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ABSTRACT ’ \\
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. Peopﬂe are generally reluotant to transart bad news
to others. To exahlne this reluctance, college.students (N= 96) were
randomly assigned! to two conditions (i.e., assistant or confederate
subject). Assistants administered(a, "psychological inventory" to ~
confederate subjects. Student ass stants believed the subject had
previously taken one. 1nventorykand had either done well or poorly.
Further, students believed "the prev1ou§ test results were either
valid (low ambiguity) or of questionable validity (high ambiguity).
The confederate then requested feedback from the assistant and_their
responses were recorded. XKnalyses of results showed .that the students
transmitted positive information more\readlly than negative
information, and that they spoke more in high-ambiguous rather than.

low-ambiguous cond1t1ons Research vatying task impertance is needed..
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Abstract

Tesser and Rosen (1975) found that Deople are reluctant to transmit bad.
. ; t i

news. The nresentéstudv employed a communlcatlon Daradggm in which',,-

)
'confederate ‘sought information from the subject. The iqformation varied
; . .

in valence (positive/negative) ‘and jambiguity (high/low). Positive
o \

informatign was transmittif'more readily than negative .informfation.
Subjects spoke more in hipgh-ambiguous than low-ambipuous news conditions.

’
. N .
» \]

-

€2

s




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The Valence Bias and Ambipuity in Interpersonal ' \

Communication , -

, ~ o »
Bearers of bad news are presented with an unnleasant dilemma: should

) w . o ,
information be withheld to temporarily spare the target merson the‘nqgative

affect associated with bad news, or should information be delivered to
¢ .

permit the target person to deal with the,@roolem before 1t‘worsens°

v . + N

Previous research on the tendency of cdmmunlcators to’ﬁlthhold un-.

‘pleasant messages fo§used on communicator variables such as self-concern,

: t
concern for the recinlent and concern with norms (Tesser ahd Posen 1975))

-
.

The Dresent study examines the reluttance to transmit bad news and a self-
- .
nresentatlonal (Schlenker, 1980) nersnective is adonted. In low—ambiguous

news conditions pood news sub1ects sh0u1d be more truthful and talkative

than bad ‘news sub1ects whereas in thh—ambi?uous'news condltions ?ood news

ubjects should™bé less truthful and talkative than bad news sub1ects.

-Method . ) : : -

-\ . ) .

v

Ninety—six University of Davton students were randomly assignea to

3

conditions. Subﬁects were led to-belleve that they were 'assistants" and .
—— . .
thev were askeé~to adm1n1ster part 2 of a "stchological inventorv" to a »
L

"Subject"r' Subjects believed fart 1 had been previously administered and-

the results indicated ‘the "subject" had performed well/poorly. Subjects
" . \ . - .

»

were told the results were either valid (low ambiguity) or of questionab*e

" .

nalidity (high ambiéuity). The confederate requested feedback from the

b}
subiect and the subject's re¥ponse was recorded. .

Results ¢ N
—— - - -

. Self-awareness was manipulated through the presence or ajgence of a
. [ N i

/

mirrdr. . No main effects for self-awareness and no interactions involving

self-awareness were.found. All analyses reported here were on data X
¢ ST ®
collapsed across self—awareniss conditions/ )

P)



A 2 X 2 CVélence.X Ambiguity) between—grogoé'anaIysis'of vériance.on(’

truthfulness showed a valence maif effect, 'Fr(l, 92) = 6/162, p .05 (See

L}

_Jable 1) A2 X 2X 3 (Valence X Ambiguity X.Type) between—grouns:aﬁalysis

of variance on mes&gge length (number of vords spoken) ylelded main effects'

-~

for ambl¢u:uty, T (L, 84) = 4.803, p <04, type, F (2; 84) = 130; 119,

3

11<< 00001, aLd an interactlon ‘between ambigulty and type, F (2 84) = 3 333,

P <: 04 (See Table 2 and Floure 1). hlghfambiguous news subjects spoke more °
R ? P

L4 -

than low—ambiguous'news subjects when truthful or evasive communications were
2 . ) . . N ’ .

’ ¢

delivered, whereas deceﬁfive‘messagés wvere always terse.
7 [ .
, Discussion - ‘ - v o ' ‘
N < “* . "3 ' :

. - A4 & -
- The valence effect was obtainéd, but the predicted interaction @id not

éccur. A floor effect méy'have occurred because gubjects believed the test

was exgremély impoftaﬁ; and-sﬁbjects behaved confideﬂféélly in all,conditions.

Resecarch varying'task importance is needed’—Tore work on actual informative-

0
—

ness (e.g,,'truthfﬁlnesss and apﬁarens.inforéaﬁiveness (e.g., talkativeness)

is needed. L - I N
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TABLE °1
ot s
Cell leans and Standard Deviatiéns of. Message Truthfulnecs

'//’f .

as a Function of Message Valence and Ambiguity

.

N ' N - * ' I B . )
) : 1 ;

’ . L]
" liessage &alence

. o | I

Amgiguity T \Positive - Neggtive*
[ 4 f
. ) R . ' R
' . ! o ’ ' :
High 2.792 - - 73,167
‘ ' [ ' d .
! ~ S
. (7977) . . (.917) -
. - & - ‘ . . “ N 5'
- . - ' . .
Low \\ , , - 2,750 ¢ e o 3.167
. (1.032) p (.868)
/ _ L
v , _ V]

Note. Four levels of truthfuln%fs were coded by a hiind judge: (1) £ull
T : ) , ¢ "W . 4
truthfq;néss, (23 partial truthfulness, (3) evasion (e.g., excuses and red
) X . ) : .
: : o - L7 .
herring messages), and (4) deception. MNumbers in parentheses indicate the

.standard deviation (n = 24 per éell). ’ ™ '
e | | : : .
. | g o /. ] . ~
v - }
’ ) Ban .
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TABLE 2,

« Cell lieans and Standard Deviations of liessage Length{as-a‘Function

o

of yessage‘Valenée,vAmbiguity,-and Message Type = ©

[
]

" Message Valence .

3

Positivef y E Negative‘
lessage High . Low High Low
Type Ambiguity  Ambiguity Ambigaity _ Ambiguity
. N\ - -
7 "1 ; -
. . i d [
Truthful §é16.6;\\ 8.00 19.25 . 11.67
5=(4.56) (5.29) . (9.00) (15.14)
\ A= 8 - 6 A 3
Evasive = - 15.70 '12.69 25.90 17.42
. - (7.01) (3.97) (19.88) (8.03)
10 13 v 10 12
. < . tl i
Deceptive 3.67 . 8.80 ~5.90 4.323 .
, . (3.72) . X10:50) ¢ (6.92) (3.84)
_ 6 " 5 10 9.
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FIGURE 1 \ *
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