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 ABSTRACT ' | -
g A study 1nvesfzgated hether receivers who detect
senders behavxng deceitTully will automatically become more resistent
to the message being presented. By developing predictions derived .
frgay the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM), the study hypothesized
t onky noninvolved receivers would respond negatively to deceptive
nonverbal cues in a message. Subjects, 160 college students, were
told that the study was. examzn;ﬁg'advertxsxng effects and were told
' they would see a videotape thap”contained several™ads. Half of the
students were induced to become involved with the one of the ads a
* « promise of a free product, the .other half were told that the tar e
ad was not préperly representing the product. In addition, the tatget
. ad had been manxpulataqqso that in one version the.speaker avoided
- eye contact, did not smile, and shifted posture--all behaviors 4
associated w1th deceptibn. After viewing the videotape, the subjects'
‘completed a questionnaire that dealt with the ads and the preogram,
with their television viewing habits, and with their responses to the -
ads. Using a 2 £ 2 X 2 factorial design, the study found that the
" speaker who engaged in deceptive behavior received only negative
appraisals from the subjects who 1n1tia11y,cared very little about
the product. Conversely, subjects who saw the speaker as being. hxghly
relevant teénded to base their evaluations on the strength of the
arguments the speaker used to construct the mqssage._(FL)
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" Much of the contemporary work on. deception in communwcatlon has been based on’
an -assump on that shoulﬁti\recewver detect a sender behav1ng dece1tfu11y,
then the: stener will automatically become more reswstant te ‘the’ messages‘

«ThTS study suggests that such a contention is Myopic and lacks emp1r1ca1 ground-

ing. Further since persua51ve contexts are varied d d1st1nct, it is sug-

'e

~and nonverbal 11teratures By deveToping pred ctions derived f the E1abor-

gested that there 1s a need for a theoretical in erface betweengz:e persuasion
ation leelxhood Model . (ELM th1§ study predTCted that onIy non- 1nvolved re-

teivers wou]d respond negat1ve1y to decepﬁxve nonverbal cues. Because the ELM
con%ends that invclved receivers are prone to attend the message ad not the "
manner of de]xvery,,deceptive displeys were predicted to have only a minimum |
influence on. these respondents overal] ratings Usin§ a2 x 2 X 2 factorial

design mhe 1nvest1gaticn found the predicted re1at10nships between deception '
and persuasfve influence. Sources who engaged in deceptive disp]ays only re-

ceived negat1ve appraisals from receivers who initia11y cared very Tittle a—'4
“bout the topic Conversely, participants.who saw the subject as being highly

' re1evant tended to base their eva?uations on the strength of the arguments

“that the speaker used to construct ' the message. | S

“
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' During the five years since Knapp %omadena (197,9) caHed for more re- |
sear(h to 1nve3tlgate the nature of deceptive commun1catton ‘MOst of the works; |
have centered on 1dentityiné those nonvenbal cues that constftute the best ia-" ‘,*
dex to a speaker S in51ncer1ty Severa1 writers have been able to demonstrate
- a correspondence between the vocal variatzons emp1oyed during commun1cation en-
: counters and the source's attempts to decetve receivers. Changes in a sender S S
;ﬁrate of de}ivery*(Apple et al., 119795 De ‘Paulo et a]., 1981), the number of
speech grrors (Ekman & Friesen 1972 Kraut, 3978 Kraut & Poe, 1980, Streeter -
et al e 1977) the hesitancy 1n hts/her voice (Ekman & Frtesen, 1978; Kraut & _
Poe, 1980), or varzances in pitch (Apple et al » 1979; Streeter et al., 19777,
have a]] been reported to be indicative of deception Other scholars have cho- -
(sen to examine non- vocal indzcators They found that a speaker engagtng in de-
ceptxon tended to avoid eye contact (Hems?ey & 0oob 1978 Kraut & Poe, 1980),_ |
smgled less (Friedman, 1979; Kraut & Poe, wao Zuckerman et al. 1979), used ¥ ‘
more adaptors’ (Ekman & Friesen, ?978 Kraut & Poe 1980), aﬁH shifted his/her l e
posture more often (Kraut & Poe, .1980; Streeter et al., 1977) than sources not

. “

attempt1ng to deceive an audience. —,n' ﬁa

’

X : . _ . .
Despite these fxndtngs, however. there has been 1itt1e.work that has in-

_vestigated the repercussions of being congidered dtshoﬁest to asspeaker‘s over-

P Y .
a?l‘perseesiveness It seems‘to be general]y assumed by contemporary research~ :

ers, that once an 1nsincere speaker has been unmasked the receiver w111
automat1ca1]y refuse to comply with any ‘of the source s behavioral requests.:

The wnordwnate amount of research invested in 1dentify1nb those behavx%ra} rep-

,

resentatlons of. deceptton, ciearty'sugqests that mere identtfication of Iywng
C . . . .f : :

C - , . ‘ . Ce
Y oA ~
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by a rece1ver is tantamount to regecttng a‘h&ssage While such an assumpt1on
may be a;curate it has yet to be emp1r1ca?1y tested. .
Moreover, the prevwous work that, has sought to expla1n the behav1ora1 con-
fﬁ? o sequences of decept1ve acts has been narrowly restr1cted to the types of Txes 4
_:' . ,“be1ng pertrayed. Although falsehoods 1n1t1ated wwth good 1ntenttons were found -
=’, . to be more acceptab?e to recejvers than other types of deceit (Ma1er & Lavrakas,
e ' ' 1976) no studies ‘have tried to explqgn the impact decept1on ploys on a speak-
- | er's persuasiveness e has been tradit1ona11y accepted that speakers who lie
~are-not as persgas1ve as those who tell the.truth. This generaltzatton,_how— .
ever: Tacks'e.tneoreticai'grounding L
" No attempts hav been“made to\re]ate deceptive nonverba’t behavio.r\s ﬁth , *
o the contemporary theorles of persuasion | If decewt is correlated wtth increased
| ‘ reswstance then such exp1anat1ons.shou1d be poss1b1e and would be valuab)e in -

t

deve]oping a better understandxng of both. nonverbal and persuasive communica-

better-understooo and allow for a

tion processes. By'comprehending sucb relationsh1ps, the effects Of questton-
ce between deception and persuasxon |

able witnesses' test1mony on a Jury -wou]

rno-re eqm’table Judicial system The iﬂi

could better explatn the effects an expert's testxmon; has on-a congress1ona}

commwttee and. permtt elected officials to” eva1uate more appropr1ate1y the cla1ms
R of such 1nputs and hopefutly y1e1d a h1gher qual1ty of 1eg1s1at1on Or even

voter s appraxsa]s of a po]1t1ca1 candxdate S professxons of being the best -

. qua}1f1ed for an elective office could be more fully appreciated 1f the receiv-
ers knew the speaker was try1ng to be both deceptive and persua51ve
In 1981 Petty and Cacioppofdeveloped & systems approach to persuas1on

pred1cated ‘on Greenwald s (}968) earlier work with cogn1t1ve responses. Their

- \
Eiaborataﬁn LikeTihood Model (ELM)-assumed that audience members rarely listened ./,Ag
. . ) ‘ . ‘ ) ¢




o’ “ : Deception & Persuasiveness -4-"
~ N ’ ! - ‘) n _‘. ’ ‘ 4 . . o
to spéakers with complete passividy and of ten generated some evaluative stand«‘i_.

L

ards’ aga1n§t whxch a source's message could be measured. They emphasized thata

s
theSe thought processes ipu?d subsequently be used to predict the dzrect1ons a

-recipient ﬁTth alter h1s/her att1tude towards- the top1c " The model suggested )

that att1tude change would occur vis-a- vws a ceptral or perxphera] route. \
p Recexvers exposed to~ messages would need tb have both the ab111tx to pro-.' "
$ -
-~ CESS 1nf0rmatton Chave the mental ab111t1es to comprehend the symbolic code)
and the mot1vation (be 1ntr1ns1ca1}y 1nterested in the topxc) to allow for the
tivation )
1ong term att)tude change af exclu51vely thﬂbugh thé model's central
*  path. Ind1v1duais fo1low1ng this route theoretically form opinionsﬁ(responses)

based on. compar1sons between'their ex1st1ng cogn1t1ve structures and the in-.
com1ng messages:. These comparisons mxght be favorable~(provarguments), nega- |
‘tive (counterarguments) or neutral (neither favorab!e or unfavorable) As \
Greenwald S earlier work predicted when the cégnitlons generated compared fe~ .
Vvorab]y or when few negat1ve cognit1ons wers fbrmed ‘Jong-tefm attitude change
was 11ke1y Converse1y, if a 1arga number of negative arguments were paxred
wwth a message, thén the negat1ve opinions became entrenched y1e1dfng no at-
rtltude change, and even stronger resistance to future periuasive attempts on .
the recipient. If e1ther ab111ty or mot1vat1on to process a message were m1ss-
ing, Petty" (1981) argued that any persuasion that occurred wou]d be temporary
(or short-lasting) and would be derived from the peripperal path. T
gl : Rece1vers following the peerhera} route of the ELM were predicted to
L" smft their opinions based on the’ persuasive cues present whﬂe the topic was‘
be1ng processed The mode of presennatmon the strength of demand character-
.IStTCS in the sett1ng, and/or attrvbutes made about the source weﬁe felt to be

N

the best predwctors of attitude change when either abx]vty or-motivation to

. « 't , ¥ ‘ <

&
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process a message were absent OanTOH changes p;pduced through the per1pher1\
al route appeared to be temporary Cia]dwni .Levy,- Herman Koz1owski, and .
Petty (1976) found that Wh11e subgects were 11ke1y te change their opinions
- . : on complex issues, these changes were net persistent for more than a week at &

: time. A]though changes 1n attitudes ahd behaviors were posswble in 3 receiver
: f011ow1ng the per1phera} route, the changes d1d not Iast ‘ T
The ELM prov1ded communicetion scholars with some unlque opportunzties
Researchers had a flexbee means for potent1al]y explaining some paradexxtm?
findings-. Speech researchers us1ng the approach could. contend that the message
content was critical” for the speaker who wanted a receivEr to maintain certain
-behavig;al patterns over 1ong perxods of txme but seconﬁary in cases where the
sender sought only an 1mmed1ate response. . The centﬁal/periphera] dichotomy |
5: \;offered a new way to 1nterpret what had previously appeared as counterintuitive ,
, f1nd1ngs on source credxbil:ty (McCroskey. 1966; M§11er T9647, usé of evidence
. ina message (McGroskey, 1972), or th:‘heed for an organized message (McCroskey,
q973). e R e
From a communication perspectfve, the ELM preJ!!:e a yfab]e framework by
ghich to ihvestigate'deception‘s effects<onApeﬁsgasion. ,Prevfoes~work with the
~ modeT, however, suggested fhat a subject's invo]vement'w}thgthe toeic could con-
R tro] whlsh path a rece1ver would follow and thus, 1ndirect1y influence the ef--
~ fects. decept1on m1ght have on persuas1ve outcomes. “

[} . . . 4 ) ' 7 s
. . N . 0y N

A

’ Involvement. Petty and Gacioppo -contluded that,before a person would fqllow _
'the‘centraT'path of the ELM, the recipient’would need to be both able and mo-
tivated to cognitive}y g;ocess information ahout the topic. Involvement,

\ . , .
' therefore, was suggested to affect an individual's motivation to process infor-
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mattbd about & subject. TOpTCS viewed as haw1ng a high perecnal relevance
shou]d recefve high amounts of elaborat1on Ind1v3dua15 were cons1dered more

“'prene to cognitively process information aeeut the tonic and subsequent?y more »
l1ke1y to produce pro; con, or neutraT cogn1ttons when the subject. had some

- d1rect bearxng on their 11ves, Moreover, when the outeome was visuatized as

havang a persona] 1mportance .these tnd1v1duals were wt?lxng to expend the ~ ""

?; cogn1t1ve energ1es necessary to evaluate the true mertts and/yr values of the .
'; sender S message Part1c1pants act1ve1y engaging in cognttiv process1ng
shoqu Be moré 1nf1uenced by the arguments compris1ng the message than the man- )
ner the senders se]ected for de11very of the speech S
| Similarly, receivers seeing little personal relevance in a topic'eheuld
eiperienge'few'pressqres to determine‘the‘validity of-thesﬁeeker‘s claims. = -
When topics seemed to be unrelated to’ personal values, respondenté were pre-A
dicted rot: to be as cpntei'ned about the content of the message. Instead, low '&
1nv01ved receivers were expected to evaluate information a}ong dimensions that
would require a minfmum of cognitive: e;fort ‘ Because their Tow involvement
w1th the subject produced little motivation to critically appraise the topic,

these 115teners were thought to make a greater use of the peripheral cues in

,respond1ng to.{he speakers These receivers wou?d be more prone to react to -

’

the way the message was de?wvered and‘the context in wh1ch it occurred than
. - ‘(’a

the content of -the speech. ; ;
These projected‘re}athneh%ps between the ELM and 1ev01veme;t haVe received'

sugstantial support. High 1nvolved receivers who were preSumab]y foTYOW1ng

-the central pxth of the model have been found to be persuaded more freQuent}y

_on the basis of the qua?ity.of the arguments'that comprised the méssage, than |

low involved jndiv%duals (?etty_& Cacioppo, 1979; Petty, Cacioppo, Hesacker,




‘1ntegra] ro?e-1h determ1n1ng the amount of cognitive processing an individual -

- Strength of Arguments. Among the many'var{§b¥es tﬁat may influence the selec-

_ n an arp;?%nt has I1tt1e effect on Immedwate persuas1on but the qua]1gy of

+ K] a ” ] - ‘ .S.
) ' B Yo o
- » ) [' N B ‘ ‘ N . .‘
, Deception & Persuasiveness -7- )
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1981) | Conversely, the source' s attract1veness or expertwse (perxpheral cues)

N

Ahas had a much. more pronounced 1nf1uence on Tow rather than high 1nvolved par-

S -\ N

't}CJpants (Chaxken 1980 ‘Petty, Cacroppo, & Goldman 1981 Rhine & Severance,
! ¢

1970). o S A

In summary, 7nvolvement appears to be a var1ab1e that d1rect1y affects

~‘the w1111ngness (the mot1vat10n) of rece1§ers to engage in centra] PrggafSTHQ

{

when the topic is hlgh1y re]evant to the 11stener (and comprehens1b1e), an in- .

d1v1dua1 may be expeeted to fo]}ow the centra® path of the EtM Furthermore,

,toplcs 1ack1ng such personal 11nkages w1Tﬁ produce receivers who are ]ikeky to

follow the perwphera] path of the model. Because‘1pvolvement p!aysusuch'an'

w111 devo;e to a topxc, it supsequehtly 1nteracts\thh severa1 other variables‘ P

to a}ter the predlctxons that are derived from th,/ELQ‘ Two varidbles where

C ef

/'these effects are most prouounced deal with argument strength and deception

o 4 o
.

t1on of the centra] path of the model by a rece1ver, the qua?ity of the argu-t'

| ments that comprlse a message ‘appears to" produce some of the most cTear?y de-

g _ x
11neated effects on the participant's behaviors. Since q Tistener adhering to

the ceptrgl route ténds to compare.a message‘gith his/%ér exigffng cogpitive.
structure, thé frequency a recéiver complies witp a speaker‘s'pehavioral re-‘. :
quests §s ought tp be a funct?on of the type of arguments the source advqnces
and how these' cempare wuth the respbnses generated by the rec1p1ent Con51s-

3
tent with Et predwctwons, McCroskey (1972) has found that the use of evidence

the suppo ting mater1a1 in ﬂavor of a speaker s pos1t10n enhances,}ong tgrm ‘

Al

. ¢
. A . . - ! <
9 a e ‘
¢ . .
e ' ' . R
. . * .
. ]
. .
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att1tude change regardless of the speaker S or1g1na1 credibithy Simildrly,

f

-

several researchers éHovland Janis, & Kelly, 1953; Mx]ler 1964; McCroskey,”
1866) have foun that the effects of source character:sttcs (dress, credentwa]s,
~etc.) on persuas1on are temporary, but that the comp051twon of the message ‘can

. be reca]led long after the speaker has been forgotten '

Advotates of the cognitive response approach suggest that-when a speaker
employs a—message that a rece1ver finds d1ff1cu1t to counterargue, the absence
of those codhterargument§ a]so reduces the Tistener's resistance to the. message. ot

Petty, Ne]]s, and Brock (1976) have found that when subgects were exposed to /

" , strongTy worded messages they generated fewer negatrve thoughts and were sub~/
stantwa]iy more kae?y to acquiesce to: the speaker Weak: messages were more
easily" counterargued and produced s1gn1f1cant1y less attttude change even when
1nd1v1dua1s were concerned about" the topic

nm11ar?y, Petty, Cacioppoﬁsand Schumann (1983) found that subJects who 3
followed the central route of the model were more }1ke1y to change their att1-
tudes as a functxon of the strength and type of the argument rather than by -

" source character1st1cs 11ke prest1ge Converse]y, they discovered that sub- _
JECtS who were not concerned with the topic were just’ as Tske}y to aTter their
oplnuons regard7ess of which arguments were used. The ELM suggested that at-
t1tude change was 11ke1y to occur when a receiver was following the central ‘
route and when the strongest arguments were used by the source. h " -

The prevwous work with the model did not provide any method for determin:
1ng the strength of these melat1onships when deception was present It seems

- unreaspnable to assume that involved Tisteners will fgnore all source charac-

t s Y . . _/
teristics and concentrate exclusively on the message. Nor does it follow that

v less involved v1ewers wou}d not be influenced at least somewhat by the arguments

&

o . - h L0

\, )
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' that cbmprwse the speegh What is intr1gu1ng is« tbe re?at1onsh1p of deqeption ﬁ
to these behaviora] tendencies. Is it possqb?e that a sztener could “concen-
) _trate 50 much on a‘;essage 5 content that the speaker could empley strong ar-
gUments whi]e drsp?ay1ng nonverbaX deceptxon cues and be Just as- éTfect1ve as
‘ senders who used noad%cept1on7 lel less 1nvolved receivers disregard a strong~
Iy worded message 1f the speaker appggrs to be lying? o

f

e ]

. “Deceptgaﬂ Lying hons an unusual pos1t10n w1th1n sac1ety Nhen,Norman Ander-
son (1967) asked féspgndents 'to rank 537 available attrwbutes that cou?d be as-
'f soc1ated with individuals, dxshonesty and dece1t were among the least des1rab e.
“ Yet, evxdence suggests that decept1on s a very natura1 and peryasive pheno n¥“
.on. Leakey and Lewin (1978) have argued that in a developzng specmes it may /
have been necessary to prevent other 1ndividuals from ga1n1ng unfair advantages-
over-some memoers of - 2 soc1ety They have concluded that while other spec1es
~ (see” Premack & Noodruff"s work with ch1mpanzees, 1978) may engage in decept1on,
'1t is the use of Tanguage that a}1owed humans to fexgn emotions 71&!.Eggre5510n, |
'gu }t, sympathy, and gratitude in ways that enaﬁﬁed them Yo tahe more from a \
commynity than they contributed. Others (Ludwig, 1965; 411e,‘]942) a1so.have‘
supported the biological ngcess1t1es of dece1t When humaps were'pnable to
~meet their basic -needs fer survival, they resorted to a pragmatic approach and

accrued life's nece551t1eé through decept1on

~

»

.\Just as 1y1ng‘may be a resu?t.of natural seTection,'receivers have devel- -
oped severa] techn:ques to determxne when they should belxeve a speaker Re-
searchers suggest that under the correct set of circumstances, viewers can spot
deceitful behavwors in the" manner - a speaker de11vers a message wh1ie several

studies have suggested -that a sender m1ght be able to Mask . facxal expressxons

- .

’\‘l ' - ) . I'\ 1

\
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(De Paulo & Ffsher, 1981; De Pau1o Le1phart & Du]l, ~1980; Ekman, ]lelxjthe
. [ ‘
body could stiTl prov1de some valuable cues for’deteetxng deception (Hocking

- et.al., 1979; Cody & 0'Rair, 1983) Eurthermore, vocal changes have been shown -
“to be even(gtronger 1nd$cators of tﬁe presence of decept1on (Zuckerman et al.
1981; Kraut, ]978 Hock1ng & Teathers, 1980; O'Hair, Cody, & McLaughTin 1981)'
After surveying 50 d1fferent studies on deception, De Pau]o Stone and Lassx-
 ter (1n prees have conc1uded tha_ﬁﬂgcewvers are most prone to stereotype send-

ers as being decept:ve when the source shous a greater use of~adaptors more

>
" . \

shoulder shrugs, and smiles less frequent1y
This-ability to d1stingu15h between truthfu1 and d1shonest behaviors how~ '

<

ever, appears to be limited: L:steners are not a}ways ab]e to spot deceptfve

behavxors ~ Although the available researeh tends td indicate that it is el

to prevent deceptlon 1eaks on factual observat1ons than on emot1cna1 reactions
(Ekman & Fr1esen 1974; Ekman, Friesen 0! Surlivan & Scheer, 19805 Ekman,
| Frlesen, & Scheer, 1976), receivers apparent]y make a sender's task Yess diffv-

cult by operatmg from presutnptmns -that the sour‘:e is honest. GriW‘*‘

conc]udes that fundamental~to every ‘conversatton 15 the assumption that speak-"

-

-

- ers are endeavoring to be truthfu1 Thts presumption when ceup?ed with con-

scious attempts to mask decept1ve behavwors by the speaker has suggested that

*

the detection of dece!%1on might be on]y s]ightiy greater than gluesswork (De
Pau?o Zuckerman & Rdgentha1 19803, 198G8b; Knapp & Comadena 1979 Kraut
[]980 M111er & Burgoon, 1982) In none of these studxes, however, was there

" any dxfferentwatﬁon made betkeen the Iistener s level of invo1vement with the - -

AN

’ge. The ELM would have pred1c1ed’that only low 1nvolved receivers wo;?d _

been attending the source S nonverbal d1sp]ays SubJects that were h1gh-

'1nvo7ved w1th the experiment shou?d qﬁcordxng to the cagn1t1ve response
A o
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approach have been much mqre’Ynterested in tbe content of the Speaker s mes-
f
sage than the manner the speech was de]ivered Subsequently it was quite pos~

sxble that they never saw. the cues that they wou]d use,to spot the decewtful

'$peaker. e S e,

% . -
v .

The ELM, therefore, would not’ prefct ghat aH recewers woqu mmechate-

‘o

ly discount a sender S message merely because he/she engaged in those nenverbal

-behaviors normally assoc1ated with ly1ng Spec1f1ca11y, the mode1 posits that

oniy those participants who were foliowing the perrpheral route weuld become

. "mgrgwre51stant to such a speaker.} For 1ow 1nvo1ved receivers the quality of
| the argyments that comprise the message should nct be espec1a11y sa]ient but

: ;*:fe manner selected to de}1ver the speech is paramount Shou}d the speeker

~“5ingage in behav1ers thought te be u dicatxve of deception, receivers fo110w1ng

R'

. ‘Deception'& Persuasiveness :]1‘i '

the perlpheral route shou1d hecome more resistant to the message xIndividuals

that‘are high]y involved with the topic shou1d~be less concerned w1th the

speaker s mode of de]ivery and more interested in the quality of the arguments‘r

that comprxse the message For these Jindividuals, the ELM would predict tnat

Ll

- a sender S deceptive nonverba] behaviors would have very 1ftt1e effect on the

message s overall persuas1veness Subseqé@ht]y, the fo?lowing hypothe51s was

- tested within a 2 X.2 X2 factorial design:  °*

. ‘Hl: Individuais not highly 1nvo?ved with a topicﬁﬁ!}?“snow significantly

more resistance to a speaker's appeals when source engages in

deceptive nonverbpal displays than will. participants that are highly .
involved wzth the topic ‘

~

Eighty ma]e/ané‘eighty\ female subjects were drawn from sections of a

J

N
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basxc speech coﬂmunication course at a 1arge midwestern university, and asked

. to partfc:pate in a study investxgetlng te1evis1on effects. The 1nvestwgation

emplcyed a 2 X2 X 2 facteria1 des ign.. Inc]uded were two continuous varxables ,,‘,ffibg
'«; . 1nv01vement (hxgh/?ow) and the strength of the arguments used by the speaker e ‘
(stmng/weak) as well as a discrete vamab‘le, the exlstence of deceptxon cues \ ‘
in the presentatjon. (present/absent) | |

¢ ’ b

R : Data were col?ected in-a small carpeted c]assroom 1ocated ina Tabdratony :
L & C
"suxte o Subjects were seated 1n three rows of five chawrs that were spaced far .

'enough apart to insure 1ndependent responses A video -tape pTayer and monitor
'that could be easdiy viewed by all of the receivers _were placed approximate1y
4 to 4& feet from the nearest subject E o - | . ;
Procedure Subjects were asked to report to the Speech tommunicatxpn Laboratony ‘
- at speczfied tfmes They were tntroduced te the project by being toid that
this particu1ar study was 1nvestigatfng the effects of advertising Partici-
pants were 1nformed that during the'next hdur they wouid be viewing an ep1sode
. ; - of a te]evfsion program (Quincy) w1th some commercxals spaced at various inter~’ .

ka?1s LAt the end of the program they wduld be asked to compTete a shcrt ques-

~tionnaire. , o L
- Before begfnning the tape, however, subjects were informed that SOMe spon~ ,'

sors wished to provide them with some’ addvtional infcrmation about the1r prod- . |
ucts. Thls information sheet than‘fd the sub&ects for vo}unteefﬁng and SRR _“t o
tndwcated that the experimenters had been g1ven 2 modest budget from which they
had purchased f%ee gifts for the participants as an expressfcn of - gratitude for
their assistance The sheet explained that at the c1dse of the experiment

'“’subjects would get to se]ect their gift from an assertment af‘s1m11ar products

/

P

]
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a .
Half the subjects'ﬁére promised a chance to choose one ball~point;pen from

i . . , ‘ o ) . . v . ’_\ ) ,
e » - several brands. The others were told they could pick a sample box of soda

" ' \

RSN R f . [ ~

~-crackers.. ,
| “Listed below the p]edged gitt-were product descr}ptionsltor" Ritz crack-
ers,” Meister Brau beer Campbell's soup, world S Finest Chocolate bars, and
-Omega IT1 pens, AN of the descriptions were’ 1denttca1 except that for the
Omega III. " On this product the description for those subgects promlsed the
\ seTect1on of pens, 1nd1eated that the. product would seon be ava11able and mar- .
o h}w keted with1n the city. For those subjects expecting to select a box of crackers,
“the descrtption for the pen fndtcated thet the pen was st111 being developed

.for test marketxin on the east coast and would not be aval}able for use in

the area for severaT years

- The® 1ntroduction sheet was emp]oyed to create two distxnct Ievels of, in~
R _ :‘vo1vement within the respondents ‘Similar Manipulations had been found to be
effect1ve in produc1ng both high and Tow Tevels of product 1nvolvement for sub-
| f Jects in previous research (Petty, Cacxoppo, & Schumann, 1983; Schumann, 1984).
| ‘ After reqdvng the 1ntroduct10n sheet the papers were co1}ected and the L
deotape of a ‘single segment of a tE]EVTSTGH program (Qu1ncy)‘was started
[:, ‘At Junceions where the network had pTaced commercia]s within the orxgxnaﬂ f11m, .
a s;ng}e advertisement was viewed by the audience. - )
Three of the ads the receivers viewed 'were taken from a basic television
'productwon class at'a large midwestern universxty All were th1rty seconds "‘
~ in ddration and student produced A]T three advert1sed consumab]e products-~ -
" Ritz Crackers,‘Meister Brau Beer, and woer s Flnest Chocolate ?e
Add1tional]y four thirty second versions of a fourth product (Omega LI

pens) were produced specifica]ly for this study. In all ads for the pen, the

*
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same.speaker was employed. A seated ma]e spekesman wou?d hold a Parker Pen at )
a range where product Identificatton would be 1mpossib1e After the 1ntroduc~_
he would place the pen on a cuunter in front cf h1m and present three tc
fi i%rreasons why the pen should be. purchased A frxed camera was used for the.
duration of the~commercia] I . - | : R
| P110t testnng revealed that simi1ar sub;ects (n=44) saw no sagnif1cant

'dlfferences f‘ the produ‘,ion quality, the types of products the vxsual 1mages

-~ or the audio qualitie etween the advertisements used in this study Moree;lF“

pilot respondents is cated that the spots were srm11ar to those nonnalIy s

on commercial teTevision ' - : '
" . Four of the ads for the Omega IIT utilized® strong arguments and four em-
-plcyed weak arguments “Pilot testing (n=48) reveaied that subjects consadered
_five arguments to be exceptfonally strong reasons for buying a pen . Pilot par-
i _tvcipants indicated the most persuasive reasons they would buy a pen would be:'

3 »
1) ‘a favorab1e recommendatien from Ccnsumer Reports 2) no smggr inks 3) the

ability to write w1th tne pen at any angle; 4) a $1 factory rebate for trytng

o
the product and, 5) the ink cou1d be eraseq_wath a standard pencil eraser

,Conversely, these tndivrduals a?so tndiéated-five of the arguments would not be

very persuasxve reasons to buy-a pen Their rankings suggested weak arguments
'ffor a pen }neluded 1) it was the same type of pen used by Larry Holmes; 2)
| Presxdent Reagan used a s1m11ar pen with which ‘r sign biTls 3) the pengcould
. f?oat 4} the pen could write at extreme temperatures; and 5) the pen was a-
“vailable in 1eading jewelry stores ™ ' B

In one half of the pen ads the speaker displayed three behavwers that |
have been stereotypically aSSOC1ated wwth deception (DePaulo et al., in press) ha

~ During these commercials the spokesperson avoided direct eye-ccntact with the

-~ &
~
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camera d1d not smile, and performed three postural sh1fts In the otrer Omega.

I comnerc1a1s thé speaker avo1ded these acts and any other behaviors that

~

A

' had been typed as lying. , R B :l T

Subséquent]y, eight edi ted versions of the Quincy episode thh the adver-

°t1sements were derfved ~In each ver51on the only*changes 1n the ads were 1n '

¥

. At
Agr}

A

y

the advertxsements for thé fountain pen. The content of the. program and the .

dtudent prbduced ads were not man?pu?ated In four of the taped verswons, the

v.Omega III conmercwal was the fdrst advert1sement viewed. In the other~four

1

tapes the pen advertisement was pTaced Tast This procedure was used\to con-
tro] for any potent1a1 primacy/receno; effects ; v o ; ’
- Immedxately after viewing the final commercial the video~tape p1ayer was
turned off and ‘the particfpants were asked to comp1ete a questfonnaire dea]ing'

w!th the program and the commercia1s~¢§ey had Just viewed. Inc]uded within.

-

this dependent measure were jtems dea?ing with the subjects viewing habits -

~ and their responses to the specwfic products that had been presented wtthfn the

program. Partfcxpants attitudes toward the Omega II1 conmercia], advertise~ -
ment and spokesperson were also inc}uded with the questions dealing with the .

itz Crackers, Mexster Brau Beer, and the Horld s Fipest Chocolates In a
\

N~

sepdrate section of the dependent measure’ entitled “Commun1cat1on~& Advertis-
inéf“ subjects were asked to respond to a variety of questions dealing wdth
source characteristicslbf the product spokeSpersons A?ong with severa] extra-
neous items (1 e. Do you think a coat and tie woqu make the speaker more per-
suasive?) subjects. were asked to- list for whxch commercial they believed the
speaker's claims most and why. ' The respondents were also_ asked Qo Tist for
which advertisement they aCCepted the claims least and why On four other

kaert type items with1n the sect?on the part1c1pants were ‘asked to rate the
R Y

17
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cred1bility of each of the speakers ‘in the commerc1als ‘ | -/\g*b

Y

After al subJects had completed the forms, the dependent measures we%e
collected and theiparticipanfs were provided with—a written debrtef1ng sheet
that exp]ained the nature ef the study. Respondents were asked 1f ‘they- had

. questlons abeut the study, swern to secrecy, and dwsm1ssed from the experimen-

IS .. ‘.

. ta] setting

o

. B 0 . .
& - . P . -

¥ RESULTS

-

&

The hypothes1s offered ;hat Tow invelved receiVers“Yesponses would be "
based on whether the speaker appeerqd te be telling the truth, while high)y in-
volved viewers wou}d be expected ‘to 1gnore thine cies and concentrate on the
'arguments that’ comprised the message | Data for testing the hypothes1s was ob—

.,
~tained from subjects responses to a fountain pen advertisement (Omega ITF) on

~’th1rteen Likert- type 1tems These answers reflected the subJects attxtudes N g

towards the’ﬁroduct the source, and the advertisement genera11y, and were com-

ﬂ‘-‘
pared with each other through anaTyses of the: variances (ANOVAS) ‘Ngﬁ_

ey

I

Manipu?at1on Checks This study enta11ed two ?evels of 1nvo]vement argument

-

strength and decept1en The data gathered suggested the necessary manxpulations‘

~

were successful. | | ‘
High or'low invelvement witﬁ‘the Omega {11 commercial was achieved by

_ p1edgﬁng to ngé’sub;ects a free sample at the concluswon of the experxment

Half the respondents were te?d that they wou?d have an opportunity to select

one of several types of pens end,thedother half a chancé to chodse a box of

| crackers. [Theoretically, those individuals promised the choice of pens-sheuid 3
\ ‘ : ’

[N

18
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\Fe more involved with.the Omegguadverfisementé thaﬁ'those individuals expecting L
‘the crackers. Ihe?data tended t6;5upp6r; such a conclusion. -Subjects expest- . K
| ing‘to ﬁecéive a pen at the conclusion of the experifgnt were significantly . =~ . .-
‘,r-_' mbre interested In‘the advertisement (M;4.Z§l;than those waiting‘td’cheose a4I .
' box ofvcrackers (M=3.74), F(1, 159) 9.21, Pg.01. . SimITarly, there wefg éIgé'
s1gn1f1cant dlfferences reported by the. part1cf;ants regarding their overall
1nterests in the product. Thase waiting for pens were more interested in the
Omega ILT (M=4.98) than individuals expect1ng to receive the crackers at the ; »’ B
f concIusion of the study (M 4 01), {1, 159) 5.92, pz'oi V |
| - Prévious pilot testing (n=44) 1ndicated that the various arguments em-
o ;7"‘ poned by . the Omega spokesman would be perceived as being of different overa]l
| quaIity IExperimentaI respondents hearing weak arguments were Iess Iike]y to
~ rate the Omega III as the best commerciaI Iess prone to rate the speaker as
| thermbst believable, and more Iikely to rate the Speaker as the Ieast beIiev- -

abIe spoEesperson among ‘the four. | | . .

LI f

- | TABLE 1 I .
MANIPULATION CHECK FOR ARGUMENT STRENGTH
- PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS o -,

- N : -~

* . o - Strong Weak |
. VARIABLE: - . E . . o | - )
Best Ad < . - ey s P

Most Believablé; P . ‘ ‘ ‘ ' " , ‘ o
Speaker e - 30% o - 14% C .

© Least Believable o _ C , N
Speaker ‘ Y 39% o . 42%

. . . . - - 4 4 E .
N for Strong Arguments = 80 . 'ii‘ \ , . | .

N for Weak Arguments = 80
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Manipulation checks sugges ted éﬁat,squeets-eva]uated the product, commer—
“cial, and the source differently when"decéﬁéfoh cues were.preeept ReSpondenfs*
.VTew1ng decept1on cues in the Omeg III advertisements were 1essx1ike1y to rank
“the commercial as the best of fo ‘Spots more hke?y to consider it to he the

-

‘worstfadvert1sement less- iakeiy to- be}1eve the Omega 111 Speaker, and more

11ke1y to find the speaker to be the Teast be11evab1e ' | '~' -
= s . . . e 3
LT e »
; , - o MANIPULATION CMECK FOR DECEPTION Ce ¥
o R PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS .., o |
.'a ¥ . \k‘w&‘ . . o . ) e . ‘ .
4 Déception | - " No' Deteption
P . - N=8O . o -~ N=80 -
VARIABLE: | ﬁ u - N
b - ' ., ) ‘ ' -
Best Ad Ly - 22% o . - 30%-
Worst Ad ' o . 43% t S 18%
Most Believable Speaker T8y | v 30
Least Believable Speaker - - 49y : ) 21%
| prpthesi The hypothes1s proposed that individuals no% 1nvolved with the
product would be Tess w1111ng to acqu1esce to the speaker.s requests when he 75
behaved decept1ve1y ,Jﬁese decept1ve dfsplays, however, were not pred1cted to
affect those respondents that were highly involved with the message since they

were presdhably concentratxng on the arguments that comprised the'message Giv- '

en the EIM pred1ctlon that 1hw nve?ved PeCGTVQFS should be more 1nf?uenced by

source cues than message content, upport for the hypothesis requ1red that an

1nteract1on effect betwegn the deceptxon and involvement conditrgns be demon— o
«
strated. Deception cues should, theoretical}y, make a large dwfference in the

manner 1ow 1nvolved rece1vers rated the source and onTy a small d1fference forf

)
- the h19h1y Tnvolved participants
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- very much ‘when they. viewed the same displays.

:‘ .

ke

f | A .. Deception\Q\Per%?asi&ené?s ~19-

]

As indicated in TabTe 3, decept1on did p]ay a maJor role in the overal?

‘ratwngs oitthe prodlct, commercial, and source by the Tow 1nvo]ved respondents.

Analyses of the variances revealed that the advertrsement 1nc}ud4nq the decep-~ -
t e

“txve behav1ors rece1ved Tower ratings than the ad presented without the decep—s.

tlon‘syes Conversely,‘hxghly 1nvo?ved subjects d1d not seem to be 1nf1uenced'

~

- : e - . .
-

CTABLE 3-
" INVOLVEMENT * DECEPTION INTERACT I0NS -
" ]"“ o . Hi Invo?ved S Lo Involved | o
. . Deception  No Deception. - Deception  No Deception
' 2 . S ! - T | L
VARIABLE: o
Interest in Commercial  4.65 - 4.85 2.62 4.85%
Interest in Pro®ict ¢ 5.2 , 4.73 . 3.30 . 4,73*
Degree. of Satisfaction '6.45 .  6.73 4.05 6.43*
Good/Bad Product 6.55 . - 6.83 4.28 © 6.53%
Favonab1e/Unfavorab1é o | - ;o o
Product View \ 6.23  6.78 3.85 6.53% .
Willing'to"try Product 5.13 - -5.00 , 3.13 © 4,98*
Willing to Seek Product  3.50 405 2.65 3.75
Overall Ad. 3:95 . ‘4.43 2.70 }\- 4.,75%
Overall Product 7 5.8 - 5.60 3.65  5,40*
Willing to.usé Product  5.00  5.20 ©3.40 4,95
‘Advertisement Effect1ve- | o | e
ness - 4.10 : 5.43., . 1.78 4 4,38*
BeTief of Speaker . - 5.40° 5.60 418 5.53
- Credibility of Speaker 5.18  '5.63 3.25 5.18%
*"‘P(OS‘ |
N=160 : ‘ T
-9 pt. Likert scales (l=Least/9=most) .- | ¢

N -
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DISCUSSION | ‘

The hypdthesxs predxcted that decept1on would produce negatjve rat}n/s from
Tow. 1nvoIved viewers, but that high involved parttcipants woutd 1gnore such
dlspIays and base. the1r assessments Iarger on” the quaIIty of the arguments
presented Retty and- Cacioppo (I979) reported that when a top1c has Iow per-
sonaI reIevance, peopIe are less motxvated to engage in the considerable cog~
‘nitive work necessary to evaIuate relevant arguments and they tend)to rely more .
on peripheral cues to evaIuate the advocacy. ) N . |

Thus, the ELM predxcted that attitude changes resuIting from the perxpﬁeral
route would “"occur"” because the person assocxates the attitude issue or abject

. with posrtxve or negat1ve cues-or makes s1mpIe 1nferences about the merits of
various - s1mp1e cues in the persua31ve context" (Petty &'Cacioppo, 1984 p. 78)
The hypothesis, therefore ‘argued that see1ng an indiv1dua] _that appeared to be
behav1ng decg;ttver woukd belﬂnterpreted as-a negatxve cue by un1nvoIved,re-
ceivers., Since assessment by non- invoIved ind1viduals tended to follow the
perwpheraI route of the ELM, such observatwons were predicted to xieId Iower
rat1ngs than when the source did not dispIay such cues.

. This part1cu1ar ELM brediot1on recei ved unequivocaI support Whenever de~.
cept10n cues were enbedded into the Omega III advert1sement involved subJects )
consistently rated‘the speaker; commercia], and the product lower than when the
cues were absent. This- study- clearly suggested thet the awareness of decept1on

’ pIays an 1mportant role in estainsﬁIng the manner 1ndividuaIs respond to non-
‘reIevant products Unless an audience is extremely 1nvoIved with the speaker s

top1c, senders wouId be well advised not to beheve in any manner that m1ght sug-

gest deceptxon to their receivers. Thws data indicated that Tow 1nvoIved subJects

>
“ L
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’w1II detect stereotyp1caIIy decept1ve dxspIays and wwII reswst the c1a1ms ad-

.[~

vanced by the deceptive speaker. The f1nd1ngs rnd1cated thateat Ieast amoeg -

Tow involved receiver%, ‘nonverbal displays were 1nstrumentaI in determf§1ng a

- B . .o ~

: ~ sburce's 51neer1ty ' T , >

~

The ratings of the- Omega III by hlgh involved part1c1pants d1d not appear =
" to be greatly 1anuenced by ‘the presence or absence of decEption cues. Théﬁ“ 15

tended te rate the product more on the basis bf the quality of argﬁments coxﬂ‘.B

)

pr1s1ng the message than on “the behaviors of the souree. ) !

These‘fxnd1ngs generate specif1c implications for both deceptlon and per-

P .

.+~ Ssuasion research Mast ' contemporary research hes focused on recognizing de-

4

jceptive nonverbe] behaviors. The works by MxIIer and his associates (stiff & .~
Miller, 1984; Bauchner, Kaplan, & Miller, 1980; Brandt, Miller, & Hocking, 19805 .~
"7 1982), 0 Ha?r & ﬁody (1983), Zuckerman (I983' 1984), and Kraut (1978) have as- o

-

) sumed\that rece1vers who spotted nonverbaI acts associated with deception would

LTS
- "

automaticaIIy reswst a source's behav1ora1 requests Accprd1ngly, a.Iargekpart ‘;
- of these researchers efferts have been focused on-cataIeging which nongerbaI'”‘ ~§
d1sg#%ys are 1nd;cat1ve’of deception; - This investigation, however, indicates
"« that thefe are<sftuetiohs in which receivers ignore‘deceptien aﬁdibase their
- assessments largely on tﬁe quanty‘of-the arguuents\presepted, Fof highly in-
volved respdndents; the presencerf deception cues:is an insuffucient justifi- .
-: cat1on for resisting commercial messages, Cnntemporary scholars, therefore,
should recogn1ze that even }f a corres;ondence between certatn nonverbaI acts -
and deception is eventuaIIy estabI1shed, such discoveries do not guarantee any
'behav1oraI chenges for recer:frs that ere h1gth‘invoIved with, the ;qptc. - f’;c:
This study also holds some implications for persuasive researchers wishing

~ to employ the ELM. The investigation illustrates that deception behaves like

\

Q - ' Co 23 : -
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other cues for subjects fo?1owing'the periphera1 route. The acceptance of the

1cant1y alter'a receiver's response to. television commerc1als

'wou?d be prudent to suggest that future scholars center their eﬂ,‘

| Deception & Persuasiveness -22-
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hypothes is clear]y indicates that_subjects- not invoIve& with the top1c dwslxked .

_speakers who appeared to behave decepttvely While thts fxndiﬁg 1s COHSTStent

vw1th Petty and Cacioppo’ s (1984b) research on source cues,yzt g}so tests the

ELM predfctxons with a variable that had not been previous]y examined.
Krugman (1965) has argued that teTevxston is a véry non- 1nvoiv1ng med3 um.
The findings of this work would suggest that potentia1 advertwsers would maxw\\

”

mize- the1r overall persuas1ve-appea1s on1y if their commercxa]s spokespersons

,
.d1d ‘not display ‘any decept1ve nonverbal cues or could dramatically ’ increase the

relevance of the product to the viewers Jf receivers tend to base their as- .

_sessment of products Targely on per1phera] cues then researchers Tnterested 1n

consumer behaviors should recognize that deceptlon has the potential to s1gn1f~

L

Future stud1es, however, are necessary to distinguish precfsely the role |

deception plays on both types (non 1nvo1ved/1nvo1ved) or recevvers CIf Tess in~

£

volved viewers tend ‘to respond negatxve?y to deceptwve displays then work is ™ .

'needed to d1st1ngu1sh prec1se1y which cues evoke the stereotype that a speaker

\

may be Tying The efforts of contemporary researchers should provxde some sxg-
nificant 1ns1ghts This study suggests that a receiver need not be engag1ng in

' deception,.but mere1y~create such an 1mpress1on 1n the listeners' minds to pro-

duce the predicted resistaﬁce' Untii the manner viewers use in making such

-d1scr1m1nataons is understood, then it will be difficult to adv1se advertlsers, '

spokespersons, or anyone e?se wh1ch cues shou]d be avoided when: deal1ng with

Tow involved aud1ences

Simi?ar}y, where receivers dre most 1nterested,in the speaker's topic, it

2 N




- are more capab]e of reducing any ceunterarguments formed dur1ng cogn1t1ve pro-
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_role of strong arguments on central precesstngm Petty and Cacxoppo (1979) have

.sugges ted that the reasons that strong arguments are more persuasxve than weak’

=

- ones to tnd1VTduals fol10wing the centra] path is that the strong arguments I S

cesswng In recent works however, they (Fetty & Cacsoppo, 3984a} have found
that the mere presence of strcng arguments can trigger a counterargument ﬁe-
sponse thhin 1nv21ved recewvers If strong arguments can cause an involved

1nd¥v1dua} to ceunterargue then it §s p]aus1b1e that deceptive cues m1ght pro- -

"duce a s1m11ar effect Al] of. the previous research with the ELM has employed f’?

Speakers that gave their recefvers no reasons to doubt their sxncerity,' If %ﬂs

clies do 1ncrease the number of negative thoughts assocxated with a message then

there should be some . reductxon in the overal] assessment of messages that usg.

deceptive sources even for the high 1nvolved receivers. Such an effect was not “_ .

observed invthiswrnvestigation.' Its absence would chal]enge future scholars te

'explafn the exact effects deception may have on ‘the cogn1t1ve process1ng of 1n-

formatxon i e

-

~y

RegardTess of deception s effects on 1nvolved recelvers, this study suggests |
that responses to 1y1ng are hardly un1d1menswona1 To treat them as such will

restrwct our understandxng of both persuasion and nonverbal behavwors Subse—

: quentTy, it is offered that the best method of understanding the‘effects de-

cewvets have on both areas may tru]y reside 1n our abjlities as researchers to

exp1a1n the'}nterface ‘between persuasion and nonverba? communxcation . Only then

‘will a witness' testxmony before w Jury, a President S procTamations of non~

invo&vement or the effects of an advertiser's clawms be possxbly understood

~
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