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~ ABSTRACT - ©*

; et e

. The present'study explored the effect of verbal dissembling on
__honverbal behavior. Subjects were 146 females who.were- led-to—be—- ——
~€ither truthful or deceptive verbally to a confederate. e under-

lying affective state of the subjects and the publibness of thé%inter-
action between subject and confederate were also varied exper fnentally. ) ’
The nonverbal behavior of -the subjects was analyzed usyng objective
- scoring by trained-coders and by showing samples of subjects' behavior
. + to naive judges who rated how pleased the subjects appeared. Results
showed” that nonverbal behavior tended to reflect whether a subject was -
.idissembling or Seingftruthfulx' In addition, when they were truthful,
" subjects xevealed- their underlying affective states. However, when
\ lying, there was no difference in nonverbél‘behavior\according to the .8
' ‘affect felt for the confederate. The nonverbal behavior of the sub~ ‘
jects also 'tended to differ according to whether they were interacting . !
publkicly or privately; "in public, stibjects appeared more pleased with
‘th?yconfedera§e thap in priyate;
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INTRODUCTION _~~ o

- - —
. = ¢ .

As far back as the time of the ancient Greeks, ngnverbal behavioral
cues have been used to infer an individual's true feelings (Plutarch,
gT‘TOO). Yet it is only recently that systematic explorations of the
variables involved in nonverbal behavior have been examined scientifically.
- Two recent review papers (Duncan, 1969; Wienér, DeVoe, Rubinow, & Geller,

1972) attest to the burgeoning interest in behaviors that fall under
the rubric of nonverbal (includihg facial expressions, body movements,
~body posture and orientation,, and eye gazé direction).

‘The present experiment deals with the effect of verbal dissembling
on nonverbal,begaéior. It has been. suggested, primarily by researchers

* with a psychoanalytic orientation, that an individual will reveal non-
‘1verbally_his "true! affect under conditions in which there is motivation
- to hide veridical feelings (the paradigmatic example being when a person
: consciously lies). Freud (1925) made such a suggestion in saying, "He
who' has eyes to see and ears to hear may convince himself that no mortal
can keep a secret. If his lips are silent, he chatters with his finger-
tips; betrayal ocozes out of him at everv pore [p. 94]." This passage
suggests that Freud meant that the act of lying, per se, would lead to
"particular monverbal behaviors, regardless of the content of the informa-
* ;gion“withheld. However, while not explicitly mentioned by Freud, .psycho~ «
analytic theory also may be interpreted to suggest that the particular
\ nature of. the ﬁnderlying feeling or thought will be’revealed.

,.The hypothesis that there is nonverbal betrayal of affect under
conditions cof dissembling has received a degree of support from psycho-
analysts, although only in anecdotal, case-histqry reports. For instance,
Deutsch and Murphy (1955) used nonverbal behaviors as indicators of
patients' repressed feelings, and Feldman (1959) presents a compendium
of behaviors which he feels to be indicative of underlying, unaccéptable‘

- feelings. However, such reports are unsystematic and ;their validity .
depends upon the perspicacity of the particular clinitian in.question. -

. There also has beeh some recent experimental work done on the non-
verbal betrayal of affect by Ekman (Ekman & Friesen,/ 1969, 1974) and,
Mehrabian'(lQ?l). Both investigators seem to base eir work loosely in
a'psychoanalytic framework. Ekman distinguishes between two types of
.nﬁnvefbal behaviors which may be the outgomes ‘of deception: deception
clues and leakage. ‘Deception clues are behaviors which shbw that decep-
tion is occurring but do not reveal its content, while leakage behaviors
are those which actually show the particular content of the underlying

* affect. . Althcugh drawing the distinction, the experimental work of

Ekman and colleagues has examined only deception clues.

Ekman and Friesen (1974) placed subjects in a situation in which
they were forced to say that they had enjoyed an exceedingly negative
experience. Their nonverbal behaviors revealed signs of negative affect,

t

+
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EVAREE . i ..
*  which trained observers could 1dent1fy- Unfortunately, it is not
90551b1 to determine whether the observers were responding ‘to nonverbal
/ behav1ors which were indicative of the underlylng negative dilect (Yeak=
-4~ - -~ _age) or 'simply to behaviors caused by engaging in any type of deception

UL S

I

L ~(deception rlues)., v -
T ooo.-Mehyabiap. tiSikt,ba§edchls research on the hzgothe51s that deceptlon ———

would lead primarily to signs of negatlve affect. In chree‘studleb, - r
Mehrabian found that persons who were deceitful produced more nonverbal
N cues indicating negative affect than those who were being truthful. How- ,
ever, he did not comnsider the p05515111ty that the partigular nature of .
, 4\‘ the affect that subjects felt might have been revealed n erbally, and ﬂ/
his data: were colrapsed across subjects with dissimilay anderlying affec-
tive states. Thus, Mehrablan ‘may have-* unw1tt1ng1y missed cues which were
indicative of the specific nature of the underlying affect, or, in Ekman’
and Friesen's terms, leakage cues. Thus, al systematic, experimental o
research to d}ce has confounded nonverbal gues of covert affect , ‘
- behaviors due to the dissembling per se. It is theoretically; Mgortant
. to show that it is possible to distinguish between the two ft¥ypes of .
. behaviors, and this is the aim of the present experiment« / i
<+ The lack,of experimental dlStlnCthn between nonverbal behav1o§é . .
which are indicative of a person's underlylng affect {leakage) and /hose |
behaviors showing only that dissembllng is occurting (deception clyes)
. appears to be due primarily to. the imprecision of the psychoanalytZ
model, since it 1s not readily possible to predict a given respOnse from

, this theory. A more precise explanatlon may be based upon simple learning
theory principles. If we assume that an individual's affective state '
results in the occurrence -Qf nonverbal behaviors specific to that state, '
then elicitation of the undexlying aifeci should result in such ncnverbal
behavior. Since verbal and nonverbal behaviors can and do occur indepen-
dently, 1t 1s not necessary that the behaviors h congruent. referents.

Therefore, it is possible that the verbal expreszgﬁn of a fabrxcatlon -

can be accompanied by nonverbal behaviors approprlate not for what 1is -~

being sald but rfather for the actual underlying affect. This suggests,

then, that an individual's nonverbal behavior will tend to reflect his -
actual felt affect, regard;ess of the nature of his verbal output.,

- ' In fact there is reaSon for suggesting that lying may te d to,

- enhance the nonverbal dlsplay of veridical affect. It is well documented
that arousal tends to increase the occurrence of any well- learned response
(Spence, 1956). Sin it is clear that physiological arousal incteases
when a person is digGembling (Davis, 1961), there is potentially an
even greater likelfhood of a nonverbal _response (congruent with felt
affect) occurring/than when a person is nbt—lylng Follow1ng this line
of reasoning, hofiever, it is possible that lying may. cause a sufficiently .
Ligh level of ousal to enhance, the occurrence Of competing responses ,
which would rgveal that a person is 1y1ng. Thus, not only leakage may .
occur, but so there may be cues that a deception is occurr1ng Under
all but relatively high levels of arousal, “though, the cues révealing
“the naturg of the deception ought to predominate. -

The/ prior analysis must be modlfled,lhowever, to take into account
the fi dlng that individuals will attempt to censor their nonverbal be-
as well as their verbal behav1or under condltlons of dlssembllng. Y.

-
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nonverbal behavior showed hlgher levels of fadlal pleasantness when 1y1ng
than when belng truthful. However, Ekmar and Friesen,K (1974) also report

that individuals tend to inhibit and distort onlv the1r facial expressions

R

when attempting to deceive ofhers. Nonverbal behaviors of other types '
(ﬁi&tlé‘larly body orientation and posture) are not involved in attempts
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_There is a good He&l of evidence' to ‘support such a notion. Ekman~(1965)

ments betray attitude. It is therefore predicted that facial expressions .
will appear more congruent with verbal behavior than the body when an
individual is dissembling verbally, although attempts at facial deception

may result in cues indicating that a fabrication is occurring without
revealing the particular nature of the actual affect. 1In contrast, non-
facial types of nonverbal behavior are hypothes1zed to reveal the actual
nature of the affect a person feels, regardless of whether h1s verbal
statements are. congruent with the-true nature of +his -affect. .

The prev1ous analys1s alsoy rmplles that the degree of publicness . -
of an individual's deceit--i.e., whether or not a person is under the
scrutiny of the .person to whom he is verbally lying--should tend not to
affect his nonfacial- nonverbal behavior, . since there will be no attempts .

1

.at inhibition under conditions of even public d1ssemb11ng In terms of

facial nonverbal behavior, however, it cowld be predlcted that there will

be a difference between public and private dissembling, since under con-

ditions of privacy the” subject will not try to 1nh1b1t his facial express1ons

as he would undtr public condltlons .
The hypotheses put forth above are- based upon the asSﬁmptlon that

particular nonverbal behav1ors are related to partlcular affectlve states. | .

manipulated sybjects’ affectlve feelings towardsan 1nterv1ewer whr}é ,;} Z

secretly photographlng the subjects Untrained judges viewing Qmpr

still photos were able to discern the affect subjects felt for tle 1nter— |

viewer. Mehrabian (1972) reports that positive’ affect is related toy v

eater touchlngv closer position, greater forward lean, more eyq&con*

3§B§é and more direct body or1entatlon Ekman, Friesen, and 1fsﬂort Ji

(1972) review data show1ng that fac1al express1ons are relat o' emo?%gns

Other such relationships are reviewed by Exline and Winters (I9g5), H4

(1964), Mehrabian (1972); and Somimer (1967) . 1t is clear from the lltera-

ture "that particular nonverbal behav1ors are rawfully related to affectlve N

states. % B
In the present study, the presence of a liked or disliked person is

"used to elicityan underlylng affect which is either positive.or negative,

respectively. The rewarding and punlshlng quality of the simple presence

’of liked and disliked others has been4demonstrated clearly by Lott_and .
Lott (1968, 1969), who found that liked persons could act as effective -

positive ‘reinforcers and di'sliked persons as negative reinforcers. 1In
terms of the present f rmulatlon, this flndlng implie5s that the presence
of a 11ked or dlgllked other should He suff1c1ent to evoke nonverBal be-
haviors ih a person wh1ch are 1nd1cat1ve of pOSlthe or negatlve affect+-
regardless of whether the person 1s being verbally truthful or deceptlﬁe
to the liked or d1s11ked other ’ :

TS" summarize, the proposed experlment 1nvest1gatestnonverbal behavdor.
under conditions: in which an individual is verBally disselmbling ox
truthfyl. °Using a teaching situation, the actual:affect a teacher feels
regarding his student and the veridicality and publicness .of hn evalua- «
tion given the student by the teacher ‘will be orthogonally mani

<

3 - -
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.at inhibitdbn, simply because individuals. do-mot feel that nonfacial moves——7. _ . .

e o —————




The basic hyg?theses guiding the research are:
A . f\
I. Nonverbal behavior will tend to reflect the affect a person
\is experiencing. *
) {a) This affect will be revealed under condltlons of both
lying ard truthfulness. .
(b) This affect will be .revealed more through the body :27
through the face. :
II. Nonverbal behavior will tend to revei} that a person i$ ng
. deceptive..
- (a). The effect of lying, per se, shou?d be,kless influeﬁ%ial
) in determining a person's nonverbal behavior than the
effect of the underlying affect. N\
. III. Facial behaviors will tend te be different in public and in
’ private, but nonfacial nonverbal behaviors will be similar
publicly and privately.

. \ .

The hypotheses will be tested usipg two strategies. Objective coding,
using trained observers, will be carried out to determifie the number of
objective occurrences of particular nonverbal behaviors. The second
‘method to be used is more subjective. Untrained, naive judges will rate
samples of behavior from the subjects on the basis of how pleased they
appear. . .

The information garnered from &he two types of measures is isomewhat
different. The objective coding reveals differences betweer conditions
in terms of magnitude of behaviors. The data from the naive observers is
broader. Not only dods it reveal differences between conditions, but it
also shows theydirection of the affect displayed by the subjects.

. . AN
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METHOD

[

SUBJECTS . o

\

Subjects were 146 University of Wisconsin female college. freshman
volunteers who were paid $1.25 for participation in what threy were told
was a study of experimental educational materials. Data from 23 subjects
were not analyzed because of suspicion, and data from.three subﬁects were
not uséd because of experimental error or equifment failure. Attrition
was fairly equal across experimental conditions; a chi square test showed
that the percentage of subjects removed for suspic¢ion did not differ
according to condition (Xz = 6,97, 2'> .30).

OVERVIEW ! -,

N -

Subjects taught a confederate a brief lessoﬁ, following which they
heard either a positive or negative evaluation of themselves designed to
manipulate their liking for the confed After hearing the evaluation,
they either publicly or privately admynistered a practice series of test
questions which the confederate always answered {correctly. Sultjects
then administered a final test in which the confederate either performed
very well or very,goo;}y. Since jects were instructed always to
praise the confedeiﬁ?é--regardles of performance--they were either being
truthful or lying when praising th confederate. Subjects were secretly
video-taped /while administering the.exercises, and their nonverbal behavior
was analyzed both by objective coding methods and by judgments of naive
observers. i ’

SPECIFIC PROCEDURE

> Two\subjects (ome of whom was a confederate) reported to a room in
a research building of the School of Education. The exper imenter intro-
duced himself as an educational researcher who had been working on a proj-
ect to design materials which could be used by college-age students to
teach other same-age students. He told the two women that they would
simply be trying out some of the materials that had been developed. A
~Q'J:igged coin f}ip was held to assign the subject to the role of teacher
and the confederate to the role Of student. '
In order to provide a rationale for the manipulation of liking,
subjects were first asked to teach a brief structured lesson to the con-
federate. The subject was instructed to talk about herself during the
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

lesson in order to "relax" the confederate. This made it plausible for
the confederate to later say that she liked or disliked the subject.

When the subject and confederate finished the lesson, the experi-
menter indicated to the confederate thaf he wanted to ask her some
questions about her impressions of the fesson}and have he&,flll out a v
brief questionnaire. He directed the cpnfedefate to enter another room,
and he told the subject to wait for him\and e other subject (confgderate)
to finish. He then said, "Oh, by the wa 11 place an intercom inside
of the room so you'll be able to hear what the student says about the
lesson. She doesn't know 1t's there but everyone who's been in the study
always wants to xnow what the student says, and this 1s the easiest way
of letting people know." The experimenter then casually placed an inter-
com speaker box on a table and left the subject alone.

1
Manipulation of Subject Liking for Student

The intercom was left with the subject in order to manipulate her
liking for her student. The subject actually heard one of two prepared
tape recordings played over the intercom loudspeakgr. -One recording had
the student (confederate) articulating strong liking and praise for the
subject, while the second recording had the student making derogatory,
unfriendly remarks about the subject. Since research consistently shows
that there 1s a high degree of reciprocity of liking (Berscheid & Walster,
1969), 1t was thought that this manipulation would result in the subject
developlng either positive or negative affect regarding the tutee. Sub-
jects were randomiy assigned to either the liking or disliking condition,
and, since the appropriate tape recording was played by a third party,
both the experimenter and confederate were blind as to the subject s
condition.

The subject was given a new set of materials, supposedly designed to
test the confederate on material unrelated to the earlier lesson The
test cons;qted of eight items. The subject was told to ask each question \
in the test and always to say "Right--that's good," whether or not the
confederate responded correctly to each item. Subjects were told that
this method of teaching was part of the experimental nature of the
materidls and that the purpose was to ensure that-the student felt that
she had done a good job by receiving a positive evaluation from her
teacher.

Unknown to the subject, the copy of the test booklet given to the
confederate had the correct answers inserted in code. Thls meant that
the confederate performed-‘consistently well with each subject, and it
also meant that the positive feedback which the subject provided.the
student was entirely veridical. This practice test session was designed
to familiaraize e subject with the unusual teaching method of always
giving p051tiv?7?;ed%72%, s

Manipulation of Publicness of Intgraction |
\ﬁrior to administering thespractice session test, subjects were

assigned randomly to either a public or private interaction condition.
In the public interaction condition, the subject sat facing the confederate
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8 . . ?/
as in the earlier part of the experiment. Thus, she was in full view
of the confederate. .

Half the subjects were assigned tc the private interaction condition.
In these cases a one-way mirror, resting on a table in another part of
the room, was pointed out to the subject. She was told that it was a
one-way screen, and that *for the remainder -of the™experiment she would be
seated in such a way that she would be able to see her student, but that
her student would be unable to see her. Subjects in the praivate inter-
Action condition were told that the reason qu the use of the screen
was to ensure that the student would not be able to see the teacher's
materials. The subject was then seated in front of’ the screen, and
the confederate was seated behind 1it. ' '

After the subject finished the administration of the first test,
she was given a second test booklet to administer to the confederate.
There were 19 questions on the test, which was similar to exercises 1in a
multiple choice analogy identification quiz. The i1tems were drawn from
a test devaised by Jones, Rock, Shaver, Goethlls, and Ward, 1968; the
test was bogus, with no obviously correct answers. '

Subjects were told that although the teaching method they were to
use was i1denticdl to that used on the earlier test, the present exercises
measured an entirely different skill. This procedure was designed to pre-
vent a primacy effecE;an ability attraibution, in which pe{celved perfor-
mance on the upcoming test would be assimilated to the successful earlier

. —performance. Subjects were again told to say "Right--that's good,™ whether

¢

MY not the students' answers were correct. They were also provided with’
a set of statements to use at the end of the test, praising the student's
performance and ability as follows:

You've done veryj well on this exercise. In terms of~percen- N
tiles for this st, these results put you in the top 5% of
college-age students. According to the interpretation I've
been given, thesp results suggest’ that you have quite good
vocabulary skillk, and that you probably write and-speak with
ease. It §l§o stiggests that you have a higher than average
cognitive level.! All in all, you've done very well.

If the subject had been in the public interaction condition, she
continued the teaching session in this manner. Likewise, if she had
been separated by the |one-way screen (private condition), the interaction
was resumed in this manner.

Manipulation of Truthfhlness .

The confederate's jcopy of the second test was marked with a code to
indicate to the confederate what particular answer to give. There were
two versions, one of whlich was randomly given to the confederate. 1In one
version, the confederat angwered correctly on 16 of the 19 test items
and, to provide verisimilitude, incorrectly on 3 of th% 19 items. This
meant that the subject's positive feedback was almost always veridical,
leading to the subject Heing placed in the Truthful Condition.. In the
other version, the confederate was made to answer erroneously on 16 of the
19 test items and correctly on 3 items. Thus, thgse subjects were put in
the position of almost ¢onsistently lying to their student and were there-

-
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fore in the Lying Condition. Neither the experimenter nor the confederate &
knew which test booklet version was used, since it was done on the basis of
a code letter. Thus, both experimenter and confederate were blind to the
condition. .

P

Hopm,

Post-Experimental Questionnaire

*

After finishing the test, ‘the subject completed a quéstionnaire which
consisted of items assessing thg subject's perceptions of the events of the
experiment. These items served both as manipulation checks and as an
assessment of subjects' suspicions. After completing the questionnaire,
subjects were extensively debriefed, and the deception was explained.

Confederate's Behavior ’/ .

-

The conféderate was a 23-year-old female. She was trained in an
attempt to keep her behavior, both verbal and nonverbal, constant with .
all subjects. She did not initiate conversation; rather, she was guite -
passive. She maintained the same body position throughout each sessidn,
whethér or not she was able to see the subject (corresponding to the public-
ness manipulation).l During the teaching session, she kept her eyes focused
on the materials in her lap. Since she was’blind to both the liking and .
lying manipulations, differential effects due to her behavior are unlikely.

Video-.,and Audio-Tape Recording

-

Vldeo- and audio- tepe recordings of subjects were made when the
subject was admlnlsterlng the last test to the confederate There was
therefore about three minutes of recorded behavior for each subject. Two.._
recordings wgre made simultaneougly through one-way mirrors in the wall.
One camera was sStationed to get a frontal view of only the subject's
fack, while another camera was positioned to pick up the complete body of
the subject. The facial view was taken at between 15° and 30° of a direct
frontal shot, while the view of the body was taken from between 40° and ¢
60° of a direct frontal view.

OBJECTIVE CODING

The video-tape recordings of the subjects were objectively\scored by
coders using a set of 31 categories. These categories were com

six facial behaviors (head nod, head shake, smile, frown or grimace, pursing
lips or tongue, eyebrow up, hand-to-hair, hand-to-face, head tilt), twelve
body behaviors (relaxed or slouching position, rigid posture, rocking from
side to side, rocking back and forth, forward lean, backward lean, arm
jiggle, stand up, body reorientation, trunk swivel, fidget and squirm,




'shrug), five‘hand_behaviors (hand~to-body, hand-tb&-other, hand movement,

‘during a 10-second interval were scored as occurring only once. -

‘of the second test. 3Since the mean ranged between O and 1, the possible

-
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object manipulation, gesticulation), and five leg categories (crossing
leg, crossing ankle, leg movement, foot movement, and foot swing). The
direction and length of subjects" eye gaze were alsd measured.

The coding syStem was nori- -hierarchical; each behavior was assumed to
pccur independently of all others. Behaviors (other than eye YaZe) were
scored in a bipary fashion using 10-second@ intervals as the unit of
analysis. Thﬁz, behavior was scored either as occurring or not occurring
during a given 10-second interval. Repeated occurrences of a behavior

-

——
-~

v

)
.~

Coding Procedure

.
-

Ad

Periods of .time in whlch the subject was verbally giving either verid-
ical or dissembling feedback to the confederate were used for coding., Three
coders separately scoreg the data, although 15 percent of the data.were
jointly scored. Inter-radter reliabilities were calculated for each .
category of behavior for the jointly scored data. Reliability varied from
between 1.00 to a low of .75. The modal reliability for all categories
was .95,  Eye gaze reliabilities showed a Pearson product-movement correla-
tion coefficient of .84 for agreement on the proportion of glances made
toward the confederate and was .95 for agreement on the propQrsxon of
time spent looking at the confederate. .

©
' .

Method of Analjsis-—Ob;ectively Scored Data '\\\
o
)

. Subjects were given a score for each category of behavion(’/&he score
was composed of the sum of the number of occurrences of a behavior during

the 16 critical trials on th& second test plus the mean number of- oceurrences
for the 10-second periods' during the free-praise periods at conclusion

total range of scores was between O and 17 for a category. Data for each
behavior,scored durlng the second test were analyzea in Separate 2 x 2 x 2
analyses of variance. The three factors were truthfulness {lying or truth),
liking (like or dis}ike),‘and'publicness of interaction (public or private).

«'i - »
PREPARATION OF SAMPLES FOR NAIVE OBSERVERS '.
. . .

‘/hq - . '

To test the hypothesis that the specific underly;ng nature of subjects
affect would be revealed nonverbally, samples of subjects' behavie
prepared to be shown to naive observers. Thirty-two 15-second o
subjects' behavior were placed 1n a random order on master v;deo
There were four samples from subjects in each of the eight expe
conditions. Each sample was taken from the point at which a subje
her student after she answered the last question on the %ecgnd test and @
into the free-praise period, unti; 15 geconds had elapsed.
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Two master video-tapes were made. One tape showed only the heads
of each subject, while the other master tape showed only the bodies of
the same subjects. The order in which subjects appeared on both master
tapes was identical. )

et
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Judging Procedure . ’ . o

w -
Observers were 37 female students enrolled in educatlon classes. Ob-
servers viewed the clippindg in groups ranging in size from 17<to 19. Within
each group, approximately half the observers viewed ‘the face tape at the
same time as the other half viewed the body tape. Observers were randomly
assigned to view either tape.
All observers heard similar instructions, which said that the people
they would be seeing had been secretly video-taped while teaching a same- .
age student. The observers-were told, that in all cases the stimulus .
persons had been instructed to praise their students, regardless of the
students' pérformances, which'had varied. Observers were asked to try to
determine how pleased the teacher was in each case by simply viewing her
nonverbal behavior.
Observers were given a booklet containing 32 six-point scales. Each
scale was labeled "very pleased with her student," "pleased with her

student, ", "a little pleased with her.student," "a little displedsed with
her stud ," "displeased with her student," and "very displeased with,
her student." Each 15-second clipping ‘was then shown to the observers.

There was a pause after each clipping to allow time to make the rating.
After viewing all the cllpplngs, subjects were debriefed. Aall who

so desired were told that they would receive a copy of the results when
they weré completed. \ . iy
. \ \¥

Method 8f Analysis--Naive Observer Raﬁfﬁgs p 3 \’
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Data from each opserver's¥ratings were averaged to form eighﬁsscores
corresponding tc? €ach of the eight conditions. Data from the ratings were
then analyzed in a four-way.mixed~design analysis of variance. The between-
subjects factor was the part of the stlmulus person the subject viewed (head
‘or body), \and the w1th1n—subjects factors were truthfulness, liking, and
publicness ogvlnteractlon of the :stimulus persons.
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MANIPULATION CHECKS . .
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A questlonnalre admlnlstered at the conclusion of the experiment pro-
vided evidence regardlng the effectiveness of the experimental manipulations.
In regard to the ‘manipulation of truthfulness, subjects rated their positive
feedback to the confederate as beind significantly more accurate in the ’
truthful condition than in the lying condition (F'= 168.26, p < .001). ’ L
Liking was assessed by the question "How much did you like your student
a% a person?" Subjects liked the cohfederate significantly more-in the
. liking condition than in the disliking condition (F = 39.15, p < .001).
Thus, it appears that the manipulatipns of truthfulness and liking had
the desired effect. (The Mmanipulation of publicness of ‘interaction was

not checked, due to its obviousness_ to subjects.) S
) k ’ - ~
. . . ° ~J
DATA FROM OBJECTIVE CODING ‘ ‘ : ’ ‘ : o 7]

L4
1

Analysis of the data from each separate category revealed a very low
frequency of occurrenceifor individual behavfbrs. » The median score for the
means of the 31 behav1ors was ~56. Since the potential range of scores’
was between 0 and,’'l7, this is obviously a rather low figure. -In addition,
the scores within each category were not normally dlstrlbuted but rather L.
were skewed toward the low end of the scale, with a high number of zero
scores. Thus, the discrete categories were coftbined into larger behavioral
units. ) ‘

Three categories were formed which related to facial nonverbal be-
haviors: (1) positive facial movements, (2) negative facial movements,
and (3) other facial movements. The positive facial category was formed
by combining smiles and head nods. The negative facial category con-
sisted of frowns and head ghakes. FInally, the other facial categdry
included pursing lips and tongue movements, eyebrow up, and head tilts.

Three additional categorigs were formed using behaviors consisting
of nonverbal movements of the body: trunk movements, arm and hand /
movements,. and leg and‘iéﬁt movements. The trunk movement category was y
the broadest, consisting of the behaviors of relaxed posture, rigid pos- , .
ture, rocking from side to side, rocking back and forth, leaning forward, .
leaning back, standing up, body reorientation, trunk swivéiing, fidgeting,
and shrugging. The arm and hand movement category included ha o-body,
hand-to-hair, hand-to-face, hand movement, object manipulation, and gesticula-

"tion with hand. The leg and .foot category consisted of leg crossing, leg

‘jiggling, foot movement, and swinging feet. The data from each new cate- ,
" gory were analyzed in a 2 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance, with, the factors
of truthfulness, llklng, and publlcness of ‘interaction.

-
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Results of the analyses of variancé carried out -for the three cate-
gories of facial behavior revealed no significant main effects or ihter-'
‘actions. However, the analyses of variance conducted on the three derived
categories of nonfacial nonverbal behaviors
due to treatments. Differences of interest between the means within the
interactions were analyzed uéing the Dunean multiple range test (Duncan,
1955, 1957). The, measure,of trunk movement
between the factors of trutshfulmess and liking (F = 4.87,'B3< .05).
tion of the means involved in the interaction (Table 1) showed that for
subjects who were dissembling there was no difference in trunk movements
according to the subject's affective state. However, when the subjects
were telling the truth, there were significantly more trunk movements when
the subject liked her student than when she disliked her student (p < .05,
Duncan test). Theére wereé no other significant effects$ or interactions
found on the trunk movement variable. ;— '

Table 1 B / AN
. ’~§g . Means for Coded Nonverbal Behaviors ©
- ‘V 2
R P ‘ o, ' - Lie Truth
' Variable Like Dislike  Like Dislike
. p= TR 4 0 -
Posflive Facial Movements & 9.19 10.27, 9.53  9.83
' ) t
Negative Facial Movements ° -4 1.71  1.60 2.89  1.60
il > . - e . ‘ 21 ~ . 1 ’
Other Facial Movements ® |\ ., 9.53 10.11 / .¥.50  9.43
Trunk Movements & &\‘v , 7.16 . 8.15 10.08 7.18
’ { -2 a N 7
d Hand Movements . .
~ 0
/ \ . T ,
Publig Condition . . -~ 13.16° 14.64 14.80 12.48
Private Condition 17.47° 16227 11.94 15.61 °
A | “a \ ) - ’ : .
Leg and Feet Movements , f 4.89 3.32 3.81 3.72
Eye Gaze ) . ' . ’ e
Proportion of Time Spent Looking .004 .009 .026 .004
Proportion of Glances N \.014 .036 .051 .014. -
Observer Ratings © ‘ 3.77 3.77 4.05 3.76
aGreater occur;ences of behavior arélindicated by ﬁiéher sporés. .

Y .
bMore positive ratings are indicated by Hﬁgher scores. ,

showed a sigpificant interaction
Examina-

“3 o
//

-

@id show.significant interactions
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analysis of variance on the measure of arm and hand movements
a,significant three-way interaction among truthfulness, 11k1ng, and
—  pubXicness, of interaction (F = 5.08, p < .05). No other interactions or
main effects: were 51gn1f1cant for this variable. The means pertaininhg to
the significant interaction on the arm and hand movements varlable are
,” shown in Table 1. For both the public and private conditions, the deneral
“pattern of the means was the same as that found earlier in the truthful-
ness x liking interaction on trunk movements. Again, the difference between
» liking and disliking was markedly greater when subjects were being truthful
, than when they were lying. Under private conditions, the difference between
liking and disliking subjects was significant when telling the truth, but’
not significant when lying. Under public conditions this same pattern was
found but was somewhat less pronounced and the di%ference between liking
- and disliking did not reach statistical significance for either truthful

or lying subjects. Still, the general pattern was a repetition of that -
found for the trunk movement variable. ’
N The analysis of wvariance carried out on foot and leg movements showed

no significant effects or interactions. Apparently, only trunk and arm

and hand movements were affected by the experimental manipulations. In

general, the results of the analysis of the nonfacial nonverbal behaviors

- showed that when being truthful, subjects tended to dlsplay differential
nonfacial nonverbai behavior according to their underlying affective
states. However; when dlssembllng, there was little dlfference as a re-
sult of actual affect.. . &

Eye Gaze - ' .
' ' o . &
. N {
{ Two scores were availghle for each subject for the analysis Jf eye ’

gaze, the proportion of time spent looking at the student and the [propoxr>
tion-of number of tlmes the-student was looked at. For proportion of
time meastre, the main effect of publicriess of interaction was significant
(F = 8.04, p < .01). Subjecks spent a greater proportion of time ldokirng '
at the confederate when they could be seen by her than when they could . N
not (X = ,018, public; X = .Q04, private). There was also a significant ' .
Jingeraction between the factprs of truthfulness and liking (F = 7.65,
P < .0l). The means for this interaction show a familiar pattern. When
being truthful,- there was & significant difference in proportion of time
spent gazing at the.confederate according to whether she was liked or: o
disliked (Table 1). But under conditions of lying, the difference between
sugjects who liked 'or digliked the confederate was small and nonsignifi-
cant. This is, of cQurse, the identical pattern found on the measures
of trunk and arm and hand moveméntsvf’/
Results regardlng the proportion of times the confederate was_.
. looked at were similar to data from the length'of gaze measure. Aghln,
*éhe publioness main effect was significant (F = '6.60, p < 05) Subjects
looked at the confederate more often publicly-th;z privately (X = .043

N versus X = .015, respectively). The truthfulness x liking interaction
s aga1n also 51gn1f1cant (F 7.69, p < .01) oﬁeber, whiXe the means
were' in the same pattern as in previous truthfulness x liking interactions,
differences wgre not as strong as in earlier data. The Duncan range test
-3 did not showfthat any‘means were 51gn1f1cant1y'd1fferent from one another.
Yet, irdspection of the general pattern of means does show that there was
a greater difference under conditions of truthfulness between liking gnd

Q dlSllklng subjects than under conditions of lying--the same results found
" . v . ¥
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earlier. There was dlso a significant three-way interaction between truth-
fulness, liking, and publicness (F = 4.09, p < .05), but this merely appears
to reflect a lower overall frequency of looking done in private, which
decreased differences. in means relative to the-public conditions.

* N

JUDGMENTS OF NAIVE OBSERVERS | | ' y

-

Information concerning the particular direction of affect displayed
by subjects nonverbally was obtained by having naive observers judge how
pleased with the confederate a sample of subjects appeared. This informa-
tion is particularly important as it provides a measure of the degree to
which underlying affect is revealed nonverbally. Observers viewed 32
15-second samples which were comprised of four §ubjedts from each of the
eight conditions. Results from the obsérver ratings were apalyzed in a
mixed-design four-way analysis of variance which had one between-subjects
variable (viewing face or body) and three within-suhjects factors, corre-
sponding to the three conditions of the original experiment (truth/lie,
like/dislike, and public/private) .. .

The analysi#Z of variance table.for the observer data is shown in
Table 2. The main effects for lying, liking, and publicness of, inter-
actiqn were all significant (F = 5.62, p < .025; F = 5.04, p < .05;
and F = 11.57, p < .001, respectively). The main effect for part of '
body shown was not significant. Inspection of the means revealed that
stimulus. persons (teachers) were.rated_as being significantly more
pleased with their students when the teaclers were telling the truth .
than when they were lying to students (X = 3.90, truth; X = 3.77, lying). -
Stimulus persons were also rated‘as being significant%y mo;g‘pleased with
their students when they liked rather than disliked them (X = 3.91,
liking; X = 3.77, disliking). Finally stimuliis persons were rated as
being significantly more satisfied with their students whem,the teacher
.responded in public than (in private (X =-3.95, public; X = 3.73, private). /
In terms of overall main effects, both 1y1pg and dislike had a negative /
effect on the nonverbal behavior of subjects. In addition, subjects .
appeared to be more pleased with their students in public than in.
private. t T
These findings support the hypothesis that’ the affect’ a person feels
for apother will bé revealed nonvefbally, and that lying per se also tends
to affect nonverbal behavior. It was &lso shypothesized that the lik%n?y ? o
variable would have a stronger effect than the lying variable on non-
verbal behavior, but thig hypothesis was not supported. Tests of the ’ |
strength of the two effects, using Hays' (1963) estimate of amount of -
the variance accounted for by each effect, showed that the effect for
lying was slightly “stronger than the effect for liking. Lying accounted
for 7.04% of the variance,. while liking accounted for 6.21%. - % ]

The analysis of variance also showed fhat the main effects were \ ‘!5
‘modified by a number of significant interactions. Differences o§
interest between the means in these ipteractioné were analyzed using the
Duncan multiple range tesf. There was a significant.interaction between
body part4dnd truthfalness (g = 9.29, p < .001). Analysis of the means
revealed that ratings of the\'face of the stimulus person was significantly

P
gt 99

more positive when the person was being truthful tnan wnen sne wus 1ying
(p < .05). However, observers did not distinguish stimulps persons who
were lying from those telling the truth when observing th body’only.
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. Table 2
! e W
- . ' Analysis of Variance--Observer Ratings
. - A
. he Source, . / Ss af ’ MS F
. Body (A) \ .670 Tl .67, .70
. S(a) . 33.422 35 .955 TN\
Lie/rrutn ) . 1.510 S 1.510 5.62%%
"AxB 27495 1. '~2.495 9.20%**
S(a)B. T 9.399 %5 .269
Like/Dislike (C) . __ 1.413 1 1.413 5.04%
. Y- AxC 073 1 .073 ‘ .26
v s(@)C - 9.818 35 .281
B x C 1.470 ! 1.470 ' 4.30% .
AXBxC 1.380 1 1.380 4.03 ‘
s (a)BC 11.973 ’
Public/Private (D) 3.708 11.57%%*
‘A xD T e016 .05
s@)p © . 11208
B x D' - ‘ 7.465 33.56***
| "AxBxD .054 .64
’ S(A)BC . 2.950 "
CxD — 3.902 12.67%**
AxCxD . 3.894 1 3.894 12.64%*x °
s(a)cp | - 10.781 35 .308 i
- BxCxD ~1.002 1 17002 T 3.62
" AxBxCxD 1097 1 L4 .007 - .35
. S(A)BCD { 9.691 o35 .277 :
v *p < .05, . o
#*p < .025 ‘

***E < .01
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pattern of means was di/ectly contrary to the notion that the body
ore revealing than the 4:ce when a person is being degeptive. Facial
nofiverbal expressions tended to reveal deception, but nonverbal behaviors
the body were not rated differentially according to whether the stimu-
s person was lying or telling the truth. .
There was also a significant interaction between the truthfulness

1) shows that stimulus persons being truthful revealed cues indicative
of théir underlying affect for their student. According to result of
the Duncan test, observers rated stimulus persons as being 51gn1f1$antly
more pleased when they liked their students than when kthey disliked them
(p < .05). However, this difference did not hold under conditions of
lying. When a subject was being deceptlve, there was virtually no dif-
ference in the ratings according to whether she liked or disliked her
.._student.. The pattern of means is almost identical to the interactions
between lying and liking found for trunk movements, arm and hand move-
ments, and eye gaze. .Thus, the data indicate a stable finding: when
the suﬁaect is being truthful, cues are emitted indicating the .under-
lying affective state; but when the subject is deceptive, there is little
difference in nonverbal behavior as a result,of affect.

Further significant interactions were féund in the analysis of
variance for the lying and publicness factors (F = 88.56, p < .0l).
Examination of the mearis shows that teachers who were telling the truth
were adjudged as sigrmificantly more pleased when they were in public than
when they were in grivate (p < .0l). However, ratings of stimulus persons
who were lying their students showed only a small nonsignificant dif-
ference betweed public and private gonditions. Interestingly, the means
under condijdons lying showed the opposite (although nonsignificant)
directional trend ¥from that found when being truthful. When lying,
stimulus persons were judged as being less pleased publicly than privately.

Two other interactions were signiﬁ%iant: liking x publicness
(F = 12.67, p < .025) and body part x 1liking x publicness (F = 12.64,

p < .01). The means involved in the liking x publicness interaction
showed that affect was displayed differentially according to whgther the -
person was xg;eractlng publicly or privately. Teachers who liked the

confederate were rated as being equally pleased in public and in grlvate.
However, teachers who disliked the confederate were Seen as belng‘éf“nlf—
.icantly more pleased in public than they were in prlvate. The différence
between liking and disliking was small and nonsignificant in public, but
was significant in private. This relation was further modified by the
three-way interaction of body part x liking x publicness. Examination -
of the means revealed that the teachers were rated as being more pleased
in public than in private when they disliked their student, and this held
th for ‘ratings of the body and the face. However, when the student was
liked, the face was rated more positively in public, but the body was
rated more positively in private. It appears from these results that
types of nonverbal behaviors emltted’are not equivalent between publlc

and private conditions. )
» y -

I3

nd liking factors (F = 4.30, p < .05). Examination of the means (Table < -
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‘ ) . DIscussioN .

The present experiment was designed to explore the nature of . !
ngkv%ibal behavior which occurs during dissembling. It was proposed .
that ‘nonverbal behavior may not only reflect that an individual is lying,
per'se, but may reveal the particular content of the underlying feelings
that the individual is attempting to withhold. Results of research <
showed that, as predicted, nonverbal behavior does discriminate between !
subjects who are being truthful or dissembling verbally. 'Contrary to \-
hypothesis, however, the results showed no difference in subjects’ ///‘"\\
nonverbal behavior according to their underlying affective state when
theg%yere lying. Only under conditions. of truthfufnessdkas the actual
. affect revea 'g;pbnyerbally. In addition, there were diffgrences in non-
verbal behavior’ mnder public and private conditions. i;;y/

&

. The,clearestkand most discriminating data came from-the yAtings made
» by’ the naive observers. Thesé results are especially meaningful in terms
of the hypqﬁheses of the study, because theéy allow a determination of the
direction of displayed affect, whereas the objective/measutes can only
show differences between conditions in magnitudé of/behaviors. Results
of the observer 5u§gmehts showed that the ratings of how pleased the
stimulus persons appeared were. higher for the subjects who liked  the
student than for those who disliked the studént. Thus, in general, the *
underlying affect the subjects felt was rev aled nonverbally. 1In addi- @
-tion, lying led to nonverbal behavior that was interpreted as showing '
less pleasure than when subjects were being truthful. These findings
were modified by the interaction between truthfulness and liking which
showed that only subjects th were bein§ truthful revealed the true
affect they felt for the student. Lying subjects were rated as showing
displeasure regardless of whether the student was liked or disliked.
The .ratings of the judges al¥so revealed a differénce between public-
and private nonverbal behavior. When the student could see them, sub-.,
jects were rated as being more pleased than when the student could not
. see them.  Thusg there seems to be an attempt at .self-presentation .
involved*in the subjects' behavior, in which they adopt a more pleasant
demeanor publicly than privately., . - :
The basic findings of the naive observer judgments--the truthfulxz
ness and liking interaction--~were replicated in the results of the
objective coding of behaviors, although the overall main effects found . .
in the observer, judgments were not significant. Two conceptually inde~-
pendent sets of measufes, trunk movements and eye gaze, revealed the ,
'same pattern of results. There was a difference in behaviors according
to underlying affect under truthflil situations, but no difference when
being deceptive. 1In addition, geasures of hand and arm movements, al- .,
though complicated by a higher order iﬁteraqxionﬁ showed essentially
, .

the same pattern. ~ , ) R .
: o * ",; . ,“ ’ v Y
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The consistensy of the finding of the truthfulness x liking inter-
action among the objectfveigsures and the observer judgments increases

'A/”the confidence we may plac it. It appears to be quite clear that

" there 1s no simple isomorph¥Sm between behavior displayed whilé being
truthful and while lying, as was predicted. Rather, behavioral differences
due to affect seem to be suppressedwhen lying; the underlying affect
seems t& be unimportant in its effect on ronverbal behavior.

- These findingg do not support the Ekman and Friesen (1969) theory of
deception clues ;9£ nonverbal leakage. It appears that only lying, by
1tself, is manifé€sted by nonverbal responses {in their terms, deception

clues}). Nonverbal behaviors indicative of the nature of the underlying .
affect--that 1s, nonverbal lee ge--occurred not under conditions of decep-
tion, but only when subjects were being truthful. This finding helps to
clarify the results of the Ekman and Friesen (1974) study, in which sub-
jects were asked td differentiate between stimulus persons who were lyirg

_about viewing an unpleasant film and those being truthful about seeing a

pleasant one, I1f the present.resuits may be generalized, it seems likely

’ that obdervers were differentiating stimulus persons on the basis of

deception clues and not on the basis of the nonverbal leakage of positive

and negative affect. '

The results of the ratings by the naive .judges in the present study
may be interpreted as being inconsistent with Ekman and Friesen's theory
concerning which part of the body best discriminates deceptive and truth-
ful performance. The present results clearly reveal that observers
viewing the face judged it as showing significantly more displeasure when
lying thag when being truthful, but that ratings of the body did not
differentlate lying and truthful subjects. Thus, the face--not the body--
wa’s best discriminated on' the basis of how pleased it appeé?édq if non-
verbal deception cues are %ypically manifested as negative behaviors, then
present resul$s are not congruent with the Ekman and Friesen hypothesis
that the body is more revealing than the face. s

Although the finding that the face was a better ,discriminator between
lying and truthful behavior may sihply be a function of the inability of
naive judges to decode.accurately nonfacial, pehaviors, it may indicate
that the face showé so-called ."micromomentary expressions." First noted
by Haggard and Issacs (}966) , "micromomentary expresseons" consist of
very rapid changes in faciai expression, foluowed by a reversion to the
predominate expression. Observeis are generally unable to perceive the
content of the.changes in expressions, but are able to tell that, "some-
thing" has happened. If thesge "micromqmentary" changes in exprersion
were occurring, observers mzi\have ysed them as,a basis for their ratings.
These changes in expression couid not have appeared “in the abjective
coding results because of their rapidity, .and this might account for
the lack of discrimination found for facial, expressions in-the objective
coding results. : |

It is interesting that the eye gaze data discriminated between sub-
jects who liked and disliked the student uqder conditions of truthfulness,
in view of the very low proportion of time that was spent looking at the
student.‘ In the present task-oriented‘situation--which 1s xather atypical
of usual experimental setting in which eye gaze is examined--the
mea¥W¥overall proportion of time spent gazing at the confederate was just
.08. Yet the present.results are entirely ¢onsistent with the typical .
findings regarding the relation between looking. behavior and liking

“
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{Ellsworth & Ludwig, 1972; Exline & Winters, 1965): the <onféderate was

looked at a greater proportion of the time when she was liked than when
she was disliked {(under conditiohs of truthfulness). Eye gaze thus appears . .
to be a very discriminating measure, even under conditions where there 1is
a low frequency of occurrence.

-~

THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS

It is possible to explain the present findings in te:ms of the
theoretical model originally presented. It will be recalled that the
hypotheses were based on a'simple stimulus-response model which posited
that nonverbal behavior would reflect primarily a conditioned response to
the presence of a liked or.disliked person. Thus, 1t should have made
little difference, in terms of nonverbal behavior, whether the subject
was being truthful or lying; the salient factor should have been, according
to the theory, the affect felt for the student.

The lack of difference in‘Ibnverbal behavior when lying between sub-
jects who liked and disliked tpe confederate can be seen as being consis-
tent _with the theory if one considers “the factor of arousal. It-has been
established empirically that physiological arousal tends to increase when,” . Y:Z
an individual is dissembling (Davis, 1961). If this is the case, then 2
relatlvefy 2igh level of arousal should have existed when subjects were
lying. .This high level of arousal increases the probability of occurrence
of well-learned responses associated with the affect. But a sufficiently N
high level of arousal lel at the same time increase the probaoxllty of
other responses occurrlng, many of which may be incompatible with the
affect felt for the student. These other behaviors may result in a total
pattern of nonverbal performance*thdt is completely different from the
appearance of similar affective states under conditions of lower arobsal
{i.e., undey, conditions of truthfulness) In order to.apply this argu-
ment to the present findings, it is necessary to assume that nonverhal
behavior occurring under high arousal does not octur in addition to d
responses to affect, but predominates over the affective cues. This
would explain the lack of difference in nonverbal behavior between the
liked and disliked conditions for subjects who are lying. ¥

Although the previous explanation is consistent with the theoretical
- rationale for the deveilgment of the hypotheses, a serious problem becomes

evident when results of the study are examined in llght of the manipula-
tion Of the publicness of interaction. To be condistent with the ory, .
little difference in nonfacial nonverbal behavior should have appegfzd
between pubYic and.private situations. This was not the case. The ob-
server judgments showed that subjects were more pleasant in public than in

private, considering.both facial and nonfacial behaviors. 1In addition,

a three-way interaction between body part, liking, and publicness showed

differential behavior between public and .private nonfacial beh th

for liking and disliking subjects. Results from the objective measures
of proportioR/of glances made toward the confederate and number of arm
and hand movements also revealed differential behavior publicly and
privately. These findings make the arousal explanation for the present
data less compélling. Still, the differences between public and private
performance are not in a consistent pattern across different measures,
and it is difficult to rule out this explanation entirely.**PFuture

’




research might examine this explanation directly. Arousal could be manip-
ulated orthogonally with truthfulness and underlying affect, perhaps by

varying the irportance of successfully lyiny or by manipulating the ~umbor

of observers present in the situation. The prediction would be that as -0
arousal decreased when lying, there would be an increase in the cues indic-
ative of the underlying affective state.

If the arousal explanationfrs incorrect, several alternatives may be
put forward. It f£s p0551;?e that attentional factors may be ainvolved.

" When telling the truth, subjects' attention may be less focused on the
task at hand; their interest may lie more touward the affect felt for the
interactandt. When lying, however, indivzauals' attention might be focused
more on the lying itself, and their affeftive feelings may be less galient.
In this case, one would expect only the lying itself--and not the under- ‘
lying affect--to have an effect on nonverbal behavior.

Another explanation involves the mdre cognitive factor of guilt.
Subjects who are lying may tend to feel |guilty, and thais may be the
predominating determinant of their affedtive state. ' Such a state would
qégkainly be negative, And individuals nighﬁ‘be presumed to show such

ative affect nonverbally. When beind truthful, however, the aff ive
state of the subject may be entirely dettermined by his feelings toéﬁjg\\\\\
the confederate, and this would result in differential nonverbal behavior. \\
A similar explanation may b@ put forward based upon a fear of detection
which would be operative only under circumstances of lying.

It seems unli ely th/féfﬂ;her the guilt or fedr of detection explana-

tions are appro ate for present findings, however. Subjects were .
lying in a way”that was supgosed to make the confederate feel successful, 4
ard it is unlikely that much guilt was aroused Likewise, fear of
detection of the lying was.probably not high in the present study.

Perhaps the simplest égkl natlon is that under conditions of i
lying the subject attends mUuu more ciosely to his nonverbal behavior than
when he is being truthgyl in an attempt to control ‘cues that he is lying.
Doing so. results in minimization of differential affective expression,
leading to .appearance€s which mask the affect which is actually felt.

When a person is being truthful, however, his attention is focused more -
on the task at hand and thus there is more betrayal of underlying affect.

The present data do not provide definitive evidence regarding the
leccus of causality for the findings. Future research is obviously needed
to determine the appropriate explanation--or set of explanations--for
the finding of a lack of distinction in nonverbal behavior toward-1iked
\\ and-disliked persons when lying.,




REFERENCES '
. y .
Bersche1 , & Walster, E. Interpersonal attrac¢tion. Readinq} Mass. :
Add1 on-Wesley, 1969. - - -

Davis, R. C. Physiological responses as a means of evaluating information.
In A. D. Biderman and H. Zimmer (Eds.), The manipulation of human
benavior. New York: Wiley, .96i. Pp. 142-168. ¢

Deutsch, F., & Murphy, W. F. The clinical interview. New York: Inter-
national Universities Press, .1955.

Duncan, D. B. Multiple range and multiple F tests. Biometrics, 1955, 11,
1-42. Lo~ .
Duncan, D. B. Multiple range tests for correlated and herteroscedastic
means. Biometrics, 1957, 13, 164-176.
5
Duncan, S., Jr. Nonverbal communication. Psychological Bulletin, 1969,
72, 118-137. ' . -

1 »

.
-

Ekman, P. Communication through nonverbal behavior: A source of informa-
tion about an interpersonal relationship. In S. S. Tomkins & C. Izard
(Eds.), Affect, cognition, and personality. New York: Spfinger Press,

1965. Pp. 390-442. ' /

;

Ekman, P., & Friesen, W. Nonverbal leakage and clues t o/deception. -
Psychiatry, 1969, 32, 88—106 . — -

/

Ekmanh, P., & Friesen, W. V. Detecting deceptien from pﬁe body or face.
Journal of Personality and Social Paychology, 1974, 29, 288-298.
\
Ekman, P., Friesen, W., & Ellsworth, P. Emotion in the human face)‘ New
York: Pergamon Press, 1972.. ‘ . .

il L 3
Ellsworth, P. C., & Ludwig, L. M. vVisual behavior in social interaction.
Journal of Communication, 1972, 22, 375-403.

/ .

Exline, R,/V:, & Winters, L. C. Affective relations and mutual glances in
. dyaggﬂ. In S. Tomkins & C. Jzard (Eds.), Affect, cognition, and personality.
New York: Springer Press, 1965.

Feldman, S. S. Mannerisms of speech and gestures. New York: International
Universities Press, 1959. . N

Freud, S. Collected ers. Vol., III. London: Hogarth Press, 1925.

Haggard, E. A., & Issacs, K.'S. Micromomentary facial expressions as indi-
cators of ego mechanisms 4n psychotherapy. In L. A. Gottschalk s&.
A. H. Auerba¢h (Eds.), Methods of research in psychotherapy. New
York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1966. Pp.. 154-165.




22 \ , . -

Hall, E. T. $ilent assumptions in social communication. Disorders of

Communication, 1964, 42, 41-55. . : <. s
D . ) :

v <

Hays, W. L. Statistics. WNew York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1963.
—~—

Jones, E. E., Rock, L., Shaver, K. G., Goethals, G. R., & Ward, L. M.\
Pattern of performance and ability attribution: An unexpected N
primacy effect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1968,\\
10, 317-340. '

/ - AN

Lott, A. 3., & Lott, B. E. A learning theory approach to interpersonal
attitudes. In A. G. Greenwald, T. C. Brock, & T. M. Ostrum (Eds.),
Psychological foundations’éf attitudes. New York: Academic Press,

1968. ©p. 67-88. . 7 N

Lott,"A. J., & Lott, B. E. iked and disliked persons as reinforcing
stimuli. Jouxnal of Petsonality and Social Psychology, hos9, 11, -
129-137.

4

A
Mehrabian, A. Nonverbal betrayal.of feeling. Journal of Expetrimepntal
* Research in Pemsonality, 1971, 5, 64-73. ' {

-

<« , Mehrabian, A. Nonverbal communication. Chicago: Aldine-Athertbpn, 1972.

Plutarch, Demetrius. In Lives, cap. xxxviii. Vol. 9. B. Perrin (Transl.)
Cambridge, Mass.: Loeb Classical Library, 1920 (Original c. 100).
. Pp. 93-97.

Sommer, R. Small gfoup ecology. Ps¥chology Bulletin, 1967, 67,.145-151.

Spence, K. W. Behavior theory and conditioning. New Have
. i

Yale Univer:
Press, 1956. :

erbal behavior and’
1972, 79, 185-314.

Wiener, M., DeVoe, S., Rubinow, S., & Geller,/ J. No
nonverBal communication. Psychological/ Review,

“, . 7 /}f
- /‘

v
- .
- -
» .

L * »

¥ 3US. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1975—550464 /1157

/




e

National Evaluation Cemmittee

Francis S. Chase, Committee Chairman
Emeritus Professor, Department of Education
University of ‘Chicago

Helen

ain )
t President
National Education Associition

yle E. Bourne, Jr.

-

Institute for the Study of Intellectual Behnvxor

Umvexslty of Colorado

Sue Buel
Dissemination and Installation Services
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory

Roald Campbell

Y

Ementus Professor, Department of Educational

Administration
The Ohio State University
George E. Dickson

College of Education
University of Toledo

L. R. Goulet
Departments of Educational Psychology and. Psychology
University of Illinois—Champaign-Urbana

Cheste*W. Harris
Department of - Education
University of Cnliforpiz—Slnu Barbara

W. G. Katzenmeyer )
Department of Education
Duke University

Hugh J. Scott-
Department of Educntion
Howard University

Barbara’ Thompson
Superintendent of Public Instruction
State_of Wisconsin

« Joanna Williams ¥
Department of Psychology and Education
Teachers’ College, Columbia University

Executive Committee

Richard A. Rossmiller, Committee Chairman
Director
R & D Center

William R. Bush .
Deputy Director
R & D Center

M. Vere DeVault
Professor of Curriculum and Instruction-
School of Education

Dale D. Johnson
+ Assistant Dean
School of Edueation
" Karlyn Kafim
Developmental Specialist:
R & D Center

~

fan

Herbert J. Klausmeier
Principal Investigator
R & D Center

Joel R. Levin
Principal Invéstigator .
R & D Center

Janies M. Moser

Senior Research Scientist ¥
R & D Center

Len VanEss
Associate Vice Chancellor K '
University of Wisconsin—Madison

%
Faculty jof Principal Investigators

/

Vernon K, Alfen’
Profess6r
Psychology

B. Dean Bowles
Professor
Educational Administration

Marvin J. Fruth

Professor
Educational Admixistration

John G. Harvey
Associaté Professor
Mathematics

Frenk H. Hooper
Professor ’
Child and Family Studies -
Hetbert J. Klausmeier
V. A. C. Henmon Professor
Educational Psychology
Gisela Labouvie-Vief
Assistant Professor
Educational Psychology
Joel R. Levin
Professor
Educational Psychology
L. Joseph Lins
Professor
Institutional Studies

/

. -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o Educational Administration

..~ James Lipham
Professor

v

Wayne Otto
Professor
Cyurriculum and Instructwn

Aiober/t& Petzold

\ rofessor
Curriculum and Instruction
« Thomas A, Romberg

Professor
Curriculum and Instruction

"Richard A. Rogsmiller
Professor ~
Educatidnal Admmiatntlon

Dennis W/ Spuck
Assistant Professor
Educational Administration

Richard L. Venezky
Professor R
Computer Sciences

Larry M. Wilder

Assistant Professor
Child and Family Studies

4




