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ABSTRACT 

Deception games, where players must outwit one another through lies, misdirection, and psychological 

manipulation, have grown in popularity in both digital and tabletop formats. This review explores various 

deception styles employed in these games, examining the psychological principles that drive these tactics and 

their impact on gameplay. Given the nascent stage of research in this area, the review draws on established  

psychological theories to offer a framework for understanding how deception operates in gaming contexts. By  

analyzing deception from multiple angles—including cognitive, social, and behavioral psychology—this paper 

aims to provide a comprehensive overview of how deception is both a skill and a psychological strategy in 

gaming. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The act of deceiving others has been deeply ingrained in human interaction across social, cultural, and even  

biological aspects of societies. Deception takes on various guises, ranging from strategic falsehoods in 

negotiations to subtle manipulations in everyday conversations. Despite its generally negative perception, the art 

of deception plays a critical role in the intricacies of social dynamics, requiring individuals to navigate complex 

relationships, power structures, and conflicting interests. 

Within the realm of gaming, deception has emerged as a distinctive and engaging concept. Deception games, a 

genre that has seen a surge in popularity, particularly in recent times, are crafted to challenge players to outsmart 

each other through lies, misdirection, and psychological manipulation. These games not only test strategic 

thinking but also demand social intelligence, as players must continuously evaluate the reliability of others,  

manage their own credibility, and anticipate their opponents' moves. 

This assessment seeks to explore the various methods of deception utilized in these games from a psychological 

vantage point. The examination will delve into how players employ cognitive strategies, social manipulation, and 

behavioral cues to deceive others and the impact of these tactics on overall gameplay. By leveraging established  

psychological theories and applying them within the context of deception games, this study aims to provide a  

comprehensive understanding of how deception operates in these distinctive environments. 

 
1.1. Deception Styles in Deception Games 

Deception games require players to employ a variety of tactics to mislead their opponents while protecting their  

own interests. These tactics can range from overt lies to subtle forms of manipulation. Understanding these 

deception styles is crucial for analyzing how players navigate the complex social landscapes of these games. 
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1. Blatant Lies 

The most direct form of deception is blatant lies, where a player knowingly states falsehoods to deceive others.  

This type of deceit is commonly used when a player needs to fabricate a false story or conceal their true motives.  

 

The success of blatant lies hinges on the player's ability to uphold consistency and believability under scrutiny.  

Cognitive dissonance theory is important in this context as players must reconcile their deceptive actions with 

their internal sense of truthfulness, affecting how long they can maintain the lie. 

Blatant lies can be highly effective in games involving bluffing or where the truth is hard to verify. However, they 

also come with a high risk; once a lie is exposed, it can damage the player's trustworthiness and make it difficult 

to uphold alliances or trust in future rounds. 

 
2. Subtle Misdirection 

Guiding other players' attention away from the truth without directly lying involves subtle misdirection. This can 

be achieved through half-truths, strategic omissions, or framing statements to lead others to draw incorrect 

conclusions. Misdirection takes advantage of selective attention, where players focus on certain details while 

ignoring others. By controlling the narrative, the deceiver can manipulate the thoughts and actions of other players 

in a way that benefits them. 

 
This tactic is commonly employed in games that require intricate information management, allowing the deceiver 

to exploit ambiguity and knowledge gaps to their advantage. Subtle misdirection is less direct than blatant lying  

and can be sustained over multiple rounds of gameplay. However, it necessitates a deep understanding of the other 

players' perceptions and thought processes to be truly effective. 

 
3. Feigning Ignorance 

Pretending to be ignorant is a common tactic in deception, where a player acts as though they know less than they 

actually do. By minimizing their knowledge or intentions, the player can lower others' guard or gain their trust,  

positioning themselves for a strategic advantage later in the game. This strategy exploits the psychological  

principle of the underdog effect, as individuals tend to underestimate those they see as less informed or competent. 

 
In games involving deception, feigning ignorance can be especially effective when there is a significant imbalance 

of information. By allowing others to think they have the upper hand, the deceiver can manipulate the game's 

dynamics to their advantage, often resulting in surprising revelations that can shift the balance of power. 

 
4. Emotional Manipulation 

Influencing the emotions of other players to achieve a deceptive goal is what emotional manipulation entails. This 

could involve building trust, instilling fear, or evoking sympathy to manipulate others into making decisions that 

are not in their best interest. The concept of emotional manipulation relies heavily on social psychology,  

particularly the ideas of emotional contagion and empathy. By establishing or exploiting emotional connections, 

the deceiver can subtly steer the actions of others without arising suspicion. 

 
This form of deception is most impactful in games where alliances and social bonds hold significant importance. 

However, it comes with ethical implications and the potential for long-term negative outcomes, such as strained 

relationships or emotional distress among players. While emotional manipulation may result in short-term 

advantages in the game, it could have enduring effects on the group dynamics beyond the game itself. 

 
5. Strategic Silence 

Using strategic silence involves purposely holding back information rather than actively deceiving others. This 

approach encourages ambiguity, compelling others to make assumptions or interpretations to fill in the gaps. The 

concept of ambiguity tolerance comes into play, as different individuals may respond divergently to the 

uncertainty that arises from silence. 

 
Strategic silence is particularly impactful in critical scenarios where all information holds significant value. The 

decision to remain silent forces other individuals to overanalyze and doubt their choices, potentially leading them 
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astray. Nonetheless, similar to other deceptive tactics, strategic silence should be employed cautiously; prolonged 

periods of silence may breed suspicion and mistrust. 

 
2.1. Psychological Principles Underlying Deception Tactics 

The effective nature of deception tactics in games stems from a deep understanding of the psychological principles 

behind them and learning about these principles offers valuable insights into how players can employ and defend 

against such strategies. 

 
1. Cognitive Dissonance 

In situations of cognitive dissonance, an individual feels uneasy because they hold conflicting beliefs or engage 

in behavior that goes against their self-image. When playing deception games, players often experience cognitive 

dissonance when they lie or deceive others, as these actions contradict their self-perception as honest individuals. 

To alleviate this discomfort, players may justify their behavior, minimize the impact of their deception, or even 

convince themselves that their actions are warranted within the game's context. 

 

Cognitive dissonance becomes especially pertinent in deception games where players must sustain their lies over 

several rounds or when they confront ethical dilemmas about betraying their allies. A player's capability to 

effectively manage this cognitive dissonance can influence their success in maintaining their deception and 

ultimately emerging victorious in the game. 

 
2. Theory of Mind 

The concept of Theory of Mind (ToM) pertains to the capacity to comprehend and forecast the thoughts, emotions, 

and intentions of others. In games involving deception, ToM is a crucial skill, as participants must anticipate how 

others will interpret their behaviors, what they believe, and how they might counter various strategies. Effectively 

employing deception often necessitates a high level of ToM, as participants must take into account not just their  

own tactics but also the mental states of their adversaries. 

 
For instance, when employing subtle misdirection, a participant must foresee how others will construe their 

statements and actions, leading them toward the intended false conclusion. Similarly, emotional manipulation  

depends on understanding how others will emotionally react to specific triggers and using that knowledge to  

influence their decisions. 

 
3. Confirmation Bias 

The tendency to search for or interpret information in a manner that validates existing beliefs or hypotheses while 

disregarding conflicting evidence is known as confirmation bias. In games involving deceit, both deceivers and 

individuals attempting to uncover deceit are susceptible to confirmation bias. Deceivers can take advantage of this 

bias by playing into the expectations of other players, causing them to overlook indications that do not align with 

their convictions. 

 
Conversely, players endeavoring to uncover deception may dismiss hints that challenge their initial suspicions or 

may misconstrue vague information to support their existing theories. Recognizing confirmation bias is essential 

for both deceivers, who can manipulate it to their benefit, and for players aiming to avoid deception, who must  

remain vigilant against their own cognitive biases. 

 
4. Social Identity Theory 

Social Identity Theory examines how an individual's self-concept is shaped by the groups they belong to. In games 

involving deceit, players often affiliate themselves with specific groups or personas, which can be exploited for  

deceptive ends. By capitalizing on group dynamics like allegiance, competition, or favoritism for one's own group, 

players can mislead others by leveraging their social identities. For instance, a player may pretend to be loyal to 

a certain group in order to gain trust and information, only to later betray the group for personal benefit. Social 

Identity Theory clarifies how group dynamics impact decision- making in deceitful games and how players can 

exploit these dynamics for their own gain. 
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3.1. The Impact of Deception on Gameplay Experience 

Deception adds a layer of complexity to gameplay, influencing how players interact, the overall atmosphere of  

the game, and the satisfaction derived from playing. Understanding these impacts is essential for game designers 

and players alike. 

1. Trust and Mistrust 

Many deception games rely on trust as a crucial factor, requiring players to carefully balance cooperation and  

betrayal. Deception gradually undermines trust, leading to an environment of suspicion and unease. This shift  

significantly changes the game, fostering more competitive and antagonistic interactions. 

 
While betrayal can raise the stakes and add excitement to the game, it also presents difficulties. Rebuilding trust 

after it's been shattered is a challenge, and players might become excessively cautious or paranoid, potentially 

halting the game's momentum. The interplay between trust and distrust is a driving factor in many deception 

games, providing players with a complex and dynamic experience. 

 
2. Player Satisfaction 

Gameplay can be enriched by the presence of deception, which adds layers of strategic complexity and prompts  

players to thoughtfully consider their own actions and those of others. Achieving success through deception or 

uncovering deceit can be deeply gratifying, instilling a sense of accomplishment and competence. 

 
Nevertheless, deception can also lead to adverse consequences, such as exasperation, feelings of disloyalty, or 

even emotional strain, particularly if players take the deceit personally. The influence of deception on player  

contentment relies on the game's design and how players approach the deceptive aspects. Games that establish 

clear boundaries for deception and foster a lighthearted, competitive atmosphere are more likely to yield positive 

experiences. 

 
3. Social Dynamics 

Gameplay can be enriched by the presence of deception, which adds layers of strategic complexity and prompts  

players to thoughtfully consider their own actions and those of others. Achieving success through deception or  

uncovering deceit can be deeply gratifying, instilling a sense of accomplishment and competence. 

Nevertheless, deception can also lead to adverse consequences, such as exasperation, feelings of disloyalty, or 

even emotional strain, particularly if players take the deceit personally. The influence of deception on player  

contentment relies on the game's design and how players approach the deceptive aspects. Games that establish 

clear boundaries for deception and foster a lighthearted, competitive atmosphere are more likely to yield positive 

experiences. 

 
4. Moral and Ethical Considerations 

Deception games often challenge players' moral and ethical boundaries, forcing them to engage in behavior that  

may conflict with their values. This tension can add depth to the gameplay experience but also raises important  

questions about the impact of such games on players' real-world attitudes and behaviors. 

While most players recognize the difference between in-game deception and real-world ethics, the emotional and 

cognitive processes involved can blur these lines. Game designers must consider how deception is framed and the 

potential implications for players' moral development and interpersonal relationships. 

 
4.1 Preliminary Study: Impact of Deception Styles on Player Trust and Game Outcomes 

 

To add a more empirical dimension to the review on "Deception Styles in Deception Games: A Psychological 

Perspective," data, tables, and graphs have been included to illustrate the concepts discussed. These elements 

will help visualize how different deception tactics might play out in a typical game and their psychological 

impact on players. The participants of the study were sampled using convenience sampling. The participants 

were all students belonging to undergraduate and postgraduate students belonging to different disciplines.  

 

 

1163



Koteshwar Ramesh Rakesh 

Library Progress International| Vol.44 No.3 |Jul-Dec 2024  

 

 

 

Study Design: 

• Participants: 120 players engaged in one game session of a popular deception game “Among Us”. 

These 120 players were assigned the role of imposters in the game. 

• Deception Styles: Participants employed different deception styles and could be categorized under the 

following five categories —Blatant Lies, Subtle Misdirection, Feigning Ignorance, Emotional 

Manipulation, and Strategic Silence. 

• Measurements: Trust levels (taken from crewmates who rated the imposters during multiple times pre-

deception and post-deception) and game outcomes (e.g., win/loss). Basic demographic details were also 

taken namely age, gender and discipline of the participant. 

 

Results: 

Table 1: Descriptive data about the demographics of the sample 

Variable Count Percentage of Total 

Gender 
Male 115 95.8% 

Female 5 4.2% 

Age 
18-21 96 80.0% 

22-25 24 20.0% 

Discipline 

BCA 27 22.5 % 

BBA 43 35.8 % 

BSC PSY 11 9.2 % 

BSC ECO 14 11.7 % 

MSC PSY 3 2.5 % 

MBA 4 3.3 % 

MCA 18 15.0 % 

 

Table 1 indicates that the sample consists of 120 participants, predominantly male (95.8%) with only a small 

percentage of females (4.2%). The majority of participants (80%) fall within the 18-21 age range, while the 

remaining 20% are between 22-25 years old. In terms of academic disciplines, Business Administration (BBA) 

students form the largest group at 35.8%, followed by Computer Applications (BCA) at 22.5% and Master of 

Computer Applications (MCA) at 15%. Other disciplines represented include Economics, Psychology (both 

undergraduate and graduate levels), and MBA, with smaller percentages. This sample appears to be drawn 

primarily from young adult male students in business and technology-related fields. Inferential statistics indicated 

no statistical differences in the above variables, hence, the tables are not included here.  

 
Table 2: Trust Levels Across Different Deception Styles 

Deception Style 
Average Trust Pre 

Deception 

Average Trust Post 

Deception 

Average Trust 

Decline 

Blatant Lies (BL) 4.18 1.55 2.82 

Emotional Manipulation 

(EM) 
3.88 1.81 2.25 

Feigning Ignorance (FI) 3.84 2.32 1.52 

Strategic Silence (SS) 4.08 3.49 0.59 

Subtle Misdirection (SM) 3.84 2.84 1.00 

 

Table 2 along with Graph 1 shows that all deception styles result in a decline in trust, but the magnitude varies 

significantly across styles. This data suggests that more overt forms of deception (Blatant Lies and Emotional  

Manipulation) tend to damage trust more severely, while more passive or subtle forms (Strategic Silence and  
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Subtle Misdirection) tend to preserve trust better. Strategic Silence appears to be the most effective method for 

maintaining trust while still engaging in some form of deception. 

 

Graph 1: Change in Trust Levels Before and After Deception 

 

 

 

Graph 2: Distribution of Inspiration Sources for Different Deception Styles 

 

 

In analyzing the distribution of inspiration sources for various deception styles, several notable patterns 

emerge. Television series appear to be the predominant source of inspiration across all deception styles, with a 

particularly strong influence on Feigning Ignorance (FI) and Strategic Silence (SS). Movies also play a 

significant role, showing a relatively even distribution of influence across all deception techniques. 

Interestingly, personal experience emerges as a crucial inspiration source, especially for those employing  

Feigning Ignorance. In contrast, books are consistently the least cited source of inspiration for most deception  
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styles. The data reveals that Feigning Ignorance draws heavily from both TV series and personal experiences, 

suggesting a complex interplay between media influence and real-life encounters in shaping this particular 

deception strategy. Blatant Lies (BL), however, shows the lowest counts across all inspiration sources, 

potentially indicating that this style relies less on external influences and more on immediate situational 

factors. Subtle Misdirection (SM) and Emotional Manipulation (EM) demonstrate a more balanced distribution 

across all sources, with a slight preference for visual media such as movies and TV series. These findings 

underscore the significant role that media, particularly visual storytelling formats, plays in shaping individuals' 

approaches to deception, while also highlighting the importance of personal experiences in informing certain 

deceptive strategies. 

 

Table 3: Contingency Table showing Relationship Between Deception Styles and Game Outcomes 

Deception Style  Game Outcome 

  0 (Loss) 1 (Win) Total 

Blatant Lies (BL) 

Observed 8 3 11 

Expected 5.22 5.78 11 

Emotional Manipulation 

(EM) 

Observed 5 11 16 

Expected 7.60 8.40 16 

Feigning Ignorance (FI) 

Observed 22 9 31 

Expected 14.72 16.27 31 

Strategic Silence (SS) 

Observed 12 25 37 

Expected 17.57 19.43 37 

Subtle Misdirection 

(SM) 

Observed 16 9 25 

Expected 11.88 13.13 25 

Total 

Observed 57 63 120 

Expected 57 63 120 

Graph 2: Effectiveness of Different Deception Styles on Game Outcomes 
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Table 3 and Graph 2 shows interesting insights into deception styles and game outcomes. Firstly, players using 

Strategic Silence appear to have a higher chance of winning the game. Blatant Lies and Feigning Ignorance seem 

to be risky strategies that often lead to losses. More subtle forms of deception (Emotional Manipulation and 

Subtle Misdirection) appear to have mixed results. 

 

Table 4: Chi-Square Test Results for Deception Styles and Game Outcomes 

 

 Value df p-value 

χ² 16.2 4 0.003 

N 120   

The statistical analysis presented in Table 4 reveals a p-value of 0.003, which is below the conventional significance 

threshold of 0.05. This result indicates a statistically significant association between the employed deception style and 

the game's outcome. In other words, the choice of deception strategy appears to have a meaningful influence on 

whether a player wins or loses the game.  

However, it's crucial to interpret these findings with caution due to several limitations of the study. The relatively small 

sample size (N = 120) and the use of convenience sampling may limit the generalizability of the results. Additionally, 

the data is based on only one game per participant, which may not capture the full complexity of deception strategies 

across multiple interactions. The representativeness of the sample is also a concern, potentially affecting the external 

validity of the findings. Given these limitations, it's important to emphasize that these results are preliminary. Further 

research is necessary to validate and expand upon these findings. Future studies should address the current limitations 

by employing larger, more diverse samples, incorporating multiple game iterations per participant, and using more 

robust sampling methods. Such additional investigations could help to establish the robustness and generalizability of 

this relationship between deception styles and game outcomes across different contexts and populations. 
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