ¿Puede Ud. pensar en una situación en que una persona le mintió, pero entendió 
Ud. por qué esa persona le mintió?  

 Can you think of a situation where someone lied to you, but you understood why 
 that person lied? 
 

(3) ¿Puede Ud. pensar en otra situación en que una persona le mintió, pero a Ud. esa 
mentira le pareció aceptable?  

 Can you think of another situation where a person lied to you, but that lie seemed 
 acceptable to you? 
 

 Likewise, for the second study, I gave the same questionnaire to advanced second 

language learners of Spanish. 	

	
Participants	

 Before beginning the research, I applied for and received approval from the 

Baylor Institutional Review Board for both groups of participants [Project # 235607-2] 

and [Project # 243745‐1].  I also obtained a signed consent form from each participant 

who volunteered to participate in the study.  In order to safeguard the questionnaires and 

keep them confidential, the responses were kept in a locked compartment and read only 

by myself.  No individual names or biographical information was included in this study.	

 While working in Madrid in June 2011 with the Baylor in Madrid study abroad 

program, I distributed paper copies of the questionnaire to Spanish men and women who 

were host families for the Baylor students.  Additionally, the woman with whom I was 

staying distributed the questionnaire to her family members, friends, and chance contacts.  

A few participants were my personal friends in Madrid.  I dropped off questionnaires at 

the participants’ locations and they later brought them back to me once they were 

completed.  In total, the number of responses I received was seventy-eight.  The 

participants varied in age from twenty to eighty-seven years old, with the average age of 

fifty years.  All participants were born and raised in Spain.  Although some participants 
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were born in other cities and areas of Spain, only participants who had lived in Madrid 

for more than half of their lives were included in the final data analysis.  The average 

time spent in Madrid was forty-four years.	

 Of the seventy-eight questionnaires collected, forty-nine were considered for the 

data analysis in order to be equal to the number in Hardin's study for Ecuador.  These 

forty-nine were selected based on the thoroughness of their explanations for each 

scenario.  Many of the questionnaires received had no explanations or responses to the 

final three questions.  While this lack of explanation did not immediately disqualify a 

questionnaire from being considered, questionnaires with explanations were preferred 

because they offered more information to help with analysis.	

 For the Second Language Learner study, I created an electronic version of the 

questionnaire through AdobeForms online.  I then emailed the link to the questionnaire 

and a short description of my experiment to professors of Spanish who then forwarded it 

to their students.  The questionnaires were distributed electronically in this way to all 

non-native Spanish speakers in senior and graduate-level Spanish classes at Baylor 

University, and to friends and contacts of the researcher who are enrolled in the same 

advanced-level Spanish classes at Abilene Christian University, The University of 

Kansas, The Ohio State University, The University of Arkansas at Little Rock, and 

Southwestern University.  Fifty participants contributed their responses to the study.  The 

participants were comprised of upper-classmen undergraduate students taking junior and 

senior-level Spanish courses and Spanish graduate students pursuing master’s and 

doctoral degrees.  The average age of the Second Language Learner respondents was 

twenty-three years, and the average time they had studied Spanish was eight years. 	
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 In order to ensure that respondents were not native speakers, I included an 

introduction and description of the study in the email containing the online link to the 

questionnaire.  In the description I emphasized that I was looking for students of Spanish 

"who were NOT native speakers." Likewise, I included a few questions at the beginning 

of the questionnaire pertaining to how long the respondent had been studying Spanish.  

These questions were included to ensure that if a native speaker accidentally responded, I 

would be able to identify his or her response and discard it. 	

	
Questionnaire	

 For the Madrid study, forty questionnaires were completed by hand.  Although 

most respondents reported that they generally took fifteen to twenty minutes to respond 

to the questionnaires, I was not present while the majority completed them.  A few of the 

respondents were elderly and had trouble reading the small print of the questionnaires, so 

I read the stories aloud to them and they dictated their responses to me.  I did not prompt 

them to select a certain response and read only the stories and questions included in the 

questionnaires.  Other than the few respondents who needed to dictate their responses to 

me, the majority completed the questionnaires individually without my assistance.  I 

typically distributed the paper questionnaires to respondents who then returned them to 

me the next day once they had the opportunity to complete them. 

 First, research subjects were asked a series of biographical questions.  In the 

Madrid study, the purpose of these questions was to ensure that all subjects tested had 

comparable language proficiencies and background in Madrid in order to ensure that all 

responses considered came from the same cultural pool.  

The Madrid biographical questions consisted of the following: 
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   Hombre                        Mujer	
  Male         Female	
	

(1) ¿Edad?	
 Age?	
	
(2) ¿Nació Ud. en España?	
 Were you born in Spain?	
	
(3) ¿Por cuántos años ha vivido Ud. en España? ¿Y en Madrid?	

 How long have you lived in Spain? And in Madrid?	
	

(4) ¿En qué ciudad vive Ud. ahora?	
 In what city do you currently live?	
	

(5) ¿Ha vivido Ud. siempre en esta ciudad?	
 Have you always lived in this city?	
	

(6) ¿De dónde son sus padres?	
 Where are your parents from?	
 

 In the Second Language Learner study, the biographical questions were changed 

in order to gain information about the student's background with the language, and 

possible experience in a Spanish-speaking country.  Recall that Schumann's acculturation 

model suggests that a learner's background is crucial to second language learning.  

Because of this, subjects for the present study were asked to respond to biographical 

questions about their experience in a Spanish speaking country.  The Second Language 

Learner biographical questions included the following: 

           Hombre                         Mujer	
    Male           Female	
	

(7) ¿Edad?	
 Age?	
	

(8) ¿Cuántos años tenía Ud. cuando empezó a estudiar español?	
  How old were you when you started studying Spanish?	
	

(9) ¿Por cuánto tiempo ha estudiado Ud. español?	
 How long have you studied Spanish	



	

	 42

(10) ¿Ha vivido Ud. en algún lugar donde se habla español? ¿Dónde? ¿Por cuánto 
tiempo?	

 Have you ever lived in a Spanish-speaking country? Where? For how long? 
 

 Second, research subjects for both studies were presented with the thirteen stories 

in which they determined whether or not the speaker had lied, and whether the majority 

would agree with their decision.  The reactions to these scenarios were later compared 

and quantified.  

 The following is a transcription of the thirteen stories in the questionnaire.  

Coleman and Kay's prototypical lie elements are listed here in parentheses after each 

story, but they were not included on the actual questionnaire distributed to participants. 

 
(1) Carlos ha comido la torta que Julia iba a servirles a sus invitados.  Julia le pregunta 
a Carlos, “Comiste la torta?” Carlos responde, “No.”   ¿Mintió Carlos? 
Carlos has eaten the cake that Julia was going to serve to her guests.  Julia asks Carlos, 
"Did you eat the cake?"  Carlos responds, "No."  Did Carlos lie? (elements [+false], 
[+belief], [+intent]−clear lie)  
 
(2) Juan y Geraldo están jugando al fútbol con la pelota de un amigo, Ricardo.  Geraldo 
pierde la pelota de Ricardo.  Cuando Ricardo llega y ve que sus amigos no tienen su 
pelota, le pregunta, “Juan, ¿perdiste mi pelota?”  Juan responde, “No, Geraldo lo 
hizo.”  ¿Mintió Juan? 
Juan and Geraldo are playing soccer with a friend Ricardo's ball.  Geraldo loses Ricardo's 
ball.  When Ricardo arrives and sees that his friends do not have his ball, he asks, "Juan, 
did you lose my ball?"  Juan replies, "No, Geraldo did."  Did Juan lie?  (no elements−not 
a lie) 
 
(3) Gordito cree que tiene que pasar por la dulcería para llegar al salón de videojuegos, 
pero está equivocado porque la dulcería se ha mudado.  La mamá de Gordito no aprueba 
los videojuegos.  Mientras Gordito sale de la casa con el intento de ir al salón de 
videojuegos, la mamá le pregunta adónde va.  Él dice, “Voy por la dulcería.”  ¿Mintió 
Gordito? 
Gordito ['Fatty'] believes that he has to go past the candy store in order to get to the video 
arcade, but he is mistaken because the candy store has moved.  Gordito's mom does not 
approve of videogames.  While Gordito is leaving the house with the intent of going to 
the video arcade, his mom asks him where he is going.  He says, "I'm going to the candy 
store."  Did Gordito lie?  ([+false], [+intent]−attempt to deceive with a true statement, but 
the statement is unknowingly false. 
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(4) Una mañana Cristina tiene un examen de matemáticas para el cual no ha estudiado, 
así que no quiere asistir a la escuela.  Le dice a su mamá, “Estoy enferma.”  Su mamá le 
toma la temperatura y a Cristina le sorprende saber que realmente está enferma.  Más 
tarde en el día le da el sarampión.  ¿Mintió Cristina? 
One morning Cristina has a math exam for which she has not studied, so she does not  
want to attend school.  She says to her mom, "I'm sick."  Her mom takes her temperature 
and Cristina is surprised to find out that she really is sick.  Later in the day she comes 
down with the measles.  Did Cristina lie?  ([+belief], [+intent]−attempt to deceive with a 
false statement, but the statement is unknowingly true) 
 
(5) Hidalgo tiene una invitación para cenar en la casa de su jefe.  Después de una noche 
pesada de la cual nadie disfrutó, Hidalgo le dice a la anfitriona, “Gracias.  Fue una  
fiesta magnífica.”  Hidalgo no cree que fuera una fiesta magnífica y realmente no está 
tratando de convencerle a nadie de que se divirtiera, sino que sólo se preocupa por 
decirle algo amable a la esposa de su jefe, sin importar el hecho de que no cree que ella 
lo va a creer.  ¿Mintió Hidalgo? 
Hidalgo has an invitation to eat dinner at his boss' house.  After a boring evening that 
nobody enjoyed, Hidalgo says to the hostess, "Thanks.  It was a magnificent party."  
Hidalgo doesn't believe that it was a magnificent party and he really is not trying to  
convince anyone that he had a good time, but rather he is concerned about saying 
something nice to his boss' wife regardless of the fact that he doesn't think that she will 
believe it.  Did Hidalgo lie?  ([+false], [+belief]−standard social lie) 
 
(6) Juan y María recientemente empezaron a ser novios.  Valentino es el ex-novio de 
María.  Una noche Juan le pregunta a María, “¿Has visto a Valentino esta semana?”  
María contesta, “Hace dos semanas que Valentino está enfermo con la gripe.”  De hecho 
hace dos semanas que Valentino está enfermo con la gripe, pero también es verdad que 
María tuvo una cita con Valentino la noche anterior.  ¿Mintió María? 
Juan and Maria recently started going together.  Valentino is Maria's ex-boyfriend.  One 
night Juan asks Maria, "Have you seen Valentino this week?"  Maria answers, "Valentino 
has been sick with the flu for two weeks."  Valentino has, in fact, been sick with the flu 
for two weeks, but it is also true that Maria had a date with Valentino the previous night.  
Did Maria lie?  ([+intent] only−literal truth, implied falsehood) 
 
(7) Dos pacientes están esperando ser llevados al quirófano.  El médico indica a uno de 
los pacientes y dice, “¿Es este paciente la apendicectomía o la amigdalectomía?”  La 
Enfermera Cerebral acaba de leer las carpetas.  Aunque desea quedarse con su trabajo, 
se ha equivocado sin querer, y ha confundido las carpetas y contesta, “La 
apendicectomía,” cuando de verdad el pobre paciente es el que espera la 
amigdalectomía.  ¿Mintió la Enfermera Cerebral? 
Two patients are waiting to be taken to the operating room.  The doctor indicates one of 
the patients and says, "Is this one the appendectomy or the tonsillectomy?"  Nurse 
Cerebral has just read the two files.  Even though she wishes to keep her job, she has 
confused the files and answers, "The appendectomy," when in reality the poor patient is 
the one awaiting the tonsillectomy.  Did Nurse Cerebral lie?  ([+false] only−honest 
mistake) 
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(8) Superaficionado tiene entradas para el partido campeonato y tiene mucho orgullo de 
tenerlas.  Las muestra a su jefe que dice, “Escucha, Superaficionado, cualquier día en 
que no llegas al trabajo debes tener una mejor excusa que esto.”  Superaficionado dice, 
“Sí, la tendré.”  El día del partido campeonato Superaficionado se piensa estar sano y 
llama al trabajo.  Le dice a su jefe, “No puedo ir al trabajo hoy porque estoy enfermo.”   
Irónicamente resulta que Superaficionado no puede asistir al partido porque el pequeño 
dolor de estómago que sintió al despertarse más tarde se volvió en una fuerte 
enfermedad intestinal.  Entonces Superaficionado verdaderamente estaba enfermo 
cuando lo dijo.  ¿Mintió Superaficionado? 
Superfan has tickets for the championship game and is very proud of having them.  He 
shows them to his boss, who says, "Listen, Superfan, any day in which you don't come to  
work you should have a better excuse than this."  Superfan says, "Yes, I will," The day of 
the championship game Superfan thinks himself to be healthy and calls work.  He tells 
his boss, "I can't go to work today because I'm sick."  Ironically, it turns out that Superfan 
cannot attend the game because the small stomachache that he had upon waking later 
turned into a strong intestinal illness.  So Superfan really was sick when he said so.  Did 
Superfan lie?  ([+belief] only) 
 
(9)  Carlota recientemente llegó a Tena por primera vez y no conoce la ciudad.  Ella está 
caminando y necesita saber cómo llegar a la casa de una amiga.  Le da la dirección de 
la casa a la dueña de una zapatería y le pregunta, “Necesito ir a este lugar.  ¿Dónde 
está?”  Aunque la dueña de la zapatería no conoce el sitio, le dice a Carlota, “Vaya 
recto hasta la esquina, doble a la derecha y camine tres cuadras más.”  ¿Mintió la dueña 
de la zapatería? 
Carlota recently arrived in Tena for the first time and she isn't familiar with the city.  She 
is walking and needs to know how to get to a friend's house.  She gives her friend's 
address to the owner of a shoe store and asks her, "I need to go to this place.  Where is 
it?"  Even though the shoe-store owner is not familiar with the location, she says to 
Carlota, "Go straight until you get to the corner, turn right, and then go three more 
blocks."  Did the store-owner lie?  ([+false], [+belief], [+intent]?) 
 
(10) Teresa acaba de comprar un vestido nuevo.  Al llevarlo por primera vez, le pregunta 
a su esposo Jacobo, “¿Me queda bien?”  Jacobo responde que sí aunque en verdad 
piensa que el vestido es feo y demasiado apretado.  ¿Mintió Jacobo? 
Teresa just bought a new dress.  Upon trying it on for the fist time, she asks her husband 
Jacobo, "Does it look good on me?"  Jacobo responds, "Yes" even though he really think 
that the dress is ugly and too tight.  Did Jacobo lie?  ([+false], [+belief], [+intent]?) 
 
(11) Norma es dueña de una tienda de alimentos.  Susanita hace compras en la tienda y 
está buscando galletas hoy pero no hay.  Susanita le pregunta a Norma “¿Para cuándo 
tendrá las galletas?”  Norma responde, “Para el miércoles.”  En verdad, Norma no sabe 
cuándo llegarán las galletas y sabe que es improbable que lleguen el miércoles pero no 
quiere decir que no sabe.  ¿Mintió Norma? 
Norma is the owner of a food store.  Susanita shops at the store and is looking for cookies 
today, but there aren't any.  Susanita asks Norma, "When will you have the cookies?"  
Norma responds, "Next Wednesday."  In reality, Norma doesn't know when the cookies 
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will arrive, and she knows that it is unlikely that they will arrive on Wednesday, but she 
doesn't want to say that she doesn't know.  Did Norma lie? ([+false], [+belief], [+intent]?) 
 
(12) Isabel necesita depositar dinero en su cuenta bancaria.  Ella entra en el banco y ve 
que hay dos filas.  Le pregunta a un señor que hace cola, “¿Esta cola es para hacer 
depósitos?”  El señor le contesta que sí sin saber que él mismo está confundido y que 
realmente es la cola para retirar dinero en vez de hacer depósitos.  ¿Mintió el señor? 
Isabel needs to deposit money in her bank account.  She enters the bank and sees that 
there are two lines.  She asks a man in line, "Is this the line for making deposits?"  The 
man answers that it is without knowing that he himself is confused and that really it is the 
line for withdrawing money instead of depositing money.  Did the man lie?  ([+false]) 
 
(13) Teresa le invita a su amiga Josefina a asistir a una fiesta de cumpleaños esta noche 
en su casa.  Josefina sabe que no puede asistir y que no va a asistir porque tiene que 
preparar una presentación para su trabajo esta noche, pero no quiere ofenderle a 
Teresa.  Josefina le responde, “Sí, me gustaría ir.  Nos vemos esta noche.” ¿Mintió 
Josefina? 
Teresa invites her friend Josefina to attend a birthday party tonight at her house.  Josefina  
knows that she can't attend and that she is not going to attend because she has to prepare 
a presentation for work tonight, but she doesn't want to offend Teresa.  Josefina responds, 
"Yes, I would like to go.  See you tonight."  Did Josefina lie?  ([+false], [+belief], 
[+intent]?) 
 
 
Sample Analysis 

 Recall that Coleman and Kay developed a lie scale from 1 to 7, with 7 being a 

very sure lie and 1 being a very sure non-lie.  This lie continuum can be viewed in the 

following Table 2. 

 In accordance with Coleman and Kay's method, each story was assigned a lie 

score.  For example, if a respondent circled "Fue una mentira (It was a lie)" and "Estoy 

seguro (I'm sure)", that response would receive a score of 7, the highest lie score.  If the 

response was "Fue una mentira (It was a lie)" and "No estoy muy seguro (I'm fairly 

sure)", that response received a score of 6.  The response "Fue una mentira (It was a lie)"  

and "No estoy seguro (I'm not sure)" received a score of 5.  The same scoring applied to 
 
responses saying "No fue una mentira (It was not a lie)" with 1 being the score of a very 
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Table 2.  Coleman and Kay Lie scale 
 

	 	 	
Not a lie −very sure = 1 

Not a lie −fairly sure = 2 

Not a lie −not too sure = 3 

Can’t say  = 4 

Lie −not too sure = 5 

Lie −fairly sure = 6 

Lie −very sure = 7 

 
Source: Adapted from Coleman, Linda and Paul Kay. "Prototype Semantics: The English 
Word Lie." Language 57.1 (1981): 30, Figure 1. 
  

sure non-lie, 2 a fairly sure non-lie, and 3 an unsure non-lie.  Responses that said "No 

puedo decir (I can't say)" received a score of 4, in the middle of the lie continuum.  The 

responses were averaged, giving each story an average lie score.  Stories I and II were 

included as control questions: the first an ordinary lie, and the second an ordinary non-lie.  

Like Coleman and Kay's and Hardin's studies, in the present study, responses that 

answered anything other than a lie for Story I and a non-lie for Story 2 were considered 

outliers and were discarded since I wanted to replicate the original method of research.  

However, it is important to note that, as in Hardin's study, lie scores were calculated both 

including the outlying responses and excluding them, but the scores did not change 

significantly.  Nevertheless, the outliers were not included in the final data.  After 

average lie scores were calculated, the stories were ranked in order of score in order to be 

compared with the previous studies.  
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 In this chapter I have discussed the specific questions I sought to investigate in the 

present study both for the Madrid study and for the second language learner study.  In 

order to research these questions, I utilized a questionnaire developed by Coleman and 

Kay and then translated and adapted by Hardin.  To this questionnaire, I added some 

additional questions to assist with the analysis of the responses.  A transcription of the 

questionnaire and my additional questions is provided in this chapter.  Also, this chapter 

has outlined the procedure by which I acquired responses for both studies, and provided a 

sample analysis of how I quantified and evaluated the results.  The following chapter will 

discuss the results and my analysis. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Data Analysis and Results 
 
 

 In this chapter, I will discuss the results of the Madrid study as well as the Second 

Language Learner study.  Recall that Hardin's study of Spanish in Ecuador examined 

whether or not Coleman and Kay's prototypical definition of lie was applicable to the 

Spanish mentira.  Likewise, in the present study I sought to compare the Spanish mentira 

in Madrid with that of Ecuador to see if my results concur with Hardin's or also support 

Coleman and Kay's prototype.  Additionally, the present study investigated the potential 

cultural implications that are unique to the Spanish notion of lie in Madrid, or that are 

comparable to the Spanish concept of lie in Ecuador.  The second study considered the 

possible acquisition of pragmatic competence by native English speaking students who 

have an advanced level of Spanish.  In this study, I investigated how the second language 

learner's responses compared to Coleman and Kay's study and to the Spanish studies.  I 

hypothesized that the second language learners would be aware of cultural differences in 

Spanish from English and that their responses would reflect that pragmatic awareness. 

 
Madrid Study 

 The research questions for the Madrid study were: 

(1) Does the definition of the Spanish word lie involve the three prototypical 

elements as Coleman and Kay suggest according to the people in Madrid? 

(2) Assuming that the Spanish word lie in Madrid does involve the three prototypical 

elements suggested by Coleman and Kay, do Madrileños agree that [+belief] is 
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the most important element? Likewise, will results from Madrid be more similar 

to Coleman and Kay's or Hardin's results with regard to [+intent]?  

(3) Do Spanish speakers from Madrid demonstrate the same interpretation of social 

lies as Spanish speakers from Ecuador? 

 After examining all seventy-eight returned questionnaires, twenty-one were 

discarded due to being incomplete.  Of the remaining fifty-seven, seven had lived in 

Madrid less than twenty years and therefore were discarded.  Because the study focused 

on lying in Madrid, respondents who had spent more time in Madrid were considered to 

give a better representation of the Madrileño dialect.  To follow Coleman and Kay and 

Hardin's methodology, of the remaining fifty, seven questionnaires were then discarded 

due to their outlying responses for Story 2.  Stories 1 and 2 were designed to be an 

obvious lie and non-lie respectively.  Coleman and Kay used Stories 1 and 2 as control 

questions and supposed that the reason for these outlying responses was inattention, and 

thus none of the responses from those questionnaires should be considered.  For the 

present study, no respondents selected Story 1 as a non-lie.  However, for Story 2, in 

which Juan correctly states that Geraldo lost the ball, seven responses differed.  Three of 

the seven discarded respondents did not offer explanations for why they selected "not a 

lie." Two did seem to suffer from inattention, and from their explanations it is clear that 

they thought Juan had lost the ball and therefore lied when he said Geraldo had done it.  

The last two stated that although Geraldo had been the one to lose the ball, Juan was 

guilty as well because they were both playing with it.  Because of this guilt by 

association, respondents said that Juan was lying when he said he did not lose the ball.  

This response is similar to Hardin's outlying responses for this story.  It should be noted, 
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however, that the ranking of stories was not affected when the outlying responses were 

included. 

 The tables below reflect the degree to which the Madrid respondents considered 

each of the stories from Coleman and Kay's questionnaire to contain a lie, and the 

ranking of the stories according to their mean scale score.  The mean scale score is the 

average of all participants' responses in ranking the stories as lies with seven being the 

rating for the perfect prototypical lie.  Table 3 reflects the scores of all the stories from 

each of the studies mentioned: the present study of Spanish in Madrid, Hardin's study of 

Spanish in Ecuador, Coleman and Kay's study of English, and Cole's study of Arabic.  

 
Table 3.  Comparison of mean scores for three languages 

 
	 	 	
Story Number Mean scale 

score (Madrid) 
 

Mean scale score 
Hardin (Ecuador) 

Mean scale score 
Coleman and Kay 

(English) 
 

Mean scale score 
Cole (Arabic) 

 
1 (cake) 
 

 
6.74 

 
6.86 

 
6.96 

 
6.74 

2 (lost ball) 1.14 1.32 1.06 1.24 

3 (candy store) 3.24 4.10 3.66 3.63 

4 (math exam) 5.95 5.90 5.16 4.67 

5 (boss’ party) 5.44 5.93 4.70 4.31 

6 (ex-boyfriend) 4.12 4.84 3.48 3.19 

7 (hospital) 3.98 4.75 2.97 1.94 

8 (tickets to game) 5.37 5.16 4.61 4.27 

 
 

 Table 4 compares the rankings of all the studies according to each story's mean 

scale score.  Stories are ranked starting with the story with the least mean scale score on 

the left to the highest mean scale score on the right.  
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Table 4.  Order of mean scale scores (non-lie to lie) 
 
         
Spanish (Madrid) 
 

2 3 7 6 8 5 4 1 

Spanish (Ecuador) 
 

2 3 7 6 8 4 5 1 

English 
 

2 7 6 3 8 5 4 1 

Arabic 
 

2 7 6 3 8 5 4 1 

 
 

As seen in Table 4, the present study shows similarities to Hardin's study with 

regards to the ranking of Stories 3, 7, and 6, but also reflects the same ranking as 

Coleman and Kay's study with the ranking of Stories 5 and 4.  Note that in Hardin's 

study, these two stories were reversed.  However, although the ranking of Stories 4 and 5 

in Hardin's study was reversed, the individual scores of those stories only differed by 

0.03, so this was not an important difference.  

 Recall that Hardin included in her translation of Coleman and Kay's original 

questionnaire five additional stories that illustrate common cultural situations in which a 

lie might occur in Ecuador.  As previously stated, the five additional stories were also 

included in the present study.  Table 5 illustrates the scores from both the Madrid study 

and Hardin's study 

 
Discussion 

Like Hardin's study in Ecuador, in the present study, Story 3 (candy store) seems 

to be low on the lie continuum compared to Coleman and Kay and Cole's studies.  

Madrid participants rated Story 3 (below) with a mean score of 3.24, which is lower than 

Coleman and Kay's score of 3.66 and Hardin’s score of 4.10. 
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Table 5.  Comparison of mean scores for additional stories in Spanish studies 
 

	
Story Number Mean scale score Madrid Mean scale score Ecuador 

 
9 (directions) 

 
5.86 

 
6.21 

10 (dress) 5.93 5.98 

11 (store) 6.12 6.21 

12 (bank) 2.00 3.00 

13 (invitation) 5.84 6.33 

 
 

Story 3: Gordito cree que tiene que pasar por la dulcería para llegar al 
salón de videojuegos, pero está equivocado porque la dulcería se ha 
mudado.  La mamá de Gordito no aprueba los videojuegos.  Mientras 
Gordito sale de la casa con el intento de ir al salón de videojuegos, la 
mamá le pregunta adónde va.  Él dice, "Voy por la dulcería." ¿Mintió 
Gordito? 
Gordito ('Fatty') believes that he has to go past the candy store in order to 
get to the video arcade, but he is mistaken because the candy store has 
moved.  Gordito's mom does not approve of videogames.  While Gordito 
is leaving the house with the intent of going to the video arcade, his mom 
asks him where he is going.  He says, "I'm going to the candy store." Did 
Gordito lie? 

 
 Comments from the Madrid respondents' questionnaires indicated that the 

wording in the Spanish translation seemed to contribute to the ambiguity of this Story.  In 

the English version, Gordito gives a definite destination−the candy store−whereas in the 

Spanish translation, Gordito uses, "Voy por la dulcería." The use of por in this situation 

could be interpreted as "going by the candy store" rather than the definite "to".  With this 

interpretation of the Spanish por, the respondent's comments imply a logical conclusion.  

Because Gordito did not know that the location of the candy store had changed, he did 

not lie when he said, "I'm going by the candy store." Although most Madrid respondents 
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recognized that Gordito's ultimate intention is to deceive his mother by evading the 

question about his predetermined destination, these participants did not classify his 

statement as a lie "because he thinks that he has to pass by the candy store in order to get 

to the video arcade." One respondent detailed his thought process for this story, which 

reflected many other respondents' comments:  

Gordito no miente al decir que va a pasar por la dulcería, ya que él sigue 
creyendo que ésta permanece en el mismo sitio, aunque no sea realmente 
así.  No obstante, tampoco contesta realmente a la pregunta de su madre, 
por lo que cada persona puede interpretarlo de una forma distinta.  Mi 
criterio se basa en solamente en el aspecto léxico: él dice algo creyendo 
que es verdad.  Hay que aclarar, de todas formas, que la expresión “voy 
por la dulcería” no se utilizaría en castellano.  O, mejor dicho, se 
utilizaría si la persona estuviese andando justo en ese momento enfrente 
de la tienda y, por ejemplo, alguien le preguntase por teléfono por dónde 
iba. 
Gordito does not lie when he says he is going to pass by the candy store, 
since he continues to believe that it is still located in the same place, 
although it really is not.  Nevertheless, neither does he really answer his 
mother's question, and because of this, each person can interpret his 
statement in a different way.  My criteria is based solely on the lexical 
aspect of his statement: he says something believing that it is truth.  It 
must be clarified, however, that the expression "I'm  going by the candy 
store" would not be used in Castilian Spanish.  Or, in other  words, it 
would be used if the person was walking exactly in that moment in front 
of the store and, for example, someone on the phone asked him where he 
was. (Respondent 49)  

 
 Recall that for the present study, the Spanish wording for Story 7 was changed 

from Hardin’s version in order to better reflect the English meaning of Coleman and 

Kay’s version.  The translation for the present study follows: 

Story 7: Dos pacientes están esperando ser llevados al quirófano.  El 
médico indica a uno de los pacientes y dice "¿Es este paciente la 
apendicectomía o la amigdalectomía?" La Enfermera Cerebral acaba de 
leer las carpetas.  Aunque desea quedarse con su trabajo, se ha 
equivocado sin querer, y ha confundido las carpetas y contesta, "La 
apendicetomía. ¿Mintió la Enfermera Cerebral? 
Two patients are waiting to be taken to the operating room.  The doctor 
indicates one of the patients and says, "Is this one the appendectomy or the 
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tonsillectomy?" Nurse Cerebral has just read the two files.  Even though 
she wishes to keep her job, she has unintentionally confused the files and 
answers, "The appendectomy," when in reality the poor patient is the one 
awaiting the tonsillectomy.  Did Nurse Cerebral lie? 

 
 In Hardin’s study, there was an apparent confusion regarding whether or not 

Nurse Cerebral was aware of her mistake in confusing the patients’ folders.  The phrase 

"se ha equivocado sin querer" was added to Hardin's translation to reflect that the 

confusion was unintentional on behalf of the Nurse Cerebral.  As seen in Table 1 above, 

in Hardin's study, Story 7 received a mean score of 4.75.  It appears that the change in 

wording did slightly affect the present study as Madrid respondents gave Story 7 a mean 

score of 3.98.  However, this score is still higher than Coleman and Kay's English score 

of 2.97, and even higher than Cole's score Arabic score of 1.94.  Some comments from 

Madrid respondents indicated that because this story dealt with the health of the two 

patients, a serious issue, they were more inclined to classify it as a lie; "By lying, she puts 

the health of the two patients in danger" (Respondent 28).  Likewise, many respondents 

did acknowledge that it was an unintentional error, yet still marked that it was a very sure 

lie on their questionnaire.  In fact, the majority of responses to all stories indicated that 

people were very sure no matter what their response was. 

 Story 12, added by Hardin, was identical to Story 7 concerning the prototypical 

lie elements.  Like Story 7, it was an honest mistake and only contained the first 

prototypical lie element [+false].  Story 12, which follows, received a score of 2.00 in the 

present study, which is much lower of a score than the 3.98 of Story 7.  

Story 12: Isabel necesita depositar dinero en su cuenta bancaria.  Ella 
entra en el banco y ve que hay dos filas.  Le pregunta a un señor que hace 
cola, "¿Esta cola es para hacer depósitos?" El señor le contesta que sí sin 
saber que él mismo está confundido y que realmente es la cola para 
retirar dinero en vez de hacer depósitos. ¿Mintió el señor? 
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Isabel needs to deposit money in her bank account.  She enters the bank 
and sees that there are two lines.  She asks a man in line, "Is this the line 
for making deposits?" The man answers that it is without knowing that he 
himself is confused and that really it is the line for withdrawing money 
instead of depositing money.  Did the man lie? 

 
 The question then is why did Story 12 receive a lower score on the lie continuum 

than Story 7 if they both contained the same prototypical lie elements? Comments for 

Story 12 indicate that the man is simply confused, and therefore his error was not a lie: 

"He was not conscious of the fact that he was wrong," (Respondent 48) and "He himself 

was confused and unintentionally confused the other person, but he did not lie, or rather 

he did not deceive" (Respondent 25).  Story 7 received similar comments about the 

statement being an error rather than a lie, but many people chose to mark it as a lie 

because of the gravity of the patients' conditions.  It therefore appears that the gravity of 

the situation affected the responses in Story 7.  

 Another notable comparison is that of the Madrid scores and Ecuador scores for 

Stories 9 and 11.  Hardin added these stories to the original questionnaire developed by 

Coleman and Kay because they are common cultural situations encountered in Latin 

America.  Comments from the present study noted that the situations seemed very Latin 

American and were unlikely to occur in Madrid.  Four participants in fact complained 

that the wording seemed to use a Spanish that was overly Latin American and was not 

true "Castellano." As a result, they claimed, the stories were more difficult to 

comprehend.  One participant wrote the following:  

La mayoría de los enunciados, por no decir todos, están escritos en un 
dialecto más latinoamericano que castellano.  Las expresiones y formas 
de hablar no se corresponden con el modo de hacerlo en la Península, por 
lo que mucha gente tendrá dudas en varios enunciados, o no entenderán 
las situaciones de forma correcta.  
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The majority of the statements, if not all, are written in a dialect that is 
more Latin American than Castilian.  The expressions and manners of 
speaking do not correspond with the way things are expressed on the 
Peninsula, and as a result, many people would have doubts in some of the 
stories, or they would not understand the situations correctly. (Respondent 
49) 

  
  Nevertheless, scores from the two studies were similar for Story 11 with a score 

of 6.12 in Madrid and a score of 6.21 in Ecuador.  Story 11 contained the first two 

prototypical lie elements, both a false statement, and the belief that the statement is false. 

Story 11: Norma es dueña de una tienda de alimentos.  Susanita hace 
compras en la tienda y está buscando galletas hoy pero no hay.  Susanita 
le pregunta a Norma, "¿Para cuándo tendrá las galletas?" Norma 
responde, "Para el miércoles." En verdad, Norma no sabe cuándo 
llegarán las galletas y sabe que es improbable que lleguen el miércoles, 
pero no quiere decir que no sabe. ¿Mintió Norma? 
Norma is the owner of a food store.  Susanita shops at the store and is 
looking for cookies today, but there aren't any.  Susanita asks Norma, 
"When will you have the cookies?" Norma responds, "Next Wednesday." 
In reality, Norma doesn't know when the cookies will arrive, and she 
knows that it is unlikely that they will arrive on Wednesday, but she 
doesn't want to say that she doesn't know.  Did Norma lie? 

 
 Comments from the present study were similar to the comments from Hardin's 

study.  Respondents scored this story as a lie, but noted that they understood the motive 

for the lie. "She lied in order to not lose the sale," said one respondent; another, "She 

didn't want to lose the client." However, whereas Hardin's respondents seemed more 

sympathetic to Norma's intentions, saying, "The idea is not to worry [the client] and to 

give her hope" (Hardin 3207), the Madrid respondents did not condone the lie.  In fact, 

one respondent said, "Why do some people have the habit of lying like this? I don't 

understand," and another stated, "Being a regular customer, she should have told her the 

truth."  
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 For Story 9, however, the results differed somewhat between the two Spanish 

studies.  For the Madrid study, Story 9 received a score of 5.86, but a 6.21 for the 

Ecuador study.  

Story 9: Carlota recientemente llegó a Tena por primera vez y no conoce 
la ciudad.  Ella está caminando y necesita saber cómo llegar a la casa de 
una amiga.  Le da la dirección de la casa a la dueña de una zapatería y le 
pregunta, "Necesito ir a este lugar. ¿Dónde está?" Aunque la dueña de la 
zapatería no conoce el sitio, le dice a Carlota, "Vaya recto hasta la 
esquina, doble a la derecha y camine tres cuadras más." ¿Mintió la dueña 
de la zapatería? 
Carlota recently arrived in Tena for the first time and she isn't familiar 
with the city.  She is walking and needs to know how to get to a friend's 
house.  She gives her friend's address to the owner of a shoe store and asks 
her, "I need to go to this place.  Where is it?" Even though the shoe-store 
owner is not familiar with the location, she says to Carlota, "Go straight 
until you get to the corner, turn right, and then go three more blocks." Did 
the store-owner lie? 

 
 As Hardin noted, "From an English speaker's perspective, this lie most likely 

would contain all three of Coleman and Kay's elements; however, did the store owner 

really intend to deceive?" (3206-3207).  Comments from the Ecuadorian respondents 

indicated that the store-owner's lie was a mentira piadosa or 'white lie' and that the owner 

wanted to be helpful to Carlota (Hardin 3207).  However, at this point it is important to 

remember that Hardin's study was done in a small town in the Pastaza province of eastern 

Ecuador and the present study was done in metropolitan Madrid.  Knowing this, the 

respondents' interpretations of directions might be quite different between the two 

studies.  Comments from the Madrid study indicated that perhaps the store-owner was 

familiar with the area, but did not know the specific location of the friend's house.  Thus, 

being familiar with the area, she could logically attempt to give directions to assist 

Carlota.  Respondents commented, "Perhaps she [the store owner] doesn't know exactly 

where on the street the number of the house would be, and therefore isn't lying," and, 
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"Although she doesn't know the place, she could know around where it would be." In a 

densely populated city like Madrid, respondents seem to be more likely to understand 

confusion or vague familiarity when giving directions. 

 Similar to Hardin's findings in Spanish in Ecuador and Cole's conclusions in 

Arabic, Madrileños designated lies that they considered to be socially acceptable.  

Although the stories that were classified in this way were still given a score leaning 

toward the lie side of the spectrum, comments indicated that these types of lies were 

harmless and only uttered to maintain a good social relationship.  The stories that 

received this social lie classification were Stories 5 (boss' party) and 10 (dress).  Story 5 

described the following:  

Story 5: Hidalgo tiene una invitación para cenar en la casa de su jefe.  
Después de una noche pesada de la cual nadie disfrutó, Hidalgo le dice a 
la anfitriona, “Gracias.  Fue una fiesta magnífica.” Hidalgo no cree que 
fuera una fiesta magnífica y realmente no está tratando de convencerle a 
nadie de que se divirtiera, sino que sólo se preocupa por decirle algo 
amable a la esposa de su jefe, sin importar el hecho de que no cree que 
ella lo va a creer.  ¿Mintió Hidalgo?    
Hidalgo has an invitation to eat dinner at his boss' house.  After a boring 
evening that nobody enjoyed, Hidalgo says to the hostess, "Thanks.  It was 
a magnificent  party."  Hidalgo doesn't believe that it was a magnificent 
party and he really is not trying to convince anyone that he had a good 
time, but rather he is concerned about saying something nice to his boss' 
wife regardless of the fact that he doesn't think that she will believe it.  
Did Hidalgo lie?   

 
 Coleman and Kay described Story 5 as a standard social lie, and the comments 

from Madrileños agreed.  Respondents called this lie a mentira piadosa that was only 

used courteously in order to compliment the woman.  Story 10 was added to Coleman 

and Kay's original eight stories:  

Story 10: Teresa acaba de comprar un vestido nuevo.  Al llevarlo por 
primera vez, le pregunta a su esposo Jacobo, “¿Me queda bien?”  Jacobo 
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responde que sí aunque en verdad piensa que el vestido es feo y 
demasiado apretado.  ¿Mintió Jacobo? 
Teresa just bought a new dress.  Upon trying it on for the fist time, she 
asks her husband Jacobo, "Does it look good on me?"  Jacobo responds, 
"Yes" even though he really think that the dress is ugly and too tight.  Did 
Jacobo lie?   

 
 As Hardin pointed out, this is a very common situation in Latin American 

societies, and, indeed, in many Western societies.  Comments from Madrid and Ecuador 

were very similar in regard to Story 10.  In Madrid, respondents' comments reflected that 

although they recognized that the husband did in fact lie, it was in order not to disappoint 

her or make her feel badly.  A few respondents argued that although he thought the dress 

was perhaps ugly and too tight, the husband still may have thought it looked good on his 

wife.  In that case, he would not have lied.  Still others recognized the typical social lie 

setting and referenced Story 5 in their comments on Story 10.  

 Recall that the present study included three additional response questions that 

asked if the respondents had any other comments on the previous stories, if they could 

think of a situation where they thought it was acceptable to lie, and if they had ever had 

an experience where someone lied but they understood the reason for lying.  Of the 

twenty-two respondents who answered any of these three questions, thirteen commented 

that they had often experienced a social lie such as the one in Story 5 and Story 10.  They 

explained that this type of lie is a mentira piadosa 'white lie' that is not only acceptable in 

such situations, but is also understood and expected.  As one respondent stated, "You try 

to maintain a certain level of courtesy.  These are lies that we accept in favor of social 

coexistence" (Participant 52). 

 There was some debate over whether or not Story 13 was a social lie.  
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Story 13: Teresa le invita a su amiga Josefina a asistir a una fiesta de 
cumpleaños esta noche en su casa.  Josefina sabe que no puede asistir y 
que no  va a asistir porque tiene que preparar una presentación para su 
trabajo esta noche, pero no quiere ofenderle a Teresa.  Josefina le 
responde, “Sí, me gustaría ir.  Nos vemos esta noche.” ¿Mintió Josefina?  
Teresa invites her friend Josefina to attend a birthday party tonight at her 
house.  Josefina knows that she can't attend and that she is not going to 
attend because she has to prepare a presentation for work tonight, but she 
doesn't want to offend Teresa.  Josefina responds, "Yes, I would like to go.  
See you tonight."  Did Josefina lie?   

 
 Just as some Ecuadorian respondents in Hardin's study felt that Josefina 

committed herself to the party by saying, "See you tonight," ten Madrid respondents felt 

that by using such a definitive statement, Josefina lied when she knew she did not plan to 

attend the party.  Two respondents said that if Josefina had left her response as solely 

"Yes, I would like to go," they would not have classified her statement as a lie.  However, 

the majority of respondents acknowledged that Josefina was trying to be courteous and 

that it was a polite social lie. 

 Story 6 (ex-boyfriend) provided an interesting dilemma to Madrid respondents.  It 

stated the following: 

Story 6: Juan y María recientemente empezaron a ser novios.  Valentino 
es el ex-novio de María.  Una noche Juan le pregunta a María, “¿Has 
visto a Valentino esta semana?”  María contesta, “Hace dos semanas que 
Valentino está enfermo con la gripe.”  De hecho hace dos semanas que 
Valentino está enfermo con la gripe, pero también es verdad que María 
tuvo una cita con Valentino la noche  anterior.  ¿Mintió María? 
Juan and Maria recently started going together.  Valentino is Maria's ex-
boyfriend.  One night Juan asks Maria, "Have you seen Valentino this 
week?"  Maria answers, "Valentino has been sick with the flu for two 
weeks."  Valentino has, in fact, been sick with the flu for two weeks, but it 
is also true that Maria had a date with Valentino the previous night.  Did 
Maria lie?   

 
 Comments reflected that participants were responding to two different 

propositions in this story: (1) whether or not María's statement was in fact false, and (2) if 
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María was intending to deceive Juan.  As Tsohatzidis (1990) explains, participants could 

not make a definitive selection whether or not it was a lie because of these two 

propositions (Tsohatzidis qtd. in Hardin 3208).  Comments in the present study indicated 

this conflict.  Responses were divided with twenty-seven being those who classified 

Story 6 as a non-lie because María's statement was indeed true, and twenty-two being 

those who classified it as a lie because of her intent to deceive Juan.  According to 

Meibauer (2011), false implicature should be included in the definition of a lie and 

therefore, "Story 6 contains the value of [+false] since respondents deemed the implied 

message to be false" (3209).  

 At this point in the discussion, it is relevant to discuss results from a statistical 

analysis performed on the data from the Madrid study.  Coleman and Kay proposed a 

statistical prediction based on the Prototype Hypothesis, specifically the prototype 

proposed for their definition of lie.  According to this prediction, if a pair of stories differ 

in that one contains each of the prototype elements that the other does, and also contains 

one or more additional element(s), then the story containing the added prototype 

element(s) should receive an equal or higher lie score from a majority of subjects 

(Coleman and Kay 34).  Essentially, the test that was used to analyze the data calculated 

whether or not a story containing one more prototypical element than another story could 

be expected to receive a higher lie score 99% of the time.  Coleman and Kay tested 

nineteen different pairings of stories in order to test this prediction.  For the present study, 

the same nineteen pairings were tested in order to compare my results with Coleman and 

Kay's.  The statistical results from the Madrid data may be seen in Table 6 below: 
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 The column marked "Significant at .01 level?" indicates whether or not fewer than 

1% of respondents could be expected to score a story from column B higher than it's 

comparison story in column A.  If the comparison was significant at the .01 level, it can 

be observed that the story containing more prototypical lie elements would in fact be 

considered more of a lie 99% of the time.  Coleman and Kay found that eighteen of the 

 
 

Table 6.  Statistical Results of Comparisons (Madrid) 
 

       
A 

Number 
of Story 

 
 

Prototype 
Elements in 

Story in 
Column A 

 

B 
Number 
of Story 

 
 

Prototype 
Elements in 

Story in 
Column B 

 

Number of subjects 
giving equal or 

higher lie-score to 
Story in Column A 

 

Preceding 
Number as a 
Proportion of 

43 
 

Significant 
at .01 
level? 

 
 

 
I + + + III + − + 43 1.00 YES 

I + + + IV − + + 42 0.98 YES 

I + + + V + + − 43 1.00 YES 

I + + + VI − − + 42 0.98 YES 

I + + + VII + − − 42 0.98 YES 

I + + + VIII − + − 41 0.95 YES 

I + + + II − − − 43 1.00 YES 

III + − + VI − − + 23 0.53 NO 

III + − + VII + − − 30 0.70 YES 

III + − + II − − − 42 0.98 YES 

IV − + + VI − − + 36 0.84 YES 

IV − + + VIII − + − 36 0.84 YES 

IV − + + II − − − 43 1.00 YES 

V + + − VII + − − 32 0.74 YES 

V + + − VIII − + − 32 0.74 YES 

V + + − II − − − 42 0.98 YES 

VI − − + II − − − 40 0.93 YES 

VII + − − II − − − 41 0.95 YES 

VIII − + − II − − − 43 1.00 YES 

       
 

nineteen comparisons were significant at the .01 level, with the comparison between 

Stories 5 and 8 being the only comparison that was not significant.  The present study, 
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however, did find this comparison to be significant.  Recall that Story 5 (boss' party) was 

a standard social lie.  It contained elements [+false] and [+belief], but not element 

[+intent].  Story 8 (tickets to game) only contained element [+belief], and therefore 

should be considered less of a lie than Story 5.  Although Coleman and Kay's results did 

not support the Prototype Hypothesis for this pairing of stories, the responses from 

Madrid did prove this assumption.  

 Like Coleman and Kay, in the Madrid study eighteen of the nineteen comparisons 

were significant at the .01 level.  In the Coleman and Kay study, the exception was Story 

5 and Story 8.  The exception in the Madrid study, however, was the comparison of Story 

3 (candy store) and Story 6 (ex-boyfriend).  As previously discussed, some Madrid 

respondents found these two stories problematic.  In Story 3, the word por created 

ambiguity that made respondents reluctant to classify this story as a lie.  If Gordito's 

statement is translated with the meaning of por to be, "I'm going by the candy store," 

rather than, "I'm going to the candy store," it is apparent that respondents did not interpret 

this story as containing element a [+false].  Likewise, in Story 6, the majority of 

respondents classified María's statement as a lie because she obviously intended to 

deceive her boyfriend.  As Meibauer (2011) indicated, although Coleman and Kay only 

assign element [+intent] to this story, respondents most likely interpreted this story to 

also contain element [+false] because of the false implicature.  Therefore, based on this 

analysis, we see that Madrileños interpreted that Story 3 contained only the element of 

[+intent] and Story 6 contained elements [+false] and [+intent].  This analysis is 

supported by the fact that the comparison of Story 3 and Story 6, when Story 6 was 
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considered to have only the elements Coleman and Kay assumed, was not significant at 

the .01 level as seen in Table 6. 

 Hardin noted the same interpretation of Story 6 in Ecuador.  Because Story 6 was 

interpreted with the element [+false] and thus ranked farther on the lie scale than in 

Coleman and Kay's results, Hardin concluded that the second most important element for 

the Spanish prototype was [+false] rather than [+intent] as Coleman and Kay suggest.  

The results from Madrid also support this ranking of the importance of the prototypical 

elements of lie in Spanish with [+belief] being the most important, followed by [+false], 

and finally [+intent].  

 Overall, it appears that the Spanish word lie does indeed involve the three 

prototypical elements as suggested by Coleman and Kay.  On the other hand, the ranking 

of the importance of semantic prototypical elements in Madrid differ from Coleman and 

Kay's findings, and instead support the ranking suggested by Hardin in Ecuador.  Finally, 

the interpretation of the social lie was the same in Madrid and Ecuador.  In fact, many 

comments from the Madrileño responses echoed the sentiments expressed by respondents 

from Ecuador in Hardin's study.  The idea of the mentira piadosa in respect to social lies 

was a common explanation for Stories 5 (boss' party) and 10 (dress) in both Madrid and 

Ecuador, and most Madrileño respondents shared the Ecuadorian understanding of calor 

humano in the Story 9 (directions).  In one of the three additional questions at the end of 

the study, participants were asked, "Do you have any other comments on the previous 

situations?" One respondent wrote the following: 

La mentira... puede ser comprendida, aceptada, o rechazada en función 
de las  circunstancias en que se produjo y el objetivo final de lo mismo y 
del resultado de la misma aunque por eso no deja de ser mentira. 
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The lie... may be understood, accepted, or rejected depending on the 
circumstances in which it was produced, the final objective, and the result 
of those circumstances, although regardless it is still a lie. 

 
This individual was concerned with the perlocutionary rather than illocutionary intent of 

the lie.  This comment supports the evidence in both Ecuador and Madrid that although 

respondents may accept lies based on the concept of calor humano, they do not excuse 

these statements as non-lies, but instead admit they are social lies used for polite reasons. 

 
Second Language Learner Study 

 Recall that the questions for the second language learner study were: 

(1) Do native English speakers who have developed an advanced level of Spanish 

tend to answer similarly to Coleman and Kay's respondents, or have they acquired 

some pragmatic awareness through their study of Spanish? 

(2) Do the responses from students who have lived in a Spanish-speaking country 

resemble responses from the two Spanish studies, possibly suggesting more 

pragmatic understanding? 

(3) Do advanced students of Spanish recognize the five additional stories as social 

lies in the way that the respondents from Ecuador did? 

 Fifty students responded completely to the questionnaires.  Following the 

procedure of the previous studies, seven respondents who had outlying responses for 

Story 1 (cake) and Story 2 (lost ball) were then discarded, leaving forty-three 

questionnaires for analysis.  Four of the respondents who indicated that Story 2 was a lie 

(when it was meant to be a clear non-lie) offered no explanation for why they scored the 

story as a lie.  Three respondents commented that although Juan did not lose the ball 

himself, he was still guilty by association and therefore lied.  I encountered the same 



	

	 66

interpretation with some of the outlying respondents from Madrid and from Hardin's 

study in Ecuador.  Because of these comments, it can be assumed that the students did not 

score this story as lie due to inattention or incomprehension of the story.  As in the 

Madrid study, it should be noted that the ranking of the stories was not affected when the 

outlying responses were included.  

 The tables below indicate the degree to which the second language learners 

considered each of the stories to contain a lie, and the ranking of stories according to their 

mean scale score.  Table 7 displays the scores of the stories from all studies done thus far 

using Coleman and Kay's questionnaire. 

 
Table 7.  Comparison of mean scores for all studies 

 
 
Story Number 

 
Mean score 

(L2 Learners) 

 
Mean score 

(Madrid) 

 
Mean score 

Hardin 
(Ecuador) 

 

 
Mean score 

Coleman and 
Kay (English) 

 

 
Mean score 

Cole (Arabic) 

 
1 (cake) 
 

 
6.93 

 
6.74 

 
6.86 

 
6.96 

 
6.74 

2 (lost ball) 1.37 1.14 1.32 1.06 1.24 

3 (candy store) 4.84 3.24 4.10 3.66 3.63 

4 (math exam) 5.21 5.95 5.90 5.16 4.67 

5 (boss' party) 4.60 5.44 5.93 4.70 4.31 

6 (ex-boyfriend) 4.56 4.12 4.84 3.48 3.19 

7 (hospital) 3.63 3.98 4.75 2.97 1.94 

8 (tickets to game) 5.12 5.37 5.16 4.61 4.27 

 
 
 Likewise, Table 8 reflects the rankings of all the stories in order with the story 

that received the lowest mean scale score on the left and the highest mean scale score on 

the right.  
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In Table 8, we immediately notice that the ranking of the second language learner 

study appears to be more similar to Coleman and Kay's English study, with the exception 

of Story 5 (boss' party). 

 
Table 8.  Order of mean scale scores (non-lie to lie) 

 
         
L2 Learners 2 7 6 5 3 8 4 1

Spanish (Madrid) 2 3 7 6 8 5 4 1

Spanish (Ecuador) 2 3 7 6 8 4 5 1

English 2 7 6 3 8 5 4 1

Arabic 2 7 6 3 8 5 4 1

 
   
 Table 9 below displays the scores for the five additional stories in the second 

language learner study, Madrid study, and Ecuador study.  Recall that these stories 

depicted common cultural situations in which a lie might occur.  Note the greater 

difference in score between the three studies for Story 11 (store).  

 
Table 9.  Comparison of mean scores for additional stories in Spanish studies 

 
    
Story Number Mean scale score L2 

Learners 
Mean scale score 

Madrid 
Mean scale score 

Ecuador 
 

    
9 (directions) 5.42 5.86 6.21 

10 (dress) 5.40 5.93 5.98 

11 (store) 4.93 6.12 6.21 

12 (bank) 3.02 2.00 3.00 

13 (invitation) 5.60 5.84 6.33 
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The first notable result of the second language learner study was that very few 

respondents marked "very sure" on their responses.  Judging from comments from the 

majority of the respondents, the students were reluctant to make any absolute judgments 

on whether or not a person was lying.  In comparison with the Madrid and Ecuador 

studies, whose respondents mostly marked either a very sure non-lie or a very sure lie, 

scores from the second language learner study averaged around the center of the lie scale.  

The middle of the scale is a score of 4, which would equate to the response of "No puedo 

decir I can't say." In Figure 1 below, the mean scores from Table 7 are reflected on a 

continuum based on rank from non-lie to lie.  The arrows point to their approximate 

placement on this lie scale.  

Figure 1.  Plot of L2 Scores of Stories on Non-Lie to Lie Scale 

 
 As seen in Figure 1, scores from Stories 6 (ex-boyfriend), 5 (boss' party), and 3 

(candy store) fall very close together with scores of 4.56, 4.60, and 4.84 respectively, and 

Stories 8 (tickets to game) and 4 (math exam) likewise are close in score with respective 

scores 5.12 and 5.21.  While the scores for the second language learner study appear to be 

clustered on the lie spectrum, it is important to note that the scores for the Madrid study 

were more evenly spaced.  Figure 2 below displays the plot of scores for the Madrid 

study.  
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 With these figures in mind, we may now discuss Story 5 (boss' party) which 

received a score of 4.60 in the second language learner study.  This score is much closer 

 
Figure 2.  Plot of Madrid Study Scores of Stories on Non-Lie to Lie Scale 

 
 

 to the English score of 4.70 in Coleman and Kay's study.  In the two Spanish studies, this 

story received a higher score: 5.44 in Madrid and 5.93 in Ecuador.  Although respondents 

from all stories recognized this as a common social lie, the score from the second 

language learner study suggests that students interpreted this story from the same 

perspective as the American English speakers in Coleman and Kay's study.  Recall that 

Pearson (2006) suggested that even though students may be aware of pragmatic 

conventions in a second language, they still may reject their use based on their first 

language pragmatic system.  The results from Story 5 support this hypothesis. 

 As noted earlier, in the second language learner study respondents scored Story 

11 (store) much lower than the two Spanish studies.  In the second language learner 

study, Story 11 received a score of 4.93 whereas it received a score of 6.12 in Madrid and 

6.21 in Ecuador.  Again, in this case it is necessary to examine the exact wording of this 

Story: 

Story 11: Norma es dueña de una tienda de alimentos.  Susanita hace 
compras en la tienda y está buscando galletas hoy pero no hay.  Susanita 
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le pregunta a Norma, "¿Para cuándo tendrá las galletas?" Norma 
responde, "Para el miércoles." En verdad, Norma no sabe cuándo 
llegarán las galletas y sabe que es improbable que lleguen el miércoles, 
pero no quiere decir que no sabe. ¿Mintió Norma? 
Norma is the owner of a food store.  Susanita shops at the store and is 
looking for cookies today, but there aren't any.  Susanita asks Norma, 
"When will you have the cookies?" Norma responds, "Next Wednesday." 
In reality, Norma doesn't know when the cookies will arrive, and she 
knows that it is unlikely that they will arrive on Wednesday, but she 
doesn't want to say that she doesn't know.  Did Norma lie? 

 
 A few respondents commented that the use of the future tense can sometimes 

indicate probability, and therefore Norma did not lie because her answer was not definite.  

However, in this story, the future tense is not used to express probability, and such an 

interpretation would be incorrect.  Students were not given the English translation of the 

stories, thus a misinterpretation is very possible.  

 On the other hand, a few other respondents recognized that this is a common 

cultural situation in Latin America.  One respondent commented,  

Norma tiene que mantener una relación de dependabilidad con sus 
clientes.  Entonces, aunque no sabe cuando vienen los productos, dice que 
vienen  en cualquier fecha para mantener cierta relación con personas 
como Susanita, pero ambas saben que nadie sabe realmente cuando 
vienen los productos. 
Norma must maintain a dependable relationship with her clients.  Because 
of this, although she does not know when the products will arrive, she says 
that they will  arrive on whichever day in order to maintain a relationship 
with people like Susanita, but both are aware that no one really knows 
when the products will arrive. (Respondent 29)  

 
 This comment demonstrates pragmatic awareness of social customs in Latin 

America.  Just as the respondents from Madrid and Ecuador acknowledged, Norma is not 

trying to deceive Susanita, instead, she is only trying to be polite.  This is a classic 

example of calor humano 'human warmth' in Latin American countries.  Although Story 

11 contains the prototypical elements a [+false] and b [+belief], it does not contain c 
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[+intent], and therefore is not a complete lie.  Still, why did this story receive such a low 

score in the second language learner study compared to the higher scores in the Spanish 

studies? Despite the ideas of politeness and calor humano, the Spanish respondents still 

marked Story 11 as a lie because it contained the first two prototypical elements.  I 

hypothesize that when second language learners become aware of certain pragmatic 

ideas, i.e. using a social lie to be polite, they stop classifying such an utterance as a lie at 

all.  

 A similar phenomenon occurs in Story 9 (directions), although the scores do not 

differ as much as they did for Story 11.  In the second language learner study, this story 

received a score of 5.42, with a score of  5.86 in Madrid and 6.21 in Ecuador.  Many 

respondents recognized this as a common situation in Latin America.  One student 

commented,  

Sé que esta práctica es muy común en otros países. Dan una respuesta 
como si lo supiera con certeza aunque muchas veces no saben de qué 
hablan. Es cultural.   
I know this practice is very common in other countries.  They give an 
answer as if they were certain they knew it, although many times they 
don't know what they're talking about. (Respondent 13) 

 
  Again, from the results of these two stories, it may be assumed that advanced 

students of Spanish have acquired some pragmatic knowledge as it pertains to situations 

they recognize to be common in Latin America.  They may have scored Story 9 lower as 

a result of this pragmatic awareness, and therefore absolve it from being a lie.  Native 

Spanish speakers from Madrid and Ecuador recognize Story 9 as a common acceptable 

lie, but they still classify it as a lie.  

 On the other hand, Story 6 (ex-boyfriend) received a much higher score in the 

second language learner study when compared to Coleman and Kay’s results.  L2 
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Spanish students scored Story 6 as 4.56, but the American English respondents scored it 

as 3.48.  An even lower contrast can be seen in Cole’s study of Arabic where that story 

received a score of 3.19.  Again, the two propositions in this story could cause confusion 

in the interpretation of this story according to Tsohatzidis (1990).  Respondents may 

interpret this story as containing the element [+false] because of the latent false 

implicature in the utterance.  Although not supported by any data in the present study, it 

may be that the age of respondents from the second language learner study influenced 

their interpretation.  With the average-aged L2 respondent being 23 years old, one might 

suppose that a person in this stage of life would have stronger opinions regarding fidelity 

to a boyfriend or girlfriend, whereas older respondents may not view a dating relationship 

as seriously as a marital relationship.  Ironically, in many of the responses to the final 

three additional questions, students stated that a situation where lying would be 

acceptable would be if a boyfriend or girlfriend was trying to surprise them with a party 

or a gift.  Also apparent from these examples, is the importance of dating relationship to a 

few students.  They therefore would harshly judge disloyalty to a significant other. 

 The next story that had significant issue in the second language learner study was 

Story 8 (tickets to game).  Story 8 stated the following: 

Story 8: Superaficionado tiene entradas para el partido campeonato y 
tiene mucho orgullo de tenerlas.  Las muestra a su jefe que dice, 
“Escucha, Superaficionado, cualquier día en que no llegas al trabajo 
debes tener una mejor excusa que esto." Superaficionado dice, “Sí, la 
tendré.”  El día del partido campeonato Superaficionado se piensa estar 
sano y llama al trabajo.  Le dice a su jefe, “No puedo ir al trabajo hoy 
porque estoy enfermo.”   
Irónicamente resulta que Superaficionado no puede asistir al partido 
porque el pequeño dolor de estómago que sintió al despertarse más tarde 
se volvió en una fuerte enfermedad intestinal.  Entonces Superaficionado 
verdaderamente estaba enfermo cuando lo dijo.  ¿Mintió 
Superaficionado?   
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Superfan has tickets for the championship game and is very proud of 
having them.  He shows them to his boss, who says, "Listen, Superfan, 
any day in which you  don't come to work you should have a better excuse 
than this."  Superfan says, "Yes, I will," The day of the championship 
game Superfan thinks himself to be healthy and calls work.  He tells his 
boss, "I can't go to work today because I'm sick."  Ironically, it turns out 
that Superfan cannot attend the game because the small stomachache that 
he had upon waking later turned into a strong intestinal illness.  So 
Superfan really was sick when he said so.  Did Superfan lie?  (b only) 

 
 The score for Story 8, 5.12, at first glance does not appear to be very different 

from the Spanish studies: 5.37 in Madrid and 5.16 in Ecuador.  Similar to Madrid 

respondents, most students mentioned in their comments that they thought Superfan was 

intending to deceive his boss, thus indicating that they interpreted Story 8 to contain the 

element [+intent].  However, Coleman and Kay only assign the element [+belief] to this 

story.  With this conflicting interpretation of prototypical elements in mind, I applied the 

same statistical test of the Prototype Hypothesis from the Madrid study to the second 

language learner study.  Table 10 displays the results from the comparisons of stories. 

 Notice that two of the comparisons that were not significant at the .01 level 

involved Story 8.  Based on the comments from the second language students, it is not 

surprising that the comparison between Story 4 (math exam) and Story 8 (tickets to 

game) was not significant at the .01 level.  Some respondents commented that Story 8 

was identical to Story 4.  One respondent said, "This is very similar to the girl who didn't 

want to go to school.  At the time he told the lie, he was not sick and he knew he was not 

sick.  So his statement was false, and he was attempting to deceive," and another 

affirmed, "This is very similar to the situation of the girl who caught the measles.  

Superaficionado's intention was to deceive his boss.  It's possible that he actually became 

sick due to bad karma for telling a lie!" From these comments and others, it is clear that 
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the second language learners interpreted the element [+intent] in Story 8.  As a result, 

with the adjusted prototypical elements of [+belief] and [+intent].  Story 8 then contains 

the same elements as Story 4, explaining why this comparison would not be significant at 

the .01 level. 

 
Table 10.  Statistical Results of Comparisons L2 Learner Study 

 
       

A 
Number 
of Story 

Prototype 
Elements in 

Story in 
Column A 

B 
Number 
of Story 

Prototype 
Elements in 

Story in 
Column B 

Number of subjects 
giving equal or 

higher lie-score to 
Story in Column A 

 

Preceding 
Number as a 
Proportion of 

43 

Significant at 
.01 level? 

       

I + + + III + − + 43 1.00 YES 

I + + + IV − + + 42 0.98 YES 

I + + + V + + − 42 0.98 YES 

I + + + VI − − + 43 1.00 YES 

I + + + VII + − − 43 1.00 YES 

I + + + VIII − + − 42 0.98 YES 

I + + + II − − − 43 1.00 YES 

III + − + VI − − + 27 0.63 NO 

III + − + VII + − − 35 0.81 YES 

III + − + II − − − 42 0.98 YES 

IV − + + VI − − + 30 0.70 YES 

IV − + + VIII − + − 29 0.67 NO 

IV − + + II − − − 42 0.98 YES 

V + + − VII + − − 30 0.70 YES 

V + + − VIII − + − 18 0.42 NO 

V + + − II − − − 41 0.95 YES 

VI − − + II − − − 43 1.00 YES 

VII + − − II − − − 38 0.88 YES 

VIII − + − II − − − 42 0.98 YES 

       

 
 
 As evidenced by the discussion of the previous stories, it appears that advanced 

students of a second language do acquire some pragmatic awareness for certain cultural 
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situations that differ from their own culture, but when interpreting a situation common to 

their own culture, they usually refer to their primary pragmatic system from their first 

language.  This supports Koike and Pearson's hypothesis that second language students 

rely on personal values from their first language.  

 For the additional five stories from Hardin's study, students recognized the 

cultural situations, but interpreted them as non-lies.  In fact, in one of the three additional 

questions at the end of the questionnaire that asked if the respondent had any other 

comments on the previous stories, one student stated, "I can say that my answers would 

be very different if I was from Nicaragua.  The people from Nicaragua think very 

differently than North Americans.  For example, for them, Story 13 (invitation) would not 

be a lie" (Respondent 2).  Although this student did assign Story 13 a lie score of 6, 

which indicates he referenced his first language pragmatic system for this interpretation, 

he clearly stated that in his opinion, people from Nicaragua would not interpret this story 

as a lie.  Although I did not test the interpretation of lie in Nicaragua, according to 

respondents in Ecuador and Madrid, the lie in Story 13 is accepted as a common social 

lie, but is still classified as a lie nonetheless. 

 Because students display awareness of this pragmatic notion, but do not fully 

interpret the stories as a native speaker would, it can also be assumed that the students are 

possibly in the process of acquiring the second language pragmatic system.  The data 

support Koike's theory that students must develop pragmatic competence in interlanguage 

in order to fully acquire the second language pragmatic system.  Also, of the forty-three 

responses analyzed in the second language learner study, twenty-seven had lived or spent 

time in a country where Spanish was spoken.  It was these respondents who indicated 
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recognition of common cultural situations, which seems to support Schumann's 

acculturation model, that students cannot become pragmatically competent in a second 

language without integration into that society.  

 In conclusion, this chapter has discussed the results from the Madrid study and the 

second language learner study.  According to the data from the Madrid study, it appears 

that the Spanish word lie involves a prototype as suggested by Coleman and Kay.  

However, as Hardin found in Ecuador, according to the Madrid results, [+false] is the 

second most important element in the data rather than [+intent].  Secondly, the data from 

the second language learner study suggest that students of a second language rely 

primarily on their first language pragmatic system, and gradually develop pragmatic 

awareness in the interlanguage.  The Second Language Learner data support Koike and 

Pearson's theories of pragmatic development in a second language.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 
Conclusions and Implications 

 
 

 In the previous chapter, I discussed and analyzed the data from the Madrid study 

and the second language learner study.  In this chapter, I will address the original 

questions from the beginning of the respective studies and summarize conclusions based 

on data from this research.  Then I will discuss possible limitations of my research.  

Finally, I will consider the applications of the findings and implications for future 

research. 

 
Research Questions and Answers to Madrid Study 

 This study began with three questions.  I will summarize each question and results 

after analyzing the data.  

(4) Does the definition of the Spanish word lie involve the three prototypical 

elements as Coleman and Kay suggest according to the people in Madrid? 

 It does appear that the Spanish word lie in Madrid involves the three prototypical 

elements developed by Coleman and Kay.  In order to answer this question, I first looked 

at the mean scale scores of each story based on the Madrileño responses and their relative 

rank on the lie continuum.  If the ranking of the stories exhibited a logical order 

according to the prototypical elements supposedly present in each story, it can be 

assumed that these elements are fundamental in the Spanish interpretation of lie.  

However, it is possible that respondents interpreted stories to contain prototypical 

elements other than what Coleman and Kay intended.  Story 8 is an example of this, and 
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cited as such by Coleman and Kay. "It was not clear to them whether Superfan was 

calling in sick because of his slight stomach ache, or because he wanted to go to the 

game" (39).  Thus, Story 8 could have been interpreted as containing different elements 

than just [+false] intended by Coleman and Kay. 

(5) Assuming that the Spanish word lie in Madrid does involve the three prototypical 

elements suggested by Coleman and Kay, do Madrileños agree that [+belief] is 

the most important element? Likewise, are results from Madrid more similar to 

Coleman and Kay's or Hardin's results with regard to [+intent]?  

 In order to address this question, I replicated the statistical analysis that Coleman 

and Kay performed on their results.  By performing a statistical test on comparisons of 

stories with different combinations of the prototypical elements, I found that results from 

the Madrid study support Coleman and Kay's conclusion that [+belief] is the most 

important element.  However, with regard to [+intent] being the second most important 

element, as Hardin found in Ecuador, there appears to be some ambiguity in 

interpretation in the Madrid results.  The results from Story 6 (ex-boyfriend) support 

Hardin's results that [+false] may be the next most important element before [+intent].  

Recall that Meibauer argued that even though a statement may be true, if there is false 

implicature, then that statement should be interpreted as false.  Because Story 6 includes 

a false implicature, the data from the Spanish stories suggest that respondents interpreted 

the story to contain the element [+false] even though this was not what Coleman and Kay 

had intended for their original story.  The false implicature denotes the element [+false] 

according to the Spanish results.  This differs from Coleman and Kay's study where 



	

	 79

English speakers did not appear to have interpreted the false implicature to mean that 

Story 6 contained the element [+false].  

(6) Do Spanish speakers from Madrid demonstrate the same interpretation of social 

lies as Spanish speakers from Ecuador? 

 Although the Madrileños did appear to recognize the common social lies in Latin 

American situations, there was a difference in their interpretation of these lies.  For Story 

11 (store) some respondents did comment that the lie was a mentira piadosa meant to be 

polite, but others admonished the store-owner saying that she should not have lied.  For 

Story 9 (directions), Madrileños were more understanding of the lie than Ecuadorian 

respondents, probably due to the difference in size of the respective areas where the 

studies took place.  Generally, the five additional stories that Hardin added to the 

questionnaire received lower scores in Madrid versus Ecuador.  This suggests that not 

only are Madrileños aware of social lies common in Latin American situations, but they 

are even more understanding of their use as a politeness strategy.  

  Overall, the Madrid study was very similar to the Ecuador study with regard to 

ranking.  The difference between the rankings of the two Spanish studies was the order of 

Stories 4 and 5.  The Madrid study ranked those stories the same as the English study and 

the Arabic study.  The difference between the scores of these two stories in the Ecuador 

study was very small, and therefore this difference in ranking does not seem very 

important.  Throughout the questionnaire, responses from the Madrid study were similar 

to those of the Ecuador study.  The only story that displayed a major difference between 

the two Spanish stories was Story 9 (directions).  This can probably be attributed to the 
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fact that the two locations of Ecuador and Madrid are very different and would thus incite 

different responses with regard to directions, a contextual rather than semantic difference. 

 After conducting a statistical analysis on the Madrid data, all of the expected 

comparisons of stories were significant at the .01 level, with the exception of Story 3 

(candy store) and Story 6 (ex-boyfriend).  However, as previously discussed, this is 

probably due to the fact that respondents interpreted the implicature of the story and 

assigned the element [+false].  In general, the statistical analysis supports the findings of 

the present study, and further validates the semantic prototype for the Spanish mentira 

'lie.' 

 
Research Questions and Answers to SSL study 

 The second language learner study investigated the acquisition of pragmatic skill 

in a second language.  I will now restate the original questions that began the second 

language learner study and summarize the results and conclusions. 

(4) Do native English speakers who have developed an advanced level of Spanish 

tend to answer similarly to Coleman and Kay's respondents, or have they acquired 

some pragmatic awareness through their study of Spanish? 

 In order to investigate the possible answers to this question, I examined the scores 

and relative ranking from the second language learner responses.  For the original eight 

Coleman and Kay stories, the second language learner answers with regard to ranking 

were more similar in ranking to Coleman and Kay's results, with the exception of Story 5.  

For the five additional stories, however, answers varied.  Comments indicated pragmatic 

awareness, and scores were generally lower than in the two Spanish studies.  Second 

language learners appeared to score social lies with a lower lie score because they 
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recognized the situations as common in Latin America.  After running the same statistical 

analysis on the second language learner data, the majority of comparisons were 

significant at the .01 level, with the exception of three comparisons.  This was expected 

because students were much more reluctant to mark very sure on their responses, thus 

leading to scores that were centered on the lie scale.  Again, one of the comparisons that 

was not significant was that between Story 3 and Story 6, similar to the Madrid study.  

Also, in two of the comparisons that were not significant, Story 8 was involved, 

suggesting that students were possibly confused when reading that story.  

(5) Do students who have lived in a Spanish speaking country display more 

pragmatic understanding resembling the results from the two Spanish studies?  

Recall that on the questionnaire for the second language learner study, I included a series 

of biographical questions, one of which asked students to describe their experience (if 

any) in a Spanish speaking country.  Most students who had experience being immersed 

in the L2 culture did appear to be aware of cultural differences in the five additional 

stories as evidenced by those stories low scores and comments indicating experience with 

those types of situations.  This supports Schumann's acculturation model in that students 

who have spent time in a Spanish speaking country appear to have acquired pragmatic 

knowledge of these social situations.  

(6) Would advanced students of Spanish recognize the five additional stories as social 

lies similar to the respondents from Ecuador? 

 It appears that some second language learners were aware of the common cultural 

situations in Latin America.  However, although the second language learners recognized 

these situations, they appeared more reluctant to classify them as lies.  Madrileños and 
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respondents from Ecuador admitted that these situations were common and socially 

acceptable, but still classified them as lies.  Perhaps the second language learners were 

hesitant to judge the stories as a lie because their two cultural contexts and experiences 

had blurred the line between lie and non-lie.  Similarly, it appeared from additional 

comments that students simply viewed some stories as non-lies when the utterance was a 

clear common social lie according to respondents from Ecuador and Madrid.  This 

suggests that students perhaps rely primarily on their first language pragmatic system, 

and when something differs culturally from that system, they will not classify it as a lie. 

 
Limitations 

 As Coleman and Kay and others have noted, there are some limitations for this 

method of analyzing the word lie.  I will now discuss those limitations in regards to the 

present study and how I think those limitations may have possibly affected my results.  

As previously discussed, the wording of Story 3 (candy store) appeared to be problematic 

in the Spanish studies.  The use of the word por does not always indicate a destination 

like the English word to.  In this case, the use of por possibly created some ambiguity 

that may have changed the interpretation of the prototypical elements of that story.  The 

second language learners, however, did not appear to be influenced by the ambiguous 

wording.  Whereas the Spanish studies excused the lie in this story due to the confusion 

caused by por, the second language learners seemed to completely ignore whether this 

confusion and responded solely to the element [+intent] that the boy was trying to 

deceive his mother. 

 Likewise, as Coleman and Kay discuss, it is possible in both studies that 

respondents had a different interpretation of the prototypical elements based on their real-
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world experiences.  Rather than solely relying on the intended prototypical elements, 

respondents may have related the stories with their personal experiences and judged them 

accordingly.  Story 4 (math test) is an example of this effect.  Many people commented 

that in their experience, it is normal to get sick before a test, therefore eliminating the 

element [+belief] from that story.  

 For the second language learner study, it is possible that respondents did not fully 

understand Spanish translation of stories due to inadequate knowledge of grammar and 

vocabulary.  In this case, the lack of comprehension could have affected their selection.  

This is a possible explanation for the discrepancies found in the statistical analysis of 

Story 8.  However, when analyzing the data for all the stories generally, I attempted to 

ensure that all respondents had understood the stories based on their comments.  As in the 

case with the outlying responses for Story 2, if a respondent appeared to have misread 

Story 1 or Story 2 and marked it with a score other than 7 and 1 respectively, I did not 

include their results with the final data calculations.  Likewise, a few students commented 

in the three final questions that they were unclear of the difference between "No estoy 

seguro" and "No estoy muy seguro." One student suggested using a numerical continuum 

to indicate the level of sureness.  Because I wanted to replicate Hardin's and Coleman and 

Kay's study as closely as possible, I used the same response format from the Ecuador 

study.  Perhaps future versions of the questionnaire could offer an example response or 

some clarification of what the possible response options indicate.  

 On the other hand, it is also possible that some second language learners had an 

above average knowledge of pragmatics.  If this were the case, their answers would not 

reflect the average pragmatic knowledge of a typical advanced second language learner.  
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There was no test or control for the level of ability of the students.  It is possible that the 

students could be over or under performing compared to the average second language 

learner.  Because many of the respondents were Spanish graduate students, it may be 

assumed that their level of pragmatic awareness is above the average level of a Spanish 

student taking a junior-level Spanish class for the first time. 

 For both of the studies, it is important to note that there are limitations for the 

statistical analysis discussed in the previous chapter.  The probability predictions for each 

comparison of stories can only be considered significant when comparing each story 

individually with just one other story.  This means that not all nineteen comparisons can 

be considered significant together at the same time.  The probability of all comparisons 

together being significant at the .01 level is much lower, but that calculation was beyond 

the scope of this investigation.  Coleman and Kay did not perform this statistical analysis, 

and I sought to replicate their method.  However, this omission presents an interesting 

avenue of future research.  

 
Applications 

 The present research yielded results that are relevant to previous literature on the 

cross-cultural pragmatic interpretation of lie.  The Madrid study supports Hardin's 

examination of the Spanish lie in Ecuador, showing that the Spanish lie is a common 

cultural tool used for politeness, somewhat similar to Brown's study of Tzeltal in Mexico.  

Likewise, the Spanish data from the Madrid study supports Meibauer's theory of 

conversational implicature.  As Hardin noted, the Spanish data does appear to support 

Coleman and Kay's prototype, but research in other languages may reveal other variations 

in the prototype. 
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 Results from the second language learner study support Schumann's acculturation 

model.  It is evident from the second language learner responses that experience 

immersed in the L2 culture provided the student with awareness of pragmatic ideas.  An 

area for possible future research could be second language acquisition of other politeness 

strategies such as requests or indirect speech acts.  This could be done by replicating 

another study in Spanish, such as Placencia's "Pragmatic Variation in Corner Store 

Interactions in Quito and Madrid," and observing students' utterances in the same type of 

setting.  

 Likewise, in future research, the present study could go one step further by 

somehow dramatizing the current situations and producing a video version of the 

questionnaire.  By responding to a live situation, much of the confusion could be 

eliminated by contextual clues, making the intended prototypical elements clearer to 

respondents.  It would be interesting to see if results differed with a reproduction of any 

of the studies on lying in English, Spanish, or Arabic when presented with a filmed 

version of the questionnaire.  However, with this type of new format, there might be other 

factors introduced such as tone, body language, and general acting ability of the people 

interpreting the stories.  

 Because there was no control for the level of Spanish speaking ability for the 

students, it is possible that the results for the present study may vary from student to 

student.  A future study could recreate the present study of second language learners' 

interpretation of lie, but first perform some kind of assessment test to ensure all 

respondents had the same level of Spanish comprehension.  This would decrease the 

possibility that stories would be misunderstood, for example, as in Story 8. 
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 To conclude, although there are different variations of how people interpret the 

word lie in many languages and dialects, the results of this study support Coleman and 

Kay's semantic prototype for the definition of lie.  A lie is universally prohibited in world 

religions, but also widely accepted as a politeness strategy in social contexts.  Despite the 

apparent ambiguity of lie, the data and analysis presented above indicate that respondents 

from all studies generally assign the word lie to situations with some continuity.  

Although Coleman and Kay's study was principally a semantic one, the present study, 

like Hardin's, indicates that situations involving lies also require a pragmatic and cultural 

explanation.  
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La Universidad de Baylor 
Certificado de Consentimiento Informado 

Investigadora Principal: Julie Eichelberger 
Departamento de Lenguas Modernas y Extranjeras 

 
Este formulario le pide su consentimiento para participar en un proyecto lingüístico hecho por mí, 
Julie Eichelberger.  
 
Si se aviene a participar en el proyecto, usted contestará algunas preguntas sobre su historia 
biográfica, y responderá a un cuestionario. El cuestionario es de 10-15 minutos. 
 
No creo que haya ningún riesgo asociado con la participación en este estudio. La meta de este 
estudio es ayudarme a entender mejor las normas semánticas del español. 
 
Se asignarán seudónimos en todos los informes escritos.  Los datos de la conversación y los 
resultados pueden ser presentados en clases o reuniones profesionales. Ningún nombre ni 
información identificadora puede ser determinado de los informes que resultan de esta 
investigación. Soy la única persona que mantiene copias de los cuestionarios y las guardaré en un 
lugar seguro.  Se mantendrán confidenciales excepto por los usos ya mencionados. Todos los 
documentos serán destruidos después de terminar la investigación. 
 
Su participación es voluntaria, y Ud. puede retirarse en cualquier momento.  Si le gustaría, Ud. 
puede tener una copia de esta hoja.  Al firmar este formulario, Ud. testifica que tiene dieciocho 
años o más de edad y que Ud. otorga su participación en este estudio. 
 
Favor de dirigir cualquier pregunta a Julie Eichelberger, Department of Modern Foreign 
Languages, Baylor University, One Bear Place #97393, Waco, TX, 76798.  
 
Si Ud. tiene cualquier pregunta con respecto a sus derechos como participante u otro aspecto de la 
investigación que tiene que ver con Ud. como participante, favor de comunicarse con el Comité 
de la Universidad de Baylor para la Protección de Sujetos Humanos en Investigaciones Escolares 
(Baylor University Committee for Protection of Human Subjects in Research), Dr. Michael E. 
Sherr, Chair, Baylor University, One Bear Place # 97320 Waco, TX 76798-7320.  También se 
puede comunicarse con del Dr. Sherr al (254)-710-4483. 
 

  
 
 

He leído y entendido este formulario, estoy consciente de mis derechos como participante, y 
consiento mi participación en este estudio. 
 

 
 
Firma del participante:   Fecha:   
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INSTRUCCIONES PARA EL CUESTIONARIO: 

Este es un cuestionario para una investigación sobre la semántica del español.  Todas sus 
respuestas serán individuales y no serán iguales a las de sus amigos, así que es muy 
importante que no se conversen antes de terminar el cuestionario. 

La primera hoja da permiso para usar sus respuestas.  La segunda hoja tiene preguntas 
biográficas que ayudarán con la comprensión del contenido lingüístico y cultural del 
dicho estudio.  

El cuestionario es de 10-15 minutos y sólo requiere su opinión sobre cada situación.   

1. Primero indiquen si fue una mentira o no, o si no pueden decir. (su propia opinión) 

2. Segundo, indiquen si está seguro o no de que la mayoría de la gente estaría de acuerdo 
con su selección. (si piensa que los demás piensan igual que usted). 

3. Tercero, cualquier explicación ayudará que la investigadora pueda comprender mejor 
su respuesta. 

¡Muchas gracias por su participación! 

 
INFORMACIÓN BIOGRÁFICA 

 
INSTRUCCIONES:  Por favor, responda usted a las siguientes preguntas con la 
respuesta más exacta que corresponda a la designada pregunta.  Sus respuestas 
servirán de mucha ayuda en la comprensión del contenido lingüístico y cultural del 
dicho estudio.  

 
          Hombre                         Mujer 

 
(1) ¿Edad? 
 
(2) ¿Nació Ud. en España? 
 
(3) ¿Por cuántos años ha vivido Ud. en España? ¿Y en Madrid? 

 
(4) ¿En qué ciudad vive Ud. ahora? 

 
(5) ¿Ha vivido Ud. siempre en esta ciudad? 

 
(6) ¿De dónde son sus padres? 
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CUESTIONARIO  
 

INSTRUCCIONES:  Después de leer cada situación, haga Ud. un círculo alrededor 
de sus dos respuestas. También escriba cualquier comentario o explicación que Ud. 
tenga con respecto a sus respuestas. 
 
 
(1) Carlos ha comido la torta que Julia iba a servirles a sus invitados.  Julia le pregunta a 

Carlos, “Comiste la torta?” Carlos responde, “No.”   ¿Mintió Carlos? 

Fue una mentira / No fue una mentira / No puedo decir 

Estoy seguro / No estoy seguro / No estoy muy seguro…de que la mayoría estaría de 
acuerdo con mi selección. 
 
EXPLICACION: 

 

 

(2) Juan y Geraldo están jugando al fútbol con la pelota de un amigo, Ricardo.  Geraldo 

pierde la pelota de Ricardo.  Cuando Ricardo llega y ve que sus amigos no tienen su 

pelota, le pregunta, “Juan, ¿perdiste mi pelota?”  Juan responde, “No, Geraldo lo hizo.”  

¿Mintió Juan? 

Fue una mentira / No fue una mentira / No puedo decir 

Estoy seguro / No estoy seguro / No estoy muy seguro…de que la mayoría estaría de 
acuerdo con mi selección. 
 
EXPLICACION: 

 

 

(3) Gordito cree que tiene que pasar por la dulcería para llegar al salón de videojuegos, 

pero está equivocado porque la dulcería se ha mudado.  La mamá de Gordito no aprueba 

los videojuegos.  Mientras Gordito sale de la casa con el intento de ir al salón de 
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videojuegos, la mamá le pregunta adónde va.  Él dice, “Voy por la dulcería.”  ¿Mintió 

Gordito? 

Fue una mentira / No fue una mentira / No puedo decir 

Estoy seguro / No estoy seguro / No estoy muy seguro…de que la mayoría estaría de 
acuerdo con mi selección. 
 
EXPLICACION: 

 

 

(4) Una mañana Cristina tiene un examen de matemáticas para el cual no ha estudiado, 

así que no quiere asistir a la escuela.  Le dice a su mamá, “Estoy enferma.”  Su mamá le 

toma la temperatura y a Cristina le sorprende saber que realmente está enferma.  Más 

tarde en el día le da el sarampión.  ¿Mintió Cristina? 

Fue una mentira / No fue una mentira / No puedo decir 

Estoy seguro / No estoy seguro / No estoy muy seguro…de que la mayoría estaría de 
acuerdo con mi selección. 
 
EXPLICACION: 
 

 

(5) Hidalgo tiene una invitación para cenar en la casa de su jefe.  Después de una noche 

pesada de la cual nadie disfrutó, Hidalgo le dice a la anfitriona, “Gracias.  Fue una fiesta 

magnífica.”  Hidalgo no cree que fuera una fiesta magnífica y realmente no está tratando 

de convencerle a nadie de que se divirtiera, sino que sólo se preocupa por decirle algo 

amable a la esposa de su jefe, sin importar el hecho de que no cree que ella lo va a creer.  

¿Mintió Hidalgo? 

Fue una mentira / No fue una mentira / No puedo decir 

Estoy seguro / No estoy seguro / No estoy muy seguro…de que la mayoría estaría de 
acuerdo con mi selección. 
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EXPLICACION: 
 

 
 
 (6) Juan y María recientemente empezaron a ser novios.  Valentino es el ex-novio de 

María.  Una noche Juan le pregunta a María, “¿Has visto a Valentino esta semana?”  

María contesta, “Hace dos semanas que Valentino está enfermo con la gripe.”  De hecho 

hace dos semanas que Valentino está enfermo con la gripe, pero también es verdad que 

María tuvo una cita con Valentino la noche anterior.  ¿Mintió María? 

Fue una mentira / No fue una mentira / No puedo decir 

Estoy seguro / No estoy seguro / No estoy muy seguro…de que la mayoría estaría de 
acuerdo con mi selección. 
 
EXPLICACION: 
 

 

(7) Dos pacientes están esperando ser llevados al quirófano.  El médico indica a uno de 

los pacientes y dice, “¿Es este paciente la apendicectomía o la amigdalectomía?”  La 

Enfermera Cerebral acaba de leer las carpetas.  Aunque desea quedarse con su trabajo, se 

ha equivocado sin querer, y ha confundido las carpetas y contesta, “La apendicectomía,” 

cuando de verdad el pobre paciente es el que espera la amigdalectomía.  ¿Mintió la 

Enfermera Cerebral? 

Fue una mentira / No fue una mentira / No puedo decir 

Estoy seguro / No estoy seguro / No estoy muy seguro…de que la mayoría estaría de 
acuerdo con mi selección. 
 
EXPLICACION: 
 

 

(8) Superaficionado tiene entradas para el partido campeonato y tiene mucho orgullo de 

tenerlas.  Las muestra a su jefe que dice, “Escucha, Superaficionado, cualquier día en que 
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no llegas al trabajo debes tener una mejor excusa que esto.”  Superaficionado dice, “Sí, la 

tendré.”  El día del partido campeonato Superaficionado se piensa estar sano y llama al 

trabajo.  Le dice a su jefe, “No puedo ir al trabajo hoy porque estoy enfermo.”  

Irónicamente resulta que Superaficionado no puede asistir al partido porque el pequeño 

dolor de estómago que sintió al despertarse más tarde se volvió en una fuerte enfermedad 

intestinal.  Entonces Superaficionado verdaderamente estaba enfermo cuando lo dijo.  

¿Mintió Superaficionado? 

Fue una mentira / No fue una mentira / No puedo decir 

Estoy seguro / No estoy seguro / No estoy muy seguro…de que la mayoría estaría de 
acuerdo con mi selección. 
 
EXPLICACION: 

 

 (9)  Carlota recientemente llegó a Tena por primera vez y no conoce la ciudad.  Ella está 

caminando y necesita saber cómo llegar a la casa de una amiga.  Le da la dirección de la 

casa a la dueña de una zapatería y le pregunta, “Necesito ir a este lugar.  ¿Dónde está?”  

Aunque la dueña de la zapatería no conoce el sitio, le dice a Carlota, “Vaya recto hasta la 

esquina, doble a la derecha y camine tres cuadras más.”  ¿Mintió la dueña de la zapatería? 

Fue una mentira / No fue una mentira / No puedo decir 

Estoy seguro / No estoy seguro / No estoy muy seguro…de que la mayoría estaría de 
acuerdo con mi selección. 
 
EXPLICACION: 
 

 

(10) Teresa acaba de comprar un vestido nuevo.  Al llevarlo por primera vez, le pregunta 

a su esposo Jacobo, “¿Me queda bien?”  Jacobo responde que sí aunque en verdad piensa 

que el vestido es feo y demasiado apretado.  ¿Mintió Jacobo? 

Fue una mentira / No fue una mentira / No puedo decir 
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Estoy seguro / No estoy seguro / No estoy muy seguro…de que la mayoría estaría de 
acuerdo con mi selección. 
 
EXPLICACION: 
 

(11) Norma es dueña de una tienda de alimentos.  Susanita hace compras en la tienda y 

está buscando galletas hoy pero no hay.  Susanita le pregunta a Norma “¿Para cuándo 

tendrá las galletas?”  Norma responde, “Para el miércoles.”  En verdad, Norma no sabe 

cuándo llegarán las galletas y sabe que es improbable que lleguen el miércoles pero no 

quiere decir que no sabe.  ¿Mintió Norma? 

Fue una mentira / No fue una mentira / No puedo decir 

Estoy seguro / No estoy seguro / No estoy muy seguro…de que la mayoría estaría de 
acuerdo con mi selección. 
 
EXPLICACION: 

 

(12) Isabel necesita depositar dinero en su cuenta bancaria.  Ella entra en el banco y ve 

que hay dos filas.  Le pregunta a un señor que hace cola, “¿Esta cola es para hacer 

depósitos?”  El señor le contesta que sí sin saber que él mismo está confundido y que 

realmente es la cola para retirar dinero en vez de hacer depósitos.  ¿Mintió el señor? 

Fue una mentira / No fue una mentira / No puedo decir 

Estoy seguro / No estoy seguro / No estoy muy seguro…de que la mayoría estaría de 
acuerdo con mi selección. 
 
EXPLICACION: 

 

(13) Teresa le invita a su amiga Josefina a asistir a una fiesta de cumpleaños esta noche 

en su casa.  Josefina sabe que no puede asistir y que no va a asistir porque tiene que 

preparar una presentación para su trabajo esta noche, pero no quiere ofenderle a Teresa.  

Josefina le responde, “Sí, me gustaría ir.  Nos vemos esta noche.” ¿Mintió Josefina? 

Fue una mentira / No fue una mentira / No puedo decir 
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Estoy seguro / No estoy seguro / No estoy muy seguro…de que la mayoría estaría de 
acuerdo con mi selección. 
 
EXPLICACION: 

 
 
 
CONCLUSIÓN 
 

(1) ¿Tiene Ud. algo más para comentar sobre las situaciones anteriores? 
 
 
 
 

(2) ¿Puede Ud. pensar en una situación en que una persona le mintió, pero entendió 
Ud. por qué esa persona le mintió?  

 
 
 
 

(3) ¿Puede Ud. pensar en otra situación en que una persona le mintió, pero a Ud. esa 
mentira le pareció aceptable?  
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 Madrid Data 

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IvIII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 43 100.00 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 1.0000

ASE 0.0000

95% Lower Conf Limit 1.0000

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.9178

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 6.5574

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IvIV 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 42 97.67 42 97.67 

l 1 2.33 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.9767

ASE 0.0230

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.9317

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.8771

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9994

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 6.2524

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IvV 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 43 100.00 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 1.0000

ASE 0.0000

95% Lower Conf Limit 1.0000

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.9178

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 6.5574

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IvVI 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 42 97.67 42 97.67 

l 1 2.33 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.9767

ASE 0.0230

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.9317

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.8771

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9994

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 6.2524

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IvVII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 42 97.67 42 97.67 

l 1 2.33 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.9767

ASE 0.0230

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.9317

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.8771

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9994

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 6.2524

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IvVIII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 41 95.35 41 95.35 

l 2 4.65 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.9535

ASE 0.0321

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.8905

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.8419

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9943

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 5.9474

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IvII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 43 100.00 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 1.0000

ASE 0.0000

95% Lower Conf Limit 1.0000

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.9178

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 6.5574

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IIIvVI 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 23 53.49 23 53.49 

l 20 46.51 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.5349

ASE 0.0761

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.3858

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.6840

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.3765

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.6882

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 0.4575

One-sided Pr >  Z 0.3237

Two-sided Pr > |Z| 0.6473

 
Sample Size = 43 



 

 
106

Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IIIvVII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 30 69.77 30 69.77 

l 13 30.23 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.6977

ASE 0.0700

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.5604

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.8349

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.5387

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.8282

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 2.5925

One-sided Pr >  Z 0.0048

Two-sided Pr > |Z| 0.0095

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IIIvII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 41 95.35 41 95.35 

l 2 4.65 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.9535

ASE 0.0321

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.8905

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.8419

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9943

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 5.9474

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IVvVI 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 36 83.72 36 83.72 

l 7 16.28 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.8372

ASE 0.0563

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.7269

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9476

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.6930

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9319

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 4.4225

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 



 

 
109

Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IVvVIII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 36 83.72 36 83.72 

l 7 16.28 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.8372

ASE 0.0563

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.7269

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9476

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.6930

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9319

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 4.4225

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IVvII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 43 100.00 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 1.0000

ASE 0.0000

95% Lower Conf Limit 1.0000

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.9178

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 6.5574

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VvVII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 32 74.42 32 74.42 

l 11 25.58 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.7442

ASE 0.0665

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.6138

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.8746

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.5883

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.8648

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 3.2025

One-sided Pr >  Z 0.0007

Two-sided Pr > |Z| 0.0014

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VvVIII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 32 74.42 32 74.42 

l 11 25.58 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.7442

ASE 0.0665

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.6138

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.8746

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.5883

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.8648

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 3.2025

One-sided Pr >  Z 0.0007

Two-sided Pr > |Z| 0.0014

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VvII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 42 97.67 42 97.67 

l 1 2.33 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.9767

ASE 0.0230

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.9317

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.8771

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9994

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 6.2524

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 



 

 
114

Madrid Data  
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VIvII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 40 93.02 40 93.02 

l 3 6.98 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.9302

ASE 0.0388

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.8541

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.8094

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9854

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 5.6424

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VIIvII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 41 95.35 41 95.35 

l 2 4.65 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.9535

ASE 0.0321

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.8905

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.8419

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9943

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 5.9474

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VIIIvII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency 

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

h 43 100.00 43 100.00

 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 1.0000

ASE 0.0000

95% Lower Conf Limit 1.0000

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.9178

95% Upper Conf Limit 1.0000

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 6.5574

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VIIv

VIII 
 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 27 62.79 27 62.79 

l 16 37.21 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.6279

ASE 0.0737

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.4834

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.7724

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.4673

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.7702

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 1.6775

One-sided Pr >  Z 0.0467

Two-sided Pr > |Z| 0.0934

 
Sample Size 

= 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VIIvVI 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 31 72.09 31 72.09 

l 12 27.91 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.7209

ASE 0.0684

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.5869

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.8550

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.5633

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.8467

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 2.8975

One-sided Pr >  Z 0.0019

Two-sided Pr > |Z| 0.0038

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VIIIvVI 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 36 83.72 36 83.72 

l 7 16.28 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.8372

ASE 0.0563

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.7269

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9476

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.6930

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9319

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 4.4225

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VIIvIV 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 22 51.16 22 51.16 

l 21 48.84 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.5116

ASE 0.0762

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.3622

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.6610

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.3546

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.6669

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 0.1525

One-sided Pr >  Z 0.4394

Two-sided Pr > |Z| 0.8788

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VIIIvIII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 39 90.70 39 90.70 

l 4 9.30 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.9070

ASE 0.0443

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.8202

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9938

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.7786

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9741

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 5.3374

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VIvV 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 23 53.49 23 53.49 

l 20 46.51 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.5349

ASE 0.0761

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.3858

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.6840

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.3765

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.6882

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 0.4575

One-sided Pr >  Z 0.3237

Two-sided Pr > |Z| 0.6473

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VvIV 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 30 69.77 30 69.77 

l 13 30.23 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.6977

ASE 0.0700

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.5604

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.8349

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.5387

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.8282

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 2.5925

One-sided Pr >  Z 0.0048

Two-sided Pr > |Z| 0.0095

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VIIIvVII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 35 81.40 35 81.40 

l 8 18.60 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.8140

ASE 0.0593

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.6976

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9303

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.6660

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9161

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 4.1175

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VIvVII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 31 72.09 31 72.09 

l 12 27.91 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.7209

ASE 0.0684

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.5869

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.8550

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.5633

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.8467

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 2.8975

One-sided Pr >  Z 0.0019

Two-sided Pr > |Z| 0.0038

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VIvVIII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 25 58.14 25 58.14 

l 18 41.86 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.5814

ASE 0.0752

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.4339

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.7288

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.4213

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.7299

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 1.0675

One-sided Pr >  Z 0.1429

Two-sided Pr > |Z| 0.2858

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IVvVII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 36 83.72 36 83.72 

l 7 16.28 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.8372

ASE 0.0563

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.7269

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9476

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.6930

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9319

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 4.4225

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IIIvVIII 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 23 53.49 23 53.49 

l 20 46.51 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.5349

ASE 0.0761

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.3858

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.6840

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.3765

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.6882

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 0.4575

One-sided Pr >  Z 0.3237

Two-sided Pr > |Z| 0.6473

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=VvVI 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 36 83.72 36 83.72 

l 7 16.28 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.8372

ASE 0.0563

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.7269

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9476

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.6930

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9319

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 4.4225

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| <.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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Madrid Data  

 
The FREQ Procedure 

 
story=IVvV 

 

Equal or Higher lie-score 
 

 
score 

 

 
Frequency

 
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative 
Percent 

h 34 79.07 34 79.07 

l 9 20.93 43 100.00 
 
 

Binomial Proportion for 
score = h 

Proportion 0.7907

ASE 0.0620

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.6691

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.9123

  

Exact Conf Limits  

95% Lower Conf Limit 0.6396

95% Upper Conf Limit 0.8996

 

Test of H0: 
Proportion = 0.5 

ASE under H0 0.0762

Z 3.8125

One-sided Pr >  Z <.0001

Two-sided Pr > |Z| 0.0001

 
Sample Size = 43 
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