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"Abstract

P . : .

Tesser and Rosen suggest that individuals ﬂE?nsmit qood news more

than bad news._ It was reasoned that individﬁals would be more
P ' ’ g

. . { . . T .
conscientious when future social interaction with a target person -

was-expected thén otherwisen. Message valence (good/bad) and ghtici-

pation of future interaction (yes/no) were varied in a communication
. 4 M

%

<

paradigm in which a confederate sought information from a subject.

Géod news subjects ﬁerg more truthful than bad news subjects. A

L]

significant valence by anticipation interactidn was obtained. The

results were interpreted in terms of self-presentation and self-

monitoring. ' ) _ . A
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Truth, Evasion, and Deceptien: A Study of

-
1

Communicative Behavio® . . -
uThe;e exifsts a considerable amount of evidence supportive of

the notion that people readily transmit posttive messages but with-

\ ‘

hold negative messages (cf., Tesser and Rosen [1975] for an excellent

reView). Reinforcement theorists suggest that we like peopie who
/

are associated with positiﬁe events and we dislike those associated
with negatiﬁe events (Clore, 1976; Lott and Lott, 1974). Associa- ,

tions may be direct or indirect and therefore we may dislike those

-

who are even remotely associdted with bad news.
Individuals are concerned about how they are perceiveo_by

N others. People choose words carefully to avoid appearing callous

- - . .

(Goffman, 1959).and. people are motivated to project positive images
of themselves (Schlenker, 1980). Hence, individuals attempt to

associate with good -news and disassociate themselves from bad news.
’ ‘. N &4 . .
- To avoid delivering -bad news, communicators may resert to evasion

or deceptionﬁ

-
d

. Projecting a positive social image involves time and energy |

P a
-

» and the egpenditure of these resources will be minimized in situa-
tions in which the perceived.benefits of social interaction are
smail. Therefore, communicators are expected to be brief and per-
functory in encounters in which future social interaction with the
target person is unlikely. ConVersely, when a communicator arfti-

13
. -

cipates that future social,interaction with a target ‘person’ is

} - , . , o - ..
likely, the communicator is expected to manage 'his imadge with»care.
S Furthermore, evasive and'deceptive communications should be mini-

mized because the poss1b111ty of f"ture interaction with the target

.person increases the probabilitxwof*a communicator being exposed

-

as an untruthful person. s . / ) .
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Co3.

In the present study, subjects were provided with feedbagk‘on
a confederate's’%erformance-on Part 1 of the "Secial Sensitivity
Test (SST)." 'The feedback consieted of either good news or bad
news aqé'half of the subjects were told that they would meet with
tﬁe test-takﬁagat the end of tae session. Subjects administered )

back on his/her performance“on Part 1. The'subject's response was

~

Part 2 of the SST and tbe\izzfederate (test-taker) requested feed-

.tape recorded and eye gaze and communication length were measured.

It was predicted, that truthfulness and eye contact with the target
person (test-~taker) would be greater for good newslsubjects than
bad news subjects. It was also pre@icted that bad news équects .
would remain in the interaction more'than good news subjects (cf.;
Kardes, Klmble, DaPollto, and Biers, 1982). Furthermere, subjects
anticipating future 1nteractlon were expected to be more truthful,
speak longer, and engage in eye contact with the target pegson more
than subjeets not exéecting future social interaction with the tar-
get pérson. : ‘ ) ) o L L
| Method‘ » ‘

AN

Pfecedure
Fprty-eiéht University ef Dayton introductory psjehologyﬁstuj
dents were randomly assigned to experimental conditions. Subjects
were asked to administer Part 2 of the SST to a "subjecf" who had {J
elther done well or poorly on Part 1.’/ Half pf the subjects wefe
told that they would meet with the test-taker and the experlmenter
after the test to discuss fee11ngs about the test (Subjects were led ‘
to be11ve that the experlment was designed to test the effects of

a test-giver on a testftaker). After the subject Iead the directions

of the SST to the confederate, the confederate asked: "How did I do

on Part 1 of the test?" After the subject responded, the confederate




+

began answering test dtems and the experimenter entered the room

to lead the subject to a sound-attenuated room where he/she’was

asked to fill out gquestionnaires while the "subject" was .taking the

test. When the gquestionnaires were completed, the experimenter

debriefed and thanked the subject.

Dependent Measureés g

* . \

The blind confederate (half of the subjects interacted with.a .
male and half interacted with é female confederate who was blind to
lexperlmental hypotheses and conditiohs) contlnually gazed into the
eyes of the subject to measure cumulative eye contact (with an un-
obtrusive, silent stopwatch) during communication. 'This measure
was divided by~ communication length. (in secoﬁas) to determ%ne the
percentage of time "the subject engaged in e§e contact -during communi-
cation (data analysis was performed on thisvfatio). A blind assistant
measured communication length (this data was stored on a tape re-
“corder). Subject's responses were coded into one of four groups:

Type 1, or complete and acéufate feedback; Type 2; or partial in-
N forpation; Type 3, evasioé; and Type 4; deception.
g Results

As predicted, good news subjects engaged in more eye contact

‘and good news subjects were more truthful than bad news subjects and

‘bad news subjects epoke longer. A 2 X 2 (Valencé X Anticipation) _

*

ANOVA en eye'gaze proportion yielded a valence main effect, F il, 44)
‘5 385, P £ .03, W1th greater eye gaze for. good news (See Table 1).

A 2 X 2 ANOVA on communlcation length yielded a ;alence main " !
effect, F (1, 44) = 12 022, E.< .001, and a Valence X Anticipation

interaction, F (1, _44) = 4,088, E £ .05. Por bad news subjects,

/

communlcatlon length was greater under no anticipation than antici-
A Y

% 0 pation conditions, whereas the opposite occurred for "go6bd news subjects.
. 4
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jects, as predicted (See Table 1). ///’”pﬂ—*x

A 2 X 2 ANOVA on communication type yielded a significant

o

intg§actiony F (1, 44) = 4.281, p £ .05, with anticipation affecting
type more in good news conditions than bad news cond;;ions (See

4 Table 1)-. Furthermore,'chi-square analyses .indicated that evasive

» ) .

5

However, bad news subjects communicated longer than good news sub-
|
|
|

communications (Type 3) occurred more in bad news conditions ‘than

-

2 .
good news conditions, ?( = 6.700, p < .01.

‘Insert Table 1 about here .
. 7

-

Questionnaire data revealéd good news-anticipation and bad'
news-no anticipation subjects believed they ‘made a more favorable
impression on the target person, F (1, 44) = 5.025, E(< .004, than
the good news-no anticipation and bad news-anticipatign subjects$.
The good news—anticiggtion and bad news-no anticipation groups,
also thought they appeared more cong?éerésg, F (I, 44) = 7.144,

p < .02, likeable, F (1, 44) = 5,637, p ZI0T e e F (T4 =—6-903, -
E/ < .02, and pleasant, F.{l,m44)-7 6.842, p .£..02, than the. good news-

. no anticipation and bad news-anticipation groups (See Tables éland 3).

!

Insert Tables 2 dand 3 about here

Discussion

The hypothesis that good news'subéects would engage in more
eye contact and be more tru%hful than bad news égbjects wae confifmed.
ngbhypothesis éhat bad news subjects would speak longer t?@ﬁ good”‘
news subjects was also confirmed. FHowever, the main effects prediéted _
for anticipation of'fttgre sggia%wjgﬁcggctigg §;§;p9§ occur, but an .

v cree 0 v - Y—— ot e
.

-ﬁ7 A
. . .
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" unexpected interaction consistent along five social lmage items

N

was obtained. This’ 1nteractlon indicated that good news subjects
anticipating future social 1nteractlon with the target person be-
lieved that they pro:ected a favorable image to he target person,

as predicted, but bad news subjects not anticipating future 1nter-‘
action also believed that they managed thelr 1na e weil. Conversely,
good news subjects not anticipating future. interaction and bad news
subjects anticipating future interaction believ d they were un=
successful at self-enhancement. )

The good neys-anticipation group was the most truthful and this‘
group perceived themselves’as presenting favorable images. fhe bad
news-no anticipation group spoke-the longest and therefore they
projected a conscientious image of themselves begause they expendedﬂ
time and effort. The good news-no anticipation and bad news--antici-r
pation groups were the least truthful; appjﬁentiy thesé subjects were
relatively unmotivated to present favorabhf images. ’ |

’ Counterlntultlve»effects occurred along the no antlclpatlon
dimension; why would good news subjects care Ilttle about thelr
1mage when a positive 1mage could be pro ected Wlth little effort,
and why would bad news subjects exert g eat effort to project a
positlve image when they- -do not expect to see the target person -
again? 7Perhaps the anticipation grou é monitored their behav1or,
to enable themse}ves to present a congistent image ;n the future,
whereas the no'anticipation groups had little incentive to monitor
thelr behavior, and consequently, the no antlclpatlon groups’would
not be able to accurately descrlbe their self-presentations. Ah&lCl-
pation subjects accurately descrlﬂ/d the images they projected (good
news subgects and bad news subje ts presented positive and negative
1mages, respectlvely), whereas/ho anticipation subjects may have
" , ’ . . ‘ // . . .

8 - :

bl
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(e v »

" been relatively.inaccuraée (good news subjects may have actually -

been more positive than they thought, and bad news subjects may Y
[ .1 -

have actually.been more negative than they thoﬁght)g Althdpéh
self-monitoring remains relatively stable wi?hin #ndividuals (Snydér,
1974, 1979), -salient situational cués, such as antiqipatibn of

future social interaction with a target person, may produce transi-
. - A . ’

tory effects on self-monitoring.

- i
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- Pable 1

-4

Eye Contact, Communlcatlon Length and Type Means Over Message

-
-

Valence and Ant1c1patlon of Future Interactlon

/ ¢ i
- . A Vaience = . ‘ R
‘ ) v & : Positive Néﬁative
' MR 3 , . . . - . . ‘ .
. ’ 7922 - .454 ’
Anticipation - 3.-29b , o i : ) 4;82 ’ ?
_— : ' © 1.833° . ' 2.333 - .
. 7 ' ’ jﬁs
’ , .598 N . R .508
«° No Anticipation 2.68 | ; 8.48
2.750 . : 2.250

|

. |

. . - . . |
. . . \ |

|

¥ ) ’ .
. . g

2 Hiéher numbers' indicate subjects engaged in more eye contact with
the ‘target. pexrson.

b ﬁigher numbers fndieate subjects spoke longer (seconds) to the %%

- . ’ ¢ LY

target person.

Id
-

¢ Lower nnmbers indicate subjects.were more truthful,. -
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Pable 2 - A

Favorable Impression, Consideration, and Likeability Means Over

Message Valence énd Anticipation of Future Interaction?

?
! -

-

Valence
Positive Negative
o _ 7.250° 5.750 .
Anticipation -, 1.833° C 2.500 '
' ‘ a )
75500 : . 5,583 7 ‘
\ 4 [
) _ s -
. ; 6.000 6.917

: %
. No Afiticipation . 3,250 _ 1.500
. © 5.500. 7 - . . 6.083 v .

A%‘?’x s I8 :
‘ . ’ ! ,u‘ f 33‘ 7?‘); )‘n\' -
» . N b . -
. "‘f % d ‘J‘) . - 4" */E.; . .
- Allﬂitems were meaéhred on 12—p01nt scaies... SR

: u«.n,« e N .(( it e an o AR R sl ‘. ’

b
ngh’numbers 1nd:%ate subjectﬁhbelleved they made’ a favorable L

.“‘4. .

L\\‘ impression. on¢the target perison. . ;! . %
¢ 1ow numbers 1nd1c2té/éubjects belleved they appegﬁgﬁ less 1nc§
J ,
siderate to the target person.; 1 - i 3 i

oc

d v .
High numbers ipdicatk subjects believed they were liked by the

target person.,




. . Table 3

1 N
‘ -

" Sincerity and Pleasantness Means Over Message Valence and 4

' Anticipation 6f Future Interaction

ﬁ -
Valence o
, Positive ) Negative
“ - -2.333% ‘ 3.667
Anticipation b
2.250 3.417
~ 3.333 *\2.750
No Anticipatien
’ 3.083 , 2.500

a Subjects' indication of the target person's impression of them
on a bipolar adjective.checklist with 1 indicating sincere
and 8 indicating deceptive. « .

b Subjects' indication of the target person's impression of them
2.

. . on a bipolar é‘jective checklist with 1 indicating pleasant -
, e . ’ W -
and 8 indicating unpleasant. .
N - ’ ! .
‘ - [ ]




