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ABSTRACT 

This study attempts to bring together the fields of 

communication, business, philosophy and linguistics. This effort is to 

make known particular behaviors exhibited in a negotiation setting with 

a focus on understanding why these behaviors are permitted and even 

embraced. The communicative dimension of these behaviors warrants study 

within a Speech Communication Department. 

The primary purpose of this study was to identify the conditions 

necessary for untrained observers to. predict successful deception in 

labor-management negotiations. A secondary purpose was to discover 

observers' descriptions most commonly associated with negotiators. The 

dependent variable was an observer's judgment that deception would 

succeed in that context, measured by a 7-point Likert-type scale. The 

primary set of independent variables were HEARER-BELIEFS of a speaker's 

intent, the propositional content of the utterance made and the 

speaker's sincerity, measured by a 7-point Likert-type scale. The 

secondary set of independent variables were ten (10) plausible 

characteristics of a negotiator, represented as bi-polar adjectives, 

measured by a 7-point semantic differential scale. The statistical 

procedures included a three-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), Scheffe's 

Test and factor analysis. The three-way ANOVA allowed for presentation 

of the three (3) conditions in combination, permitting maximal detection 

of interactions. Also, the three-way ANOVA allowed for the introduction 

of and adjustment for each of the four (4) covariates. 
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A single condition emerged as necessary for observers to predict 

successful deception in a labor-management negotiation session (content, 

p <.001). No single configuration of HEARER-BELIEFS was significantly 

more important in a prediction of successful deception than any other 

configuration. The quality of genuineness emerged as a primary 

criterion by which negotiators were described. Union leaders were 

evaluated by a secondary criterion of motivation. 

The belief-states of negotiators is far from being thoroughly 

understood. Research on deceptive communication, sensitive to context, 

should focus on the process of how humans predict successful deception. 

A cognitive index of deceptive communicative acts is proposed and a 

framework for future research is discussed. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY OF DECEPTION 

As primitive man sought survival, it was crucial to establish a 

communication system of reciprocal altruism--a system where no 

individual gained an unfair advantage over others within the society. 

Once available to social animals. such a system quickly became complex. 

"During the course of natural selection, individuals were certain to 

arise who would try to 'cheat' in the altruism game. They might produce 

sham moralistic aggression, sham guilt, sham sympathy and sham gratitude 

in an attempt to take more than they give. Although an animal without a 

spoken language could indulge in such cheating, it was much more 

effectively disguised by the spoken word" (Leakey & Lewin, 1978). As 

primitive man used his ability to speak, he became increasingly alert to 

the power his words possessed. The early speaker learned how to 

manipulate the beliefs of others by mere utterance. 

Just as natural selection inevitably produced would-be cheaters, 

"it inevitably gave rise to individuals capable of detecting cheating. 

And so the game of bluff and double-bluff began with the new emotions of 

trust and suspicion being invented" (Leakey & Lewin, 1978). 

In the same way, the labor-management negotiations session is 

comprised of bluff and double-bluff, offer and counteroffer, argument 

and counterargument. This communication event, then, becomes a good 

candidate for the study of ongoing deception. The nature of the 

1 
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negotiators and the necessary conditions of the judgment-making process 

are central to this research. 

Status of Modern Deception Research 

The topic of deception in recent social science research has 

been amply addressed and tested. Most of the recent research begins 

from the premise that deception (broadly defined) is a naturally 

occurring phenomenon which can, with some care, be reproduced in the 

experimental setting (Podlesny & Raskin, 1977). Once this is 

accomplished, untrained observers can, with varying degrees of success, 

pick out the deceivers from the truth-tellers (DePaulo, Zuckerman & 

Rosenthal, 1980; Kraut, 1978; Maier, 1966; Maier & Janzen, 1967; see 

Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 1974, for a review). One experiment actually used 

edited videotapes from the popular television show "To Tell the Truth" 

as the experimental stimuli (Littlepage & Pineault, 1978). Some 

interest has been shown in human lie detection (unaided by machine) and 

the process by which judgments of deception are made (see DePaulo, 

Zuckerman & Rosenthal, 1980, for a review). Very little research has 

been done to construct descriptive or empirically verified accounts of 

what functions as deception in the social or even experimental context. 

Empirical or descriptive data on what interactants or observers consider 

"to be distortions of the truth are not sufficiently available" (Knapp & 

Comadena, 1979). Some scholars would argue that we have not even asked 

the right questions to identify the verbal and nonverbal characteristics 

of lying-behavior (Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 1974). 
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Less than a decade ago, Maier and Lavrakas (1976) found that the 

amount of psychological research on lying as interpersonal behavior was 

limited to a relatively few studies. Since that report, the majority of 

present research has come to focus on deception behavior in the 

interpersonal context (what it means for me to lie to you). However, 

little effort has been made to extend this substantial knowledge of the 

interpersonal effects of deceiving into important public contexts. Some 

work has been done in the settings of employment interviews (Sackett, 

1979), advertising campaigns (Armstrong, Gurol & Russ, 1980) and police 

interrogations (see Lykken, 1974 for a review). Scholars have perceived 

a need for research to be undertaken in other contexts (Knapp & 

Comadena, 1978), specifically identifying the labor-management 

negotiation session (Kraut, 1978). 

The purpose of this study is to advance our knowledge about 

interpersonal deception into the business context, specifically 

labor-management negotiations. The question of what functions as 

deception in this context has only been posed rhetorically (Knapp, Hart 

& Dennis, 1974). Precise empirical accounts of the presence and extent 

of deception within such negotiations have not been obtained. The foci 

of this study will be three-fold. First, the study will seek to 

identify the necessary (but not sufficient) conditions for a 

communicative act to be judged as deceptive within the negotiations 

context. Second, the study will strive to identify the combinations (or 

configurations) of HEARER-BELIEFS most closely associated with the act 

of deception. Third, this research will attempt to identify the 

characteristics most commonly associated with negotiators in general, 
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as judged by untrained observers. In addition, this research effort 

wishes to demonstrate the viability of the methodology used here as an 

alternative to the current practices of stimuli construction. It is 

hoped that this methodology can investigate the phenomenon of deception, 

without the pedagogical, logistical and ethical concerns of present 

methods. 

Historical Use of the Deception Experimental Paradigm 

It is important to draw a clear distinction b~tween studies 

whose subject is deception and the abundance of studies using a 

deceptive method. In the last 25 years alone, hundreds of articles have 

been reported using the deceptive method, with only a fraction of those 

having the phenomenon of deception as the topic of interest. 

Much of what has been written about deception since 1959 are the 

findings from the "deception experiment" paradigm. Although not used 

significantly in the fields of Speech Communication or Business, the 

field of Social Psychology has used this particular methodology 

extensively. In fact, "during the decade 1959 to 1969 the percentage of 

studies using deception (of some form) reported in the leading 

psychological journal, JOURNAL OF PERSONALITY AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY, 

rose from 41% to 66% •.• use of deception did not decrease from 1969 to 

1979" (Gross & Fleming, 1982). In real terms, 1188 articles were 

published in the four leading social psychological journals between 1959 

and 1979. Ten studies dealt with issues of bargaining and 

coalition-forming behaviors using deception; 11 studies investigated 

communicative behaviors, with 27.3% being deceptive in format; 51 group 
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or group process studies were reported, 31.4% had a deceptive nature and 

19 studies involved strategies of competition and cooperation with a 

total of 31.6% using the deceptive paradigm (Gross & Fleming, 1982). Of 

the 1188 articles sampled, 58% used some form of deceptive technique. 

In a recent sampling of the literature (375 articles appearing in major 

psychology journals from 1978 to 1979), 59% used some form of deception 

methodology (Gross & Fleming, 1982). In fact, some scholars have 

described deception as "an integral element of experimentation" (Aronson 

& Carlsmith, 1968; Mills, 1969). 

But how was deception being defined? Were experimenters asking 

students to lie on command with punishments involved if they did not 

comply (Davis, 1961; Gustafson & Orne, 1963)? Or were researchers 

simply not telling the whole story until the end of the experiment? 

Deception studies were classified by whether the subjects (1) 

were told a cover story or false purpose, (2) received false feedback 

about another's performance, (3) received false information concerning 

the number of stimulus materials, (4) were unaware that an actor or 

confederate was employed, (5) were unaware they were participating in a 

study, (6) were unaware the study had begun at the time of manipulation 

or measurement, (7) were led to believe that two related studies were 

unrelated (Gross & Fleming, 1982). This, then, has been the operational 

definition of deception as used in the "deception experimental paradigm" 

and reported in the literature. 

Although deceptive methodology has been employed in a vast 

amount of social science research and in varying degrees, it is almost 

always used when studying the topic of deception. If so, the flaws 
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apparent in the deceptive paradigm are just as threatening for sLudies 

whose focus is the nature of deception itself. 

The extensive use of the deception paradigm is not without its 

critics. Some have called attention to the "negative effects of lying 

in the name of science and have suggested serious attention be given to 

finding alternative methodologies, particularly to roleplaying" (Kelman, 

1967). Others question the pedagogical value of continuing to encourage 

deception as a legitimate methodology. In his judgment of deception 

techniques in social psychology, Ring (1967) asks: '~hat is the 

perceptive student to think, finally, of a field where the most renowned 

researchers apparently get their kicks from practicing sometimes 

unnecessary and frequently crass deceptions on their unsuspecting 

subjects?" 

These commentaries seemed to have had some impact. Federally 

mandated Institutional Review Boards have arisen to doublecheck and 

oversee the work of social scientists. As a percentage of all studies 

using deception from 1969 to 1979, lying was down from 45% to 39%, false 

feedback to the subject was reduced from 22% to 15% (X2=2.78 p=<.10) 

(Gross & Fleming, 1982). Although social psychologists may have heeded 

the Ring/Kelman call to abandon the more potentially harmful deceptions, 

"there is no evidence •.. (however) ..• that standard deception 

methodologies have been abandoned" (Gross & Fleming, 1982). 

Objections to the Methods for Stimulus Construction 
within the Deception Experimental Paradigm 

There are two major objections to present-day social science 

research on the topic of deception: first, the concerns with validity in 
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constructing the experimental stimulus and second, the ethical nature of 

the stimulus. A fundamental requirement for any deception experiment is 

the generation of a stimulus to which either experts (in law 

enforcement, for example) or untrained observers will attend. In the 

case of observers, a deceptive episode must be generated for the 

subjects to witness and evaluate. The construction of this deceptive 

episode, typically on videotape, has been accomplished historically by 

the use of (experimentally sensitive) actors (Littlepage & Pineault, 

1981, Baskett & Freedle, 1978, Bauchner, Brandt & Miller, 1977) or 

disguised roleplaying (Hocking & Leathers, 1980; Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 

1974; Kraut, 1978; Kugelmass & Lieblich, 1966; Maier, 1966; Maier & 

Janzen, 1967; Maier & Thurber, 1968; Mehrabian, 1972; Roessler & 

Collins, 1972), usually in simulated interview situations (Ekman, 

Friesen & Scherer, 1976; Kraut, 1978; Maier, 1966; Maier & Thurber, 

1968; Matarazzo, Weins, Jackson & Manaugh, 1970; Streeter, Krauss, 

Geller, Olsen & Apple, 1977; Todd-Mancillas & Kibler, 1979; Webster, 

1964). Of all published deception studies in the four major 

psychological journals since 1959, 29% used actors for construction of 

the experimental stimulus (Gross & Fleming, 1982). Statistics are 

unavailable for the number of studies involving deception via 

roleplaying. 

Many of the published deception studies created samples of 

behavior (episodes) in situations which have, at best, minimal external 

validity (Hocking & Leathers, 1980). Knapp, Hart & Dennis (1974) and 

Mehrabian (1971) used counter-attitudinally advocating (CAA) subjects to 

provide samples (episodes) of lying behavior. Much of the behavior 
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emitted by such a 'liar' may not be lying at all since it is quite 

possible to hold one position, yet recognize and honestly state 

arguments in favor of a counter position (Hocking, 1977; Podlesny & 

Raskin, 1977). Also, when individuals counter-attitudinally argue they 

may, with or without awareness, generate cues to tip-off audience 

members that they do not really believe what they are saying (Hocking & 

Leathers, 1980). This possible lack of validity of the constructed 

episodes takes on greater importance when one considers that 

"counter-attitudinal advocacy is the most common method of establishing 

deception conditions" (see Knapp & Comadena, 1979, for a review of 

current research on counterattitudinal advocacy, also G.R. Miller, 

1973). 

Other studies have used roleplaying subjects to generate the 

deception stimulus (Maier, 1966; Maier & Thurber, 1968; Kraut 1978). 

Students recruited for roleplaying are asked to give honest and 

dishonest answers as per their set of instructions, (Maier & Janzen, 

1967). Roleplayers may be asked to perform a number of different 

tasks, some roleplayers participating in conscious deceit while others 

remain blind to any manipulation. This approach to stimulus 

construction is objectionable on a number of different grounds 

(Freedman, 1969) not the least of which is that the roleplaying deceiver 

gives off cues s/he associates with deceptive communicators in that 

context. However, these cues might be unrelated to the untrained 

observers' expectations of what to look for in deceptive communicators 

(Hocking, Bauchner, Miller & Kaminiski, 1979). 
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Clearly, these two methods are not the only ways to construct 

the experimental stimulus, but they constitute the mainstay of present 

deception technology. Some researchers have used other methods, such as 

the group problem-solving format (Bauchner, Brandt & Miller, 1977) 

following Exline (1970) and Shulman (1973). This format, although 

different in size and design, retains the essential characteristics and 

fundamental flaws of roleplaying. Still others have utilized written 

and spoken descriptions (DePaulo, Lassiter & Stone, 1982; DePaulo & 

Rosenthal, 1979) to avoid these methodological weaknesses, with measured 

success. 

The objectionable nature of using either actors or roleplaying 

is that someone (whether sensitive to the experiment or not) is required 

to knowingly lie, typically a number of different times (Hocking & 

Leathers, 1980). The use of actors to construct the experimental 

stimulus may produce a videotape of a phony professor reprimanding a 

student for poor grades or giving intentionally false answers as 

directed by the experimenter (Littlepage & Pineault, 1978). Roleplayers 

are induced to make false evaluations at interviews and forced to 

portray themselves as honest or dishonest as their instructions command 

them (Maier & Janzen, 1967). Coupled with the knowledge that 

counterattitudinal advocacy techniques move subjects closer to a genuine 

belief in their own uttered false statements (Miller, 1973), we should 

be most cautious when employing these methods. 

A second objection to the present deceptive methodology lies in 

its ethical character. Scholars have written entire treatises on the 

morality of attempting deception (Aquinas, ed. 1922, Aristotle, 
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Augustine, ed. 1952; Bacon, ed. 1910; Bonhoeffer, ed. 1965; Kant, ed. 

1949; see Bok, 1978 for a review). Despite extensive attention paid to 

deception by the ancients, the question of ethics that inheres in using 

deceptive methods has largely been ignored by the social scientists 

using them (Goleman, 1982). Although "there exists a general public 

perception that deceptive communication is morally reprehensible" 

(Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 1974), little attention has been paid to the 

ethical nature of social science rese~rch on deception'l Even the 

strongest advocates of the deception experiment warn abput the 

shortcomings of 'duping' students. "There exist a number of ethical 

dilemmas posed by deceiving naive subjects ••• although s' bject welfare 

can be counseled and debriefing measures insisted upon, the researcher 

is ultimately responsible for the ethical outcomes of his experiment" 

(Aronson & Carlsmith, 1968). 

This study will not explore the question of the morality of 

lying generally. It should be noted, however, that some scholars seem 

insulated from or disagree with the ethical implications, arguing that 

lies and deception are a part of everyday life and pose no particular 

problem even when introduced into the experimental arena. "Lying is 

publicly condemned and yet privately practiced by a significant 

proportion of the population; it is a phenomena heavily laden with 

various stigmata, yet a device that can be rhetorically effective" 

(Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 1974). Others see the value in embracing 

deceptive behavior--"this civilization's climate of deceit makes lies 

not only unavoidable, but indispensable. They actually help people 

preserve their emotional equilibrium" (Wolk & Henley, 1970). Knapp, 
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Hart & Dennis (1974) put it succinctly when they say "lying works." 

Beyond personal well-being, lying behavior has been argued to be 

necessary to smooth interpersonal relationships (Goffman, 1959; Hall, 

1978) and to maintain social well-being. "Social order rests partly 

upon error, lies, deception and secrets" (McCall & Simmons, 1966). 

Lying has been contended to be essential for "national security" and the 

"public good" (Knapp & Comadena, 1979) as well as for "natural 

selection" (Ludwig, 1965; Wile, 1942). In a recent analysis, Goleman 

(1982) found a general need for lying behavior. Admittedly, some lies, 

such as the "white lies" studied by Stebbins (1975), can be and probably 

ought to be excused as a means to smooth social discourse. Deception 

has been excused given the proper circumstances (Knapp & Comadena, 

1979), but it's doubtful that a controlled experiment would qualify. 

None of these arguments address the special case of introducing 

lies and deception into the blueprint of the experimental stimulus. If 

a workable methodology can be designed to substitute for the demand that 

actors or roleplayers deceive or be deceived, that methodology should be 

used and developed. The methodology used here will attempt to do 

precisely that. 
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A Conceptual Definition of Deception 

For purposes of greater clarity, it is possible to distill from 

the literature a simple distinction between lying behaviors and 

deception. Many studies on lying and deception fail to make clear the 

conceptual definition of deception. For the purposes of this study, 

lying will not be considered synonymous with deception; instead, lying 

is an act of attempted deception. A lie is a message uttered by a 

SPEAKER that is intended to deceive a HEARER. Deception is judged to be 

successful only when the HEARER perceives and interprets the message 

counter to the fact as the SPEAKER believes it. Podlesny & Raskin 

(1977) suggest that "deception refers to the purposeful communication 

with the intent to create beliefs in the receiver which are counter to 

fact as perceived by the source/deceiver." Many studies on lying and 

deception operationalize the act of deception as "the conscious 

alteration of information a person believes to be true in order to 

change another person's perceptions from what the the deceiver thought 

they would be without the alteration" (Knapp & Comadena, 1979). 

Conceptualized sequentially, a deceiver first tells a lie; a receiver, 

in turn, perceives and interprets the content of the message so as to 

affirm it (yes, that's true) or to reject it (no, that statement is 

false). Thus, deception is essentially related to beliefs held by the 

HEARER, while lying behaviors are only related to beliefs held by the 

SPEAKER. Successful deception, then, is dependent upon the HEARER 

possessing the requisite beliefs about the content of the utterance made 

and, of course, the situation in which it was made (Knapp & Comadena, 



1979; Kraut, 1978; Newman, 1976; Orr & Burkins, 1976; Sacks, 1975; 

Williams & Goss, 1975). 
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The conceptual definition of deception is logically divisible 

from the definition of lying. Yet, some scholars have found reason not 

to draw this distinction. For example, Bok (1978) submits that a "lie 

is any intentionally deceptive message in the form of a statement." She 

claims that "deception is just the larger category of lies because there 

are many ways to communicate an intentionally deceptive message other 

than by stating them (e.g., Morse code, smoke signals, etc.)." She 

dissolves any meaningful distinction between lying and deception by 

arguing that "it is perfectly possible to define 'lie' so that it is 

identical with 'deception.' This is how expressions like 'living a lie' 

are interpreted." But for the purposes of her analysis, she retreats to 

her earlier distinction. This sort of confusion is what makes a clear 

conceptual definition of deception difficult to formulate. 

As defined here: a lie is an act of attempted deception; the act 

is not 'fully-consummated' (Searle, 1969) until the HEARER interprets a 

falsehood to be true. Such interpretation can properly be termed 

successful deception. 

It is important to note that that the present study is dealing 

with the beliefs of SPEAKERs and HEARERs in a given context. The 

truth-value of these beliefs is unrelated to their correspondence to the 

actual case (real world). One's belief that the Earth is flat may be 

mistaken as to the actual case, but one can hold it as a 'true' belief. 

In turn, one is capable of disguising that true belief and can intend to 

deceive others. In this sense, one may make an attempt at deception 
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(lie about their privately held beliefs). If successful, one creates in 

another the belief that the Earth is not flat. Deception was still 

successful even though the HEARER holds the correct belief as to the 

actual case. The SPEAKER would, after all, be successful in creating a 

belief in the HEARER that is counter to fact as the SPEAKER knows it 

(Podlesny & Raskin, 1977). The truth-value of beliefs is not in their 

link to the real world or the actual case, but whether SPEAKERs 

hold them as true. 

The ability of HEARERs to differentially hold beliefs regarding 

deception has been demonstrated in children as young as 4 1/2 years of 

age (Piaget, 1932; Stern, 1914). This appears to be the age level at 

which humans learn to differentiate deceiving from truth-telling 

behaviors. In one study (Wimmer & Perner, 1983), children 4 1/2 years 

old were able to detect deceptive communication at a 50% accuracy rate 

(chance expectancy is 50%). However, children 5 1/2 years old achieved 

accuracy ratings of 94%. Other findings confirm that children three (3) 

to five (5) years old can accurately distinguish between intended and 

unintended acts (Shultz, Wells & Sarda, 1980). At this age level 

children can understand the propositional content of utterances (Johnson 

& Maratsos, 1977; Miscione, Marvin, O'Brien & Greenburg, 1978). At the 

four-year-old threshold, children can construct deceitful messages and 

can label these deceptive utterances as being deceitful--attempting to 

manipulate others' privately held beliefs (Wimmer & Perner, 1983). 

These and other exploratory studies have consistently found that 

children can be systematically studied as windows to adult human 

behavior (Bennett, 1978; Dennett, 1978; Harman, 1978). It has been 
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established that children can hold beliefs that distinguish between 

deceptive and truthful utterances (see Wimmer & Perner, 1983 for a 

review). Not all scholars agree on this point. One study has found 

that children only begin to note the critical distinction at 10 years of 

age and don't fully grasp it until the 12th grade (DePaulo, Jordan, 

Irvine & Laser, 1982). If we assume, however, that a distinction is 

possible, what is the content of these beliefs? How do we, as humans, 

differentiate a liar from a truth-teller? How are liars successful in 

deceiving? 

An Operational Definition of Deception 

The operational definition of a deceptive communicative act is 

found within the three (3) independent variables under study here. 

Explicitly put: what are the necessary conditions for successful 

deception? First, the HEARER must believe that the SPEAKER has no 

intent to deceive. Second, the HEARER must believe that the 

propositional content of the speaker's utterance is plausible or 

true, i.e., can be confirmed. Third, .the HEARER must believe that the 

SPEAKER is sincere in making the utterance. The incidence of these 

three (3) conditions, in isolation or combination, will be highly 

associated with untrained observers' judgments which predict successful 

deception in a labor-management negotiation context. If one condition 

does not obtain, the researcher has grounds for arguing that it was not 

a necessary condition for successful deception. No claim is made here 

that these are the sufficient conditions for deception, only that they 

are necessary. 
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An act of attempted deception entails that the SPEAKER intended 

to deceive the HEARER (Chisholm & Feehan, 1977; Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 

1974; Pod1esny & Raskin, 1977). But what cognitive states must reside 

in the HEARER for attempted deception to be predicted to be successful 

in a given context? 

HEARER-BELIEF of SPEAKER's intent. This first condition is 

that the HEARER believe that the SPEAKER has no intent to deceive 

him. Stated differently, the HEARER has no belief in, or awareness of, 

the SPEAKER's intention to deceive. Assumedly, when a HEARER learns of 

a SPEAKER's deceitful motive, the HEARER becomes suspicious and 

critical. When such suspicion is aroused, the literature suggests that 

the HEARER may reject the verbal content of the utterance (Baskett & 

Freedle, 1974). This seems to verify commonsense experience. Any 

SPEAKER whose deceitful motive is revealed to a HEARER should stand a 

substantially less chance in succeeding to deceive that same HEARER, as 

judged by untrained observers. The literature and commonsense suggest 

that a HEARER belief of SPEAKER intent is a necessary condition for 

successful deception. To find to the contrary is to suggest it makes no 

difference what the HEARER infers as the SPEAKER's intent when that same 

SPEAKER makes an utterance. 

HEARER-BELIEF of propositional content. This second 

condition is that the HEARER believe the propositional content of an 

utterance. At a minimum, the HEARER must believe that what was said is 

plausibly true or consistent with prior information (Kraut, 1978), if 

deception is to be judged a success. If not, the SPEAKER may, with good 

motives, be engaging in hollow talk. The HEARER, in this case, knows or 
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believes otherwise than the content of the utterance. As listeners to 

everyday discourse, we may be uneasy about making judgments of the 

intent or motive of speakers. But if in such discourse, claims are made 

that we know or believe to be false, we reject the truth of the 

utterances. If after exposure to the experimental stimulus, an observer 

judges that the HEARER "knew otherwise" than the SPEAKER's utterance, we 

would expect the observer to also judge that deception could not succeed 

in that context. The literature suggests that content cues, i.e., cues 

to the propositional content of an utterance, are "the most useful to 

untrained observers for the recognition of lies" (Littlepage & Pineault, 

1981). The plausibility of an utterance has been found to be the 

"single greatest predictor of both its actual truth and observers' 

judgments of its truth" (Kraut, 1978). It follows, then, that a HEARER 

must believe the propositional content of a SPEAKER's utterance to be 

either factually or plausibly true. For this not to be the case 

suggests that hearers don't attend to what is uttered. 

HEARER-BELIEF of SPEAKER sincerity. This third condition 

provides that HEARERs must believe that no matter how ill-intentioned 

and/or factually wrong, the SPEAKER fervently believes in the position 

uttered. An obvious problem here is attempting to sort intent from 

sincerity. For example, if a HEARER is judged to believe that the 

SPEAKER possessed an intent to deceive, does that preclude a judgment 

that the SPEAKER was sincere? Does an intent to deceive entail a lack 

of sincerity? The answer is not entirely clear. The question here 

becomes: how do observers deal with the subtle or sometimes negligible 

differences between intent and sincerity? It would be naive to suggest 
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that all observers use a single criterion in their judgment-making or 

that they adhere uniformly to the experimenter's request to view the 

negotiation session from the perspective of the HEARER. Observers might 

have evaluated the communication between labor and management from the 

viewpoint of the SPEAKER, HEARER or both--as an interactive 

communication event. The investigation of this process of observer 

judgment-making is of prime interest of this study. However, all the 

answers will not be garnered here, leaving further speculations 

concerning separability of intent and sincerity for future research. 

For research purposes, this study will take the position that 

one plausible way of separating intent from sincerity is to think of 

sincerity as not being bound by the nature of the intention, i.e., a 

SPEAKER may intend to deceive, and even be factually wrong in his 

utterance, but still possess a fervently-held belief in his position. 

In everyday discourse we may reject the utterances made by politicians 

(on the basis of intent and content), but we respect them as sincerely 

speaking their minds. Defense attorneys are not penalized for making 

sincere appeals to the bench, even when they are aware of their client's 

guilt. They intend to create a false belief in another (the Court) and 

can be judged to make sincere utterances. If we, as social auditors, 

discover their intent to deceive the Court, we can still judge that 

their utterances were sincere, i.e., they fervently believed in their 

position. The above explanations for the fine distinction drawn by 

audiences between intent and sincerity are far too speculative. This 

study will investigate these conditions for observer judgment-making, 

letting the research tell us the answers. 
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Previous work has amply demonstrated sincerity to be an 

important variable in the process of observers' judgment-making. Laymen 

ranked sincerity as the most important criterion in judging public 

speakers. Several scholars have evaluated sincerity as "essential" or 

important (Brigance, 1947; Sarett & Foster, 1936; Winans, 1938). Very 

little empirical research has been done specifically manipulating 

sincerity as an independent variable. 

Clear conceptual definitions are a logical prerequisite for any 

outline of operational definitions. As summarized here, successful 

deception is dependent upon the existence of three (3) necessary 

conditions. But how can the conditions be measured? 

Statement of the Hypotheses 

The general research question raised here is: what must a HEARER 

believe in a labor-management negotiation session for a deceptive 

communicative attempt (lie) to be judged successful (deception)? 

This study seeks to answer eight (8) specific questions 

regarding the nature and function of deceptive communicative acts in 

this business context. This section will make these questions explicit 

and detail the hypotheses they imply. Operational definitions of each 

hypothesis will be provided. 

The HEARER-BELIEF of speaker's intent hypothesis 

Question One: Must the HEARER in a labor-management negotiation 

session believe that the SPEAKER has no intent to deceive him? Answers 

to this question, affirmative or negative, constitute the intent 

variable. 



Hypothesis One: observers who judge that a HEARER believes 

that the SPEAKER has E£ intent to deceive will more likely 

predict successful deception (the dependent variable) than those 

who judge that a HEARER believes that a SPEAKER possessed an 

intent to deceive. As operationalized: the mean scores on the 

dependent measure (prediction of successful deception) for those 

observers in the no intent to deceive condition will be 

significantly greater than the mean scores for those in the had 

intent condition. 

The HEARER-BELIEF of propositional content hypothesis 
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Question Two: Must the HEARER in a labor-management negotiation 

session believe the propositional content of a SPEAKER'S utterance to be 

factually true or plausible? Answers to this question, affirmative or 

negative, constitute the content variable. 

Hypothesis Two: observers who judge that a HEARER believes the 

propositional content of a SPEAKER'S utterance will more likely 

predict successful deception than those who judge that a HEARER does not 

believe the propositional content of a SPEAKER'S utterance. As 

operationalized: the mean scores on the dependent measure (prediction of 

successful deception) for those observers in the had belief of content 

condition will be significantly greater than the mean scores for those 

in the no belief of content condition. This hypothesis is drawn 

directly from the literature where Kraut (1978) and others have found 

plausibility (or consistency with known facts) of an utterance to be the 

single greatest predictor of deception. 
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The HEARER-BELIEF of speaker's sincerity hypothesis 

Question Three: Must a HEARER in a labor-management negotiation 

session believe that the SPEAKER was sincere in making an utterance? 

Answers to this question, affirmative or negative, constitute the 

sincerity variable. 

Hypothesis Three: observers who judge that a HEARER believes a 

SPEAKER to be sincere will more likely predict successful deception 

than those who judge that a HEARER believes a SPEAKER to be 

insincere. As operationalized: the mean scores on the dependent 

measure (prediction of successful deception) for those observers in the 

was sincere condition will be significantly greater than the mean scores 

for those in the not sincere condition. This hypothesis challenges the 

assumption of the literature where Hildreth (1953) found that audiences 

could not distinguish between sincere and insincere speeches. 

The Configuration of HEARER-BELIEFS hypothesis 

Question Four: Of all possible combinations, which pattern of 

conditions is most closely associated 'with a prediction of successful 

deception? Answers to this question are central to this study. If 

conditions can be identified as significantly related to deception 

(Hypotheses One through Three), the next logical step is to ask: what 

single combination of identifiable conditions leads observers to make a 

judgment that predicts successful deception? 

Hypothesis Four: observers who judge that 1. a HEARER believes 

that a SPEAKER has no intent to deceive AND 2. a HEARER believes 

that the propositional content of a SPEAKER'S utterance is true 
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(consistent with known facts) AND 3. a HEARER believes that a SPEAKER 

was sincere will more likely predict successful deception than those 

who judge any other combination of HEARER-BELIEFS. If confirmed, these 

three conditions would provide an account of successful deception in a 

labor-management negotiation setting. As operationalized, the mean 

scores on the dependent measure (prediction of successful deception) for 

those observers in conditions: no intent, had belief of content and was 

sincere will be significantly greater than the mean scores for those in 

any other combination of HEARER-BELIEF conditions. 

The Confidence in Judgment Hypothesis 

Question Five: What is the level of confidence in judgments by 

untrained observers in predicting successful deception? Answers to this 

question, affirmative or negative, constitute the confidence variable. 

Hypothesis Five: observers who judge that deception would be 

successful will be less confident in their judgments than those who do 

not judge that deception would be successful. One might suppose that to 

make an affirmative judgment regarding deception success requires the 

validation of several belief-states operative in the HEARER (as 

previously hypothesized). To make such a declaration of deception 

success requires an observer to assert that several distinct conditions 

obtain. With only limited available data to document such assertions, 

an observer could reasonably be seen as less confident than those who 

fail to make such an assertion. Also, any judgment of successful 

deception entails more risk (and to a lesser degree, personal 

commitment) than a judgment failing to find deception. Stated 
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succinctly, the hypothesis being tested provides that those who judge 

that deception would be successful will lack confidence in those 

judgments. As operationalized: the mean scores on the dependent measure 

(prediction of successful deception) for those observers in the low 

confidence condition will be significantly greater than the mean scores 

for those in the high confidence condition. This hypothesis draws from 

the work done by Einhorn and Hogarth (1978) who found that nonexperts 

have a great deal of confidence in their judgments. 

The Verbal Content Cue hypothesis 

Question Six: What rules govern deceptive communication within 

labor-management negotiations? Setting the controllability rule aside, 

this research seeks to explicitly test the ulterior motive rule as a 

tip-off to deception. 

Hypothesis Six: observers who judge that a SPEAKER believed the 

Company did not owe something to its workers will more likely predict 

successful deception than those who judge that a SPEAKER believed the 

Company did owe something to its workers. This hypothesis 

operationalizes a SPEAKER-BELIEF that the Company owed something to its 

workers as a statement of self-interest. Kraut (1978) among others has 

demonstrated that self-serving statements, i.e., those designed to 

further, advance or promote a SPEAKER'S self-interests, were clues to 

deception. In this case, "owing something to its workers" was assumed 

to be an expression indicating that the SPEAKER had "something at stake" 

in making the utterance, i.e., furthering his and his union's interests. 

As operationalized: the mean scores on the dependent measure (prediction 
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of successful deception) for those observers in the did not owe 

something condition will be significantly greater than the mean scores 

for those in the owed something condition. The relationship between a 

prediction of successful deception and a judgment that the SPEAKER 

believed the Company owed something to its workers will be an inverse 

one: the more that untrained observers predict deception, the less 

likely they will be to attribute to a SPEAKER the belief that the 

Company owed something or that something was at stake: self-interest. 

In this sense, the owed something belief by a SPEAKER functions as a 

tip-off to his ulterior motive: furthering his and his union's 

interests. It is widely accepted in the literature that when an 

observer perceives a verbal cue that an ulterior motive is being served, 

the utterance will be believed less (Kraut, 1978; Frankel & Morris, 

1976; Walster, Aronson & Abrahams, 1966), making successful deception 

less likely. 

The Sex of Subject Hypothesis 

Question Seven: What is the relationship between the sex of the 

observer and a prediction of successful deception? Are men more likely 

than women to perceive ongoing deception? 

Hypothesis Seven: male observers (taken together) will more 

likely predict successful deception in labor-management negotiations 

than female observers. Scholars have generally agreed that women are 

more adept at picking up the subtleties of social interaction and are 

better (i.e., more accurate) at decoding cues to deception, especially 

in a face-to-face encounter (DePaulo & Rosenthal, 1979). However, as 
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cues become more covert, (i.e., bodily, paralinguistic, etc.) women lose 

their superiority over men (Hall, 1978), with men becoming the more 

accurate predictors. The present study used two data transmission 

modes: background information (written material) and exposure to an 

audiotape recording (allowing for access to the paralinguistic features 

of the SPEAKER'S performance). As women are not particularly skilled 

when confined to these types of data transmission (i.e., no ability to 

read the face), it is hypothesized that men will predidt successful 

deception more often than women. As operationalized: The mean scores on 

the dependent measure (prediction of successful deception) for male 

observers will be significantly greater than the mean lcores for female 

observers. 

The Negotiator Profile hypothesis 

Question Eight: What general characteristics are assigned to 

communicators within a labor-management negotiation setting? Are 

negotiators perceived positively or with contempt? Answers to these 

questions constitute the profile variables. 

Hypothesis Eight: observers will evaluate negotiator profiles 

(qualities) on the basis of the "genuineness" scale. Because all 

observers' judgments will be taken together, the experimental 

manipulations will be suspended. As operationalized: the factor score 

coefficients for three (3) bi-polar adjective subscales (good/bad; 

honest/dishonest; positive/negative--the genuineness factor) will be 

significantly greater than the factor score coefficients for any other 

factors of the the SPEAKER profile scale and the HEARER profile scale. 



Scholars have found audiences quite capable of making descriptive 

accounts of communicators (Hunt & Lin, 1967). Sometimes, the 

assignment of certain adjective qualities of a communicator 
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(i.e., honest, successful, sensuous, etc.) were linked to linguistic 

cues, i.e., spe~ch errors or paralinguistic cues, i.e., pausing (Lay & 

Burron, 1968). 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The Dual Perspectives of the Investigation of Deception 

Deception, as a construct, has been studied from two 

perspectives. First, social scientists have tried to identify 

behavioral correlates of deceptive communication, primarily by comparing 

behaviors of deceivers and nondeceivers. Some important behaviors have 

been demonstrated to be signific'antly correlated with deception, e.g., 

eye behavior (Berrien & Huntington, 1943; Exline et al., 1970; Knapp, 

Hart & Dennis, 1974; Matarazzo et al., 1970; McClintock & Hunt, 1975), 

facial expression (Bennett, 1978; Ekman & Friesen, 1969; Haggard & 

Isaacs, 1966), smiling (Knapp, Hart & Dennis,1974; McClintock & Hunt, 

1975), hand and arm movement (Ekman & Friesen, 1969; Knapp, Hart & 

Dennis, 1974; Mehrabian, 1971), postural shifts (Ekman & Friesen, 1974; 

McClintock & Hunt, 1975; Mehrabian, 1971), volume and voice rate 

(Mehrabian, 1971), speech errors (Baskett & Freedle, 1974; Knapp, Hart & 

Dennis, 1974; Mehrabian, 1971; Motley, 1974), reaction time latencies 

(English, 1926; Fenton, Murray & Bliese, 1979; Matarazzo et al., 1970) 

and verbal (linguistic) content (Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 1974; Kraut, 

1978; Todd-Mancillas & Kibler, 1979). Not all laboratory results have 

been so encouraging. Hocking & Leathers (1980) noted that "research on 

visual, paralinguistic and verbal correlates of lying and truthful 

behavior offers little in terms of identifying specific cues on which 
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accurate judgments of deception may be based." Nonetheless, the 

deception literature is replete with studies finding that certain 

behavioral patterns in eye contact, facial affect, body movements, 

verbal rate and fluency are correlated with deception (Bauchner, Brandt 

& Miller, 1977). 

A second major perspective from which deceptive communication has 

been studied is the use of a human being as a lie detector (DePaulo, 

Zuckerman & Rosenthal, 1980; Maier & Lavrakas, 1976). The research has 

examined the extent to which untrained observers can accurately detect 

deceptive communicative acts (Hocking et al., 1979). A number of 

social scientists have addressed two questions: can an untrained 

observer detect deception? If so, can that same observer explain why 

the act was deceptive, i.e., which cues tipped them off? 

Well-documented is that naive or untrained observers have 

detected deceptive communication at or slightly above chance levels 

(DePaulo & Rosenthal, 1979; DePaulo, Zuckerman & Rosenthal, 1980; Ekman 

& Friesen, 1972; Fay & Middleton, 1941, Feldman, 1976, 1980; Feldman, 

Devin-Sheehan & Allen, 1978; Feldman, Jenkins & Popoola, 1979; Harrison, 

Hwalek, Raney & Fritz et al., 1978; Kraut, 1978; Littlepage & Pineault, 

1978, 1979; Maier, 1966; Maier & Janzen, 1967; Maier & Thurber, 1968; 

Matarazzo, Weins, Jackson & Manaugh, 1970; Shulman, 1973; Woodsworth & 

Scholsberg, 1954; Zuckerman, DeFrank, Hall, Larrance & Rosenthal, 1979). 

Further research has demonstrated that untrained observers are able to 

identify the specific cues which triggered their judgments of deception 

(Baskett & Freedle, 1974; Bauchner, Brandt & Miller, 1977; Ekman & 

Friesen, 1974; Fay & Middleton, 1941; Geizer, Rarick & Soldow, 1975; 
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Hildreth, 1953; Krauss, Geller & Olsen, 1976; Kraut, 1978; Littlepage & 

Pineault, 1978; Maier & Janzen, 1967; Maier & Thurber, 1968; Woodsworth 

& Scholsberg, 1954; Zuckerman, DeFrank, Hall, Larrance & Rosenthal, 

1979). Counter-evidence has been introduced by other scholars who 

reported negative or, at best, inconclusive findings (Hocking & 

Leathers, 1980). 

Questions have arisen as to the relative abilities of subgroups 

within an experimental sample of subjects to detect deception. Are 

women better at detection than men? Is deceptive communication most 

successful in a face-to-face mode or in an auditory-only mode, e.g., 

over the telephone (Muson, 1982)? Do untrained observers look to the 

face or body as a source of cues of deception (Ekman & Friesen, 1969)? 

Subgroups have been differentiated by sex (McClintock & Hunt, 

1975; Mehrabian, 1971), though the preponderance of research has chosen 

to use single sex subject samples (Ekman & Friesen, 1972; Ekman, Friesen 

& Scherer, 1976; Harrison et al., 1978; Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 1974; 

Kraut, 1978; Streeter, Krauss, Geller, Olsen & Apple, 1977). Some 

scholars had suspected that gender might make a difference; they found 

exactly that. At probability levels of p <.10, women were found to be 

better detectors than men (Maier & Lavrakas, 1976). The reason for this 

difference was argued to be that women are generally better in social 

situations, socio-emotional specialists (Parsons & Bales, 1955), being 

able to spot blatant deceptions easily. However, as the cues became 

more covert (and away from the face) statistically significant findings 

have demonstrated that women lose their superiority in picking out 



deceivers as men gain the advantage (Hall, 1978; Rosenthal & DePaulo, 

1979). 
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Additional research has raised questions about other important 

variables in the deception setting. Manipulations have been introduced 

for levels of motivation, finding that the more motivated an actor is to 

lie, the easier s/he will be to be detected (Gustafson & Orne, 1963). 

By elevating the levels of perceived consequences for failure to 

successfully deceive one another, some'subjects have experienced 

increases in physiological response (Gustafson & Orne, 1963; see Davis, 

1961 for a review of punishment theory). Such perceived consequences 

have included monetary gain and physical punishment. Some scholars have 

insisted upon the use of negative consequences to induce deception 

(Podlesny & Raskin, 1977). Other motivational techniques have included 

payment to observers for successful detection of ongoing deception 

(Berrien & Huntington, 1943; Davidson, 1968) and promises of job 

promotion to participating actors (Hocking, 1977). 

Other manipulated variables have included awareness of the 

actual experimental situation (Orne, 1962), demand characteristics 

(Gustafson & Orne, 1965; Rosenthal, 1963), status (Maier & Lavrakas, 

1976; Patterson, 1974), self-monitoring (Geizer, Rarick & Soldow, 1975; 

Krauss, Geller & Olsen, 1976), suspiciousness (Baskett & Freedle, 1974; 

Zuckerman, Speigel, DePaulo & Rosenthal, 1979), confidence in judgments 

(see Zuckerman, DePaulo & Rosenthal, 1981 for a review of six studies), 

introversion (Mehrabian, 1971) and Machiavellianism (Christie & Geis, 

1970; DePaulo & Rosenthal, 1979; Exline, Thibaut, Hickey & Gumpert, 

1970; Littlepage & Pineault, 1981). These detection of deception 
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studies have focused on the accuracy rates of given subgroups, comparing 

those rates with the aforementioned variables, e.g., those observers 

scoring high on the Christie & Geis (1970) scale for Machiavellianism 

(skill at manipulating others) do not experience significantly better 

accuracy of detection rates than those who score low (DePaulo & 

Rosenthal, 1979; Krauss, Geller & Olsen, 1976). 

But what reasons do untrained observers use to justify their 

decisions? What cues do they identify as important in their 

judgment-making process? 

Whatever their stated rationale might be, a growing body of 

research suggests that it will be unrelated to an accurate judgment of 

deception. Accuracy, as used here, is defined as that which is in line 

with the actual case. But who determines the nature of the actual case? 

Researchers employing deception methodologies typically rely on actors 

to tell the truth and then to lie (or vice versa). Having noted the 

order, these experimenters then correlate audience assessments with each 

episode. Those observers who judged that the actor was lying when, in 

fact, he was lying are deemed accurate in their judgment or in line with 

the actual case. It seems that untrained observers are accurate at 

picking out the deceiver from the nondeceiver (at slightly above chance 

levels), but they are not correct in explaining why (DePaulo & 

Rosenthal, 1979). Krauss and his colleagues (1976) reported results 

where observers accurately selected liar from truth-teller, but 

identified cues that prior research has found unrelated to deceptive 

communication. Some studies have found that untrained observers rely on 

some of the cues consistent with past research and other cues which are 
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inconsistent (Kraut, 1978). One study found that observers inferred a 

"freely-held opinion" from an actor in a no-choice situation (Jones & 

Harris, 1967). Whether reasonable or not, some research has gone so far 

as to doubt the capacity of observers to identify which cues they had 

relied upon. They reported that a discrepancy was uncovered between 

what untrained observers say they used as tip-offs to deception and what 

they actually used (Baskett & Freedle, 1974; Krauss et al., 1976; 

Kraut, 1978). Maier & Janzen (1967) argue that judgments of deception 

by untrained observers have been based on impressionistic or intuitive 

grounds, rather than specific behaviors. Observers use impressions 

rather than logic, they suggest. The process of judgment-making is 

deemed to be incoherent. Are observers left to rely on their intuitions 

when accurately predicting deception? By what process do observers 

arrive at judgments of ongoing deception? Sometimes the reasoning 

process is reversed, with the creation of a reason following the making 

of a judgment (Maier & Janzen, 1967). Additionally, the most accurate 

and the least accurate judges tend to use the same reason for arriving 

at their judgments, invalidating any claim that accurate observers use 

the "right" reasons (Maier & Janzen, 1967). 

Although behaviors are always difficult to definitively explain, 

many scholars have urged that deceptive, in fact all, communication is 

rule-governed (Birdwhistle, 1970; Cushman, 1972; Duncan & Fiske, 1972). 

The question here is: what rules operate in deceptive communicative 

contexts that might gUide the judgment-making process of the 
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deceptive communication? 
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It is fundamental that deceptive communication, by definition, 

operates against the Linguistic Presumption (Bach & Harnish, 1982) or 

presumption of truth-telling. Generally, it is argued, social behavior 

operates from this premise of truthfulness. "Social interaction often 

proceeds most smoothly when people express and confront only clear and 

intentionally communicated cues" (DePaulo, Zuckerman & Rosenthal, 1980). 

The very assumption of truthfulness has been argued to be "basic" (Knapp 

& Comadena, 1979). To be able and willing to believe others is 

"fundamental in the development of interpersonal relations" (Bauchner, 

Brandt & Miller, 1977). According to social psychologists such as Mead 

(1934), Goffman (1959) and Turner (1968), "we continually play roles and 

manage impressions of ourselves that we give off." They have suggested 

that '~e continually strive to give the impression that we are acting 

consistently with the expectations associated with the positions we 

occupy" (Kraut, 1978). The position held is that most actors sincerely 

believe in the roles they play, incorporating them into their identities 

and most audiences believe that the actors are what they portray (Jones 

& Nisbett, 1971). Social interaction occurs mainly in this mode 

(Goffman, 1959). "Even if we are suspicious about the performance of a 

role partner, at least for the duration of a social interaction, we act 

as if we believe" (Kraut, 1978). 

However, in the special case of attempts at deception, this 

presumption is violated; social interaction conforms to different norms. 

As Kraut (1978) makes clear: "occasionally, social behavior operates in 
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an antagonistic or sparring mode. In this case, the interaction 

resembles a contest in which the actor tries to present himself in one 

way and the audience tries to see through this presentation. 

Presidential debates, job and psychiatric interviews, labor-management 

negotiation sessions, first dates, defense testimony and police 

interrogations are often performed in: the sparring mode." Of the 

communication events that take place in the sparring mode at least two, 

job interviews and police interrogations, have been the object of a 

considerable amount of deception experimentation. To advance our 

knowledge, a test of the function of deceptive communication in another 

context of the sparring mode, the labor-management negotiation session, 

seems appropriate and necessary. 

What, then, are the rules that govern social interaction and 

more precisely communicative behaviors in the sparring mode? Social 

psychologists have suggested two general rules that untrained observers 

may use in the judgment-making process about deception--seeing through 

communicative presentations and "sorting facade from reality" (Kraut, 

1978). The first is termed the ulterior motive rule, a variant of 

Kelley's discounting rule (Kelley, 1971). According to the latter rule, 

"one should discount an actor's behavior as being reflective of his true 

nature to the extent that the behavior furthers the actor's short-term 

interests" (Kraut, 1978). In a simulated job interview experiment, 

social psychologists demonstrated that untrained observers actually use 

this rule (Jones, Davis & Gergen, 1961). Other scholars have presented 

evidence consistent with the ulterior motive rule (Frankel & Morris, 
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1976; Jones & Wortman, 1973; Walster, Aronson & Abrahams, 1966). Simply 

put: "self-serving behavior is believed less" (Kraut, 1978). 

The second major rule that untrained observers might use to pick 

out deceivers from truth-tellers is the controllability rule. According 

to this rule, "one should believe most in those aspects of a 

communicator's performance that the person is least able to deliberately 

and consciously control" (Goffman, 1959). Stated differently, "if one 

cannot control it, one cannot fake it" (Kraut, 1978). An observer whose 

task it is to discern truth from lying consistently looks to the 

difficult-to-control behaviors. "Freud and others used the 

controllability rule by investigating such difficult-to-control 

behaviors as dream accounts, associations, forgettings and slips of the 

tongue. Today, police investigators use the Galvanic Skin Response 

(GSR) to measure physiological changes during deception" (Kraut, 1978). 

Other relatively uncontrollable physiological behaviors are monitored by 

mechanized lie detectors and technically less sophisticated 

interrogators have used simi liar techniques for centuries (Lykken, 

1974). The controllability rule, although of great interest, will not 

be explicitly tested in this experiment. Instead, attention will focus 

upon the utility of the ulterior motive rule to naive observers in 

judgment-making about communicative behaviors committed during a 

labor-management negotiation session. 

It should be noted that the present study is not a classic 

detectioli uf deception experiment. Instead, observers here are asked to 

make judgments about a potentially deceptive communication event and 
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their belief-states are assessed. It is not the intention of the 

research to correlate observers' judgments with any external standard of 

truth or to correlate those judgments with known behavioral cues. No 

attempt will be made to correlate observers' judgments of deception with 

actual deception, producing accuracy rates. The present study seeks to 

examine the process of human judgment-making about deceptive 

communicative acts. Although few in number, studies of this type have 

been attempted with findings showing some interesting consistencies 

(Baskett & Freedle, 1974; Harrison et al., 1978; Krauss, Geller & 

Olsen, 1976; Kraut, 1978). This approach, although not entirely novel, 

attempts to focus attention on those cognitive states experienced by 

humans when making judgments of deception. Considering that the weight 

of the evidence demonstrates that humans cannot accurately or reliably 

identify the cues that tipped them off, the present study only 

investigates the cognitive states of observers as they participate in 

the process of judgment-making. No query is made into what tipped them 

off--this study only asks what they believed at the moment they judged a 

communicative act to be deceptive. 

The question arises: if observers can't formulate or articulate 

their reasoning processes, how can they translate their presently-held 

beliefs onto paper, i.e., the questionnaire? Much has been written on 

the genuine inability of observers to accurately report what they know 

or believe (Kelman, 1967). Some theorists suggest that observers are 

not capable of accessing their own cognitive processes (Nisbett & 

Wilson, 1977). These researchers have argued that people may have 

"little or no direct introspective access to complex mental processes 
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such as those involved in judgment and decision-making" (Nisbett & 

Wilson, 1977). Because of the complexity in assessing the mental states 

of the observers, most researchers have sought behavioral indices of 

deception (Knapp & Comadena, 1979). Subject self-reports are sometimes 

suspe~t as accurate explanations for observable behavior (Nisbett & 

Bellows, 1977; Nisbett & Wilson, 1977), although Smith and Miller (1978) 

have challenged the data upon which some of the criticism was based 

(Knapp & Comadena, 1979). A tradition of research in psychology exists 

between the opposing viewpoints. Hample (1984) has reviewed both 

positions coming down in favor of the conclusions reached by those who 

would defend the careful use of self-reports in modern-day research. 

He and others conclude that "verbal reports, elicited with care and 

interpreted with full understanding of the circumstances under which 

they were obtained, are a valuable and thoroughly reliable source of 

information about cognitive processes" (Ericcson & Simon, 1980). 

Verbal (or written) report of mental process remains a fundamental tool 

available to researchers. Rating scales have been used historically in 

the investigation of cognitive phenomena (Guilford, 1936; Monroe, 1945; 

Norvelle, 1947). Such scales have been used in the judging of speech 

performances (Penland, 1946). Simple scales, as those employed in this 

study have been found to be more accurate (Thompson, 1944). Long ago, 

scholars established the validity and reliability of using simple rating 

scales to evaluate communicative phenomena. Today, social psychologists 

routinely ask the subjects in their experiments why they behaved, chose 

or evaluated as they did (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977). Verbal and written 
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cornerstone of the vast majority of social science research. 

Three Indices of the Deception Phenomenon 
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Investigations of deceptive behavior, according to the two 

perspectives just reviewed, have resulted in the creation of tools for 

measurement of that behavior. Social scientists have avoided the 

problem inherent in assessing mental states by turning to an inspection 

of human behavior patterns. Mental states are "much too difficult" to 

assess, they argue (Knapp & Comadena, 1979). Even verbal content cues 

have generally been avoided in favor of the observable nonverbal cues 

(Kraut, 1978). Three (3) major indices of deceptive communicative acts 

have been constructed to measure the incidence of deception and to 

establish procedures for "accurate" detection. 

The Physiological Index 

Physiological measures have been developed to register the 

changes most frequently associated with lying behavior (Day & Rourke, 

1974; Lykken, 1974, 1979; Orne, Thackray & Paskewitz, 1972; Podlesny & 

Raskin, 1977). With few exceptions, research on lie detection has 

assumed that uncontrollable behavior reveals the truth about a potential 

liar. For the most part, "investigation has focused on the subjects and 

the ways in which their uncontrollable behavior might accurately reflect 

their internal states" (Kraut, 1978). A substantial amount of research 

in psychophysiology has tried to establish the accuracy of the polygraph 

and other mechanical lie detection techniques (see Lykken, 1974 for a 
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review). "Assuming that lying is more stressful than truth-telling 

because of the difficulty of the task, the guilt associated with 

attempting deception, the fear of being found out (Davis, 1961) or the 

knowledge of secret information (Lykken, 1974), a polygraph should be 

able to measure the physiological concomitants of stress" (Kraut, 1978). 

Other studies indicate that the chief assumption of the polygraph is the 

link between lying and stress/anxiety (Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 1974; 

Kraut, 1978; Podlesny & Raskin, 1977). This link has not gone 

unchallenged (Lykken, 1979), with the extraneous variable of 

experimenter (polygraphist) influence providing a competing 

explanation for any statistical difference. In one study, the 

experimenter influence variable was purported to be of greater 

significance to the final outcome than any deception-induced anxieties 

(Lykken, 1975). Another study reports actual accuracy rates of the 

polygraph to range between 64% and 70% (Lykken, 1979), with supporters 

of the device claiming accuracy rates as high as 96% (Raskin, 1975). 

Further research demonstrates the caution necessary when evaluating 

accuracy rates for the polygraph. In one experiment's methodology, "if 

the 'nonconclusives' (no clear judgment right or wrong) were excluded, 

accuracy rates soared to 81%; when the 'inconclusives' were calculated 

into the actual rates accuracy dipped to 53%" (Barland & Raskin, 1975). 

Physiological detection of deception is an ancient practice dating 

from 300 B.C. (Trovillo, 1939). The polygraph machine was first 

introduced in 1897 (Lee, 1953). Recent research is inconclusive about 

any demonstrable ability to distill truth from the bio-chemical 

processes of the subject being interrogated (Barland & Raskin, 1973, 
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1975; Orne, Thackray & Paskewitz, 1972; Trovillo, 1942). Some problems 

lie in the scoring techniques used by examiners (Barland & Raskin, 1975; 

Raskin, 1975); other problems lie with the type of questions asked 

during the interrogation. The specific tests in controversy are the 

guilty-knowledge test (Davidson, 1968; Lykken, 1959, 1960, 1974), the 

relevant-irrelevant que~tion test (Lykken, 1974; Reid & Inbau, 1966; 

Thackray & Orne, 1968), and the critical-control question test 

(Backster, 1962; Barland & Raskin, 1973, 1975; Lykken, 11974; Orne et 

al., 1972; Raskin, 1975; Reid & Inbau, 1966). General iPoints of 

controversy include the lack of any specific pattern of physiological 

activity reliably associated with deception, differenc s in arousal 

value of the stimuli, attentional responses created by differences in 

stimuli characteristics, information processing requirements (Duffy, 

1972; Lynn, 1966; Raskin, 1975), habituation of responses with stimulus 

repetition (Raskin, 1973), individual differences in tonic and phasic 

activity and the inherent variability of physiological data obtained 

from the intact, awake subject (Greenfield & Sternbach, 1977; Raskin, 

1973; Sternbach, 1966). Not all the evidence demonstrating the 

viability of the polygraph has been gathered in police interrogations or 

pre-employment interviews; some data has been collected in the social 

science laboratory (see Barland & Raskin, 1975, for a review; Raskin, 

1975). The major problems posed by using results from the experimental 

setting are two-fold: first, the construction of the experimental 

stimulus and second, the generalizability of such data to the field 

(Lykken, 1974). 
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Until the mid-1970s, the polygraph did not enjoy its present 

popularity in pre-employment interviews. Historically, the polygraph 

had been used exclusively by law enforcement (Lykken, 1974), its 

development motivated by law enforcement needs (Hocking et al., 1979). 

There was no apparent need for corroboration of its accuracy from the 

social science lab. As such confirmation became advisable, the 

difficult task of stimuli construction had to be confronted. This 

problem did not exist in the field. The situations used to portray 

deception included the mock (or espionage) agent paradigm (Thackray & 

Orne, 1968) and the mock crime paradigm (Cutrow, Lucas & Thomas, 1972; 

Ellson, Davis, Saltzman & Burke, 1952; Kubis, 1962; Kugelmass & 

Lieblich, 1968, 1966). Such phony crimes were created as theft (Barland 

& Raskin, 1975) and murder (Davidson, 1968). Earlier this century, a 

story crime paradigm was employed (Burtt, 1921; Landis & Guillette, 

1925) as well as random card selection (Burtt, 1921; Gustafson & Orne, 

1963; Obermann, 1939). In two studies, the personal involvement 

paradigm was used (Cutrow et al., 1972; Lykken, 1960). 

The threat to validity in these experimental contexts is 

greatest when one attempts to extrapolate laboratory findings to the 

field context. Two studies have concluded that the random card paradigm 

has no validity in the field (Kugelmass & Lieblich, 1966; Violante & 

Ross, 1974). If these results are supportable, laboratory answers may 

be unrelated to field context questions. Any experimentally-adduced 

conclusions will generally lack external validity (Barland & Raskin, 

1973; see Podlesny & Raskin, 1977, for a review). Lykken (1979) urges 
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attempted deception. 
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Setting the problem of generalizabilty aside for a moment, the 

central question becomes: how can physiological reactions best be 

measured? Over the last century, the techniques for gauging stress due 

to deception have been refined. There exist ten (10) physiological 

indices of deception. These tools of measurement are at the heart of 

the controversy in the deception literature (Lykken, 1974). 

The first index of deception-induced stress is the level of 

blood pressure. Some research suggests that blood pressure will rise 

under conditions of anxiety produced by the commission of lying 

behaviors (Davis, 1961; Kugelmass & Lieblich, 1968; Posey, Geddes, 

Williams & Moore, 1969; Yankee, 1965). A second index of physiological 

stress is finger pulse amplitude--blood flow to the finger (Cutrow, et 

al., 1972). ElIson et al. (1952) used photophethysmography and Kubis 

(1973) used an oncometer to reach a 73% accuracy rate in picking out 

liars. A third index is probably the most intuitive: heart rate (see 

Raskin, 1975). Significant differences were found when using college 

students as subjects (Cutrow et. a1., 1972; ElIson et al., 1952), with 

opposite results reported when police trainees comprised the 

experimental sample (Kugelmass 1967; Kugelmass & Lieblich, 1968). It is 

argued in the literature that this latter finding offers empirical 

support for the contention that laboratory results can't be generalized 

to the field. A fourth index of physiological reactions due to 

deception-induced stress is electrodermal response. Experimental 

studies indicate that electrodermal (skin) responses are significant in 
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detecting liars under a number of different test paradigms (Barland & 

Raskin, 1975; Burch, 1967; Cutrow et al., 1972; Davidson, 1968; ElIson 

et al., 1952; Gustafson & Orne, 1965, 1964; Kubis, 1962, 1973, 

1974; Kugelmass, 1967; Kugelmass, Lieblich, Ben-Ishai, Opatowski & 

Kaplan, 1968; Lykken, 1959; Raskin, 1975; Thackray & Orne, 1968). 

Reports from the field conclude that electrodermal (skin) tests fail to 

accurately spot the deceiver in the act (Arther, 1971; Lee, 1953; Reid & 

Inbau, 1966). Findings regarding the fifth index, respiration rates, 

are again mixed (Reid & Inbau, 1966; Trovillo, 1939). One plausible 

explanation for the apparent inability to generalize experimental 

results is that the devices used to measure respiration in the 

laboratory and field were different: a mercury strain gauge and a 

pneumograph, respectively. Regarding respiration amplitude, ElIson et 

al. (1952) reported a 77% accuracy rate in detecting lying while Kubis 

(1973) reported the difference in accuracy rates to be only marginal. 

Attempts at measuring the respiratory cycle time (RCT)--the pace of 

breathing--have produced inconsistent findings. Several laboratory 

studies report significant differences in accuracy rates (Barland & 

Raskin, 1975; Cutrow et al., 1972; ElIson et al., 1952) while other 

laboratory findings were negative (Kubis, 1973; Thackray & Orne, 1968). 

Research regarding the sixth index, increased muscle activity, found 

consistently significant differences, with Luria (1932) and ElIson et 

al. (1952) reporting 65-90% accuracy rates. A recently developed index 

of physiological reaction due to deception-induced stress is the 

seventh: stomach palpitations. This index was found to be significantly 

distinct from heartbeat and respiration rates. Used by Israeli police 
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at their airports, the measuring device, a microwave-respiration 

monitor, has been found to be a significant detector of attempted 

deception (Rice, 1978). The eighth index is ocular (eye) behavior; 

which is stereotypically associated with deceivers, e.g., the 

"shifty-eyed" liar. This particular behavior has the benefit of being 

measurable both by machine, i.e., physiological reactions, and by man, 

i.e., nonverbal behaviors. The index reviewed here is exclusively of 

eye behavior measured by machine, although it is plausible that these 

responses could by m'easured by trained coders or untrained observers. 

Cutrow, et. al. (1972) found significant differences in accuracy rates 

by attending exclusively to the blinking of the eyes. Ocular movement 

was measured by attaching electrodes to the outer canthus of each eye 

and at the nasion. Berrien (1942) reported 70% accuracy rates while 

Roessler & Collins (1972) failed to find any significance. Two studies 

have demonstrated that pupillary activity alone makes a significant 

difference in accuracy of detection (Berrien & Huntington, 1943; Hess, 

1965). Other findings made without the assistance of mechanical devices 

will be reported in the next section. A ninth index is brainwave 

scaling. Obermann (1939) reported significant increases in accuracy by 

using data from the electrencephalogram (EEG), while Burch (1967) could 

not replicate the finding. A more common and increasingly popular index 

of physiological reactions due to deception-induced stress is the tenth: 

voice stress. The measuring device, the Psychological Stress Evaluator 

(PSE), developed by Dektor Counter-Intelligence and Security has been 

greeted by scholars with cautious optimism. The voice is affected by 

stress (Hecker, Stevens, Von Bismark & Williams, 1968; Ostwald, 1965) 
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and nervousness (Hocking & Leathers, 1980), producing "microtremors" 

(Lippold, 1971). But is that stress due to attempted deception? 

Despite promising accuracy rates, up to 60% for the Mark II and Hogath 

devices (Barland, 1973; Rice, 1978; Vetter, 1973), some scholars have 

found no such promise (Horvath, 1978) arguing that accuracy rates for 

the PSE are no better than those for the polygraph (Barland, 1975) and 

the same as those for untrained observers--not above chance levels 

(Kubis, 1974). One study suggests that the PSE can be fooled or beaten 

(Corcoran, Lewis & Garver, 1978). 

Measurement of physiological reactions due to deception-induced 

stress is but one of three (3) approaches to detecting deception. The 

two (2) other methods of measurement haven't yet gained the full 

acceptance by the scientific community, although it seems plausible that 

other than physiological measures are viable. 

The Nonverbal Behavior Index 

A second major indexing system used by social scientists to 

investigate the phenomenon of deceptiqn is that of nonverbal cueing. It 

is widely held that certain nonverbal cues tip-off an act of ongoing 

deception (Archer & Akert, 1977; DePaulo, Zuckerman & Rosenthal, 1980; 

Ekman & Friesen, 1967, 1969, 1974; Krauss, Geller & Olsen, 1976). The 

incidence of these nonverbal behaviors are counted by trained coders. 

Some experiments have solicited untrained observers' opinions about what 

nonverbal behaviors occurred during a videotape recording of deceptive 

communication and, further, which of those behaviors were meaningful, 

i.e., cued deception (Dibner, 1956; Mehrabian, 1971). Others have 
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criticized these methods, estimating any findings to be inconclusive at 

best (Hocking & Leathers, 1980). 

Sixteen (16) studies (see DePaulo, Zuckerman & Rosenthal, 1980, 

for a review) have demonstrated that humans can act as lie detec~ors by 

observing nonverbal behaviors, including paralinguistics. In all but 

two (2) of the sixteen studies reported, judges' accuracy was 

significantly better than chance (DePaulo & Rosenthal, 1979; Ekman & 

Friesen, 1974; Fay & Middleton, 1941; Feldman, 1976, 1980; Feldman, 

Devin-Sheehan & Allen, 1978; Feldman, Jenkins & Popoola, 1979; Harrison 

et al., 1978; Kraut, 1978; Littlepage & Pineault, 1978, 1979; Maier, 

1966; Maier & Janzen, 1967; Maier & Thurber, 1968; Matarazzo et al., 

1970; Zuckerman, DeFrank, Larrance & Rosenthal, 1979). On the basis of 

the available evidence in the literature, it is clear that although 

humans are far from infallible in their efforts to diagnos~ attempted 

deception, they are substantially better at the task than what would 

result merely by chance (DePaulo, Zuckerman & Rosenthal, 1980). But 

which behaviors (cues) occur most frequently? Which are most closely 

associated with attempted deception? 

Nonverbal indicants of attempted deception can be classified 

into three (3) major categories: bodily movements (including gestures), 

facial expressions and vocalic cues. Extensive work has been done 

which challenges the ancient stereotype of the shifty-eyed liar 

(Hocking et al., 1979). In their classic work, Ekman and Friesen 

(1969) theorize that deceivers are apt to exercise the most control over 

the face (and eyes) and the least control over the outer extremities, 

such as legs and feet. Also, the face is potentially the most important 
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source of nonverbal information and is most closely watched by 

individuals being deceived. The ability and relative ease of liars to 

manipulate their facial expressions makes such expressions unreliable as 

an index of deception. The body, on the other hand, has been found to 

be a plentiful source of deception cues (Ekman & Friesen, 1969, 1974; 

Ekman, Friesen & Scherer, 1976). Ekman & Friesen (1969) distinguish 

between deception and "leakage" clues. Deception clues, they reasoned, 

functioned to tip-off the observer that deception was underway; leakage 

clues provided information about the nature of the deception itself. 

The present study will review only deception clues: only those nonverbal 

behaviors which indicate to an observer that "something is fishy" 

(DePaulo, Zuckerman & Rosenthal, 1980). Bodily behaviors thought to be 

associated with attempted deception include: increased hand and arm 

movement (Ekman & Friesen, 1969; Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 1974; Kraut, 

1978; Mehrabian, 1971), with some hand gestures reflecting nervousness 

due to deception (Krauss, 1977). Specifically, the use of self-adaptors 

(hand to face; nose scratch) were linked to stress (Ekman & Friesen, 

1969, 1972). Hand shrugs were found to be more frequent and the use of 

illustrators significantly decreased (Ekman & Friesen, 1969, 1972; 

Ekman, Friesen & Scherer, 1976). Some studies reported findings of 

decreased use of the hands and generally less activity among liars 

(Scherer, 1977). Other studies have examined such bodily movements as 

postural shifts during deception (Ekman & Friesen, 1972). 

Facial expressions, as an index of deceptive behavior, have been 

studied in several ways. Some scholars have found that the face 

experiences "micromomentary displays" when attempting deception that 
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are virtually impossible to mask (Bennett, 1978; Haggard & Isaacs, 

1966). Smiling behaviors have been investigated (Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 

1974; Kraut, 1978), reporting that children (Feldman, 1978) as well as 

adults smile less during attempted deception (McClintock & Hunt, 1975). 

Facial affect was studied by Mehrabian (1971). Dispelling the 

stereotype of the shifty-eyed liar has caught the attention of many 

researchers investigating ocular (eye) behavior. Pupillary activity 

(Berrien & Huntington, 1943) and dilation (Clark, 1975) were 

demonstrated to be significantly greater during attempt at deception. 

Other results about eye behavior are inconclusive. Some researchers 

have found less eye contact among liars (Exline et al., 1970) while 

other have found more (Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 1974). Some studies report 

shorter durations of eye contact (Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 1974) while 

others have found that liars look away less often than nondeceivers 

(Hocking, 1977). Still other researchers have found no significant 

differences in eye behaviors (Matarazzo et al., 1970; McClintock & 

Hunt, 1975). It would seem that the research regarding the face and 

eyes as gauges of attempted deception offers mixed findings. 

It is the susceptability to conscious manipulation that most 

clearly differentiates bodily cues, e.g., hand gestures, and facial 

cues, e.g., smiling, from vocalic cues. Recent research has suggested 

that vocalic cues are extremely difficult to consciously control, for at 

least two (2) reasons. First, the uncontrollable heightened anxiety 

which deceivers experience at the time of attempting deception is 

reflected through increased vocal nervousness (Hocking & Leathers, 

1980), an increased amount of non-fluencies (Krauss, 1977) and more 
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speech errors (Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 1974; Mehrabian, 1971). Second, 

the changes in microtremors (Lippold, 1971) detectable by machine are 

not thought to be controllable by the central nervous system (Goodwin, 

1975). In certain stressful situations, such as those associated with 

attempted deception, the autonomic nervous system assumes partial 

control over the voice mechanism. Vocal nervousness (as measured by the 

presence of microtremors) "is not believed to be subject to conscious 

control by the deceiver since the autonomic nervous system controls the 

relevant features of the voice at moments of high stress" (Hocking & 

Leathers, 1980). The vocalic cues, then, should yield a high accuracy 

rate. Caution should be taken, however, whenever observers' judgments 

of vocalic cues are used because of the variability of interpretation 

(Fay & Middleton, 1941; Olechowski, 1967). 

Another set of vocalic cues to attempted deception are the 

paralinguistic features of an utterance. Paralinguistics have been 

investigated according to four (4) logical subcategories: rate, pitch, 

tone and volume (Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 1974; Mehrabian, 1971; Streeter 

et al., 1977). It is commonsensical to think that deception-induced 

stress produces faster speech rates in those attempting deception, yet 

the empirical evidence is inconclusive (Markel, Vargas & Howard, 1972). 

Some studies have indicated that brief replies and long pauses (i.e., an 

irregular pace) led to judgments of attempted deception (Knapp, Hart & 

Dennis, 1974; Krauss, Geller & Olsen, 1976; Kraut, 1978; Mehrabian, 

1971; Motley, 1974) while others have found the opposite (Harrison, et 

al., 1978). Some research has suggested a curvilinear relationship 

between latency and judgments of deception, with very short and very 
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long pauses being tip-offs that deception might be present (Baskett & 

Freedle, 1974; DePaulo, Zuckerman & Rosenthal, 1980). Latencies, as an 

index to attempted deception, have been studied with mixed findings 

(English, 1926; Matarazzo et al., 1970; Fenton, Murray & Bliese, 1979). 

Pitch levels have been discovered to be significantly elevated 

during attempted deception (Alker, 1976;. Streeter et aI, 1977; 

Zuckerman et al., 1981). One study found a "general relationship 

between the amount of stress that a speaker is experiencing and the 

fundamental frequency of his voice" (Hecker, Stevens, VonBismark & 

Williams, 1968). To the extent that this is true, one would expect to 

find higher fundamental frequencies for senders of deceptive messages 

than for truthful ones; indeed, such a difference has been reported 

(Ekman, Friesen & Scherer, 1976). In addition, when the semantic 

content of an utterance is rendered unintelligible, as with filtered 

speech, subjects have relied on pitch cues to discern truth from lie 

(Streeter et al., 1977). Research has been done to assess the 

importance of tone as an auditory cue (DePaulo, Zuckerman & Rosenthal, 

1980; see Scherer, 1977 for a review of 20 studies). Tone has been 

found to be a critical cue, especially when subjects are confronted with 

discrepant messages, e.g., a smile on an angry face (DePaulo & 

Rosenthal, 1979). Mehrabian (1971) studied volume and rate conjointly. 
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Although a substantial number of studies have concluded that 

paralinguistics are important as a cue in the detection of deception and 

in the formation of impressions in human observers, some have'disagreed 

(Maier & Thurber, 1968). Littlepage and Pineault (1981) reported that 

cues generating from the body or verbal content were more useful in 

detecting deceivers than any paralinguistic cues. When comparing groups 

exposed to an audiotape presentation with groups reading a transcript of 

exactly the same dialogue (thereby removing any paralinguistic cue): 

some researchers have found no significant difference between groups as 

to their accurate judgment of attempted deception (Hocking, 1977). 

An allied area of research has utilized nonverbal cues in 

various combinations in an effort to determine which cues or 

communication channels are most useful to an observer. Social 

scientists have developed a method termed "differential channel access" 

(DCA). Researchers have attempted to isolate the channels 'of deceptive 

communication. Most recently, the channels made available to subjects 

have been: 1. video and audio; 2. video only; 3. audio only (via 

audiotape recording) or 4. transcript only (Hocking et al., 1979). 

Other scholars have added a "live" component to the menu of available 

communication channels (Bauchner, Brandt & Miller, 1977). The result 

has been to expose observers to potentially deceptive messages according 

to a single or mUltiple channel(s). Variations of DCA have included a 

type-of-shot variable into the video/audio and the video only modes. 

The type-of-shot variable, introduced by Ekman & Friesen (1969), allowed 

for some observers to have access to the head only/video mode, while 

others have access to the head only but in the Video/audio condition. 
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Modes of presentation, e.g., black & white versus color images, have 

also been manipulated (Hocking et al., 1979). In this way a maximum 

number of channels can be tested. Studies done in this fashion are few, 

but highly illuminating. For example, Hocking et .al. (1979) has found 

no significant difference between accuracy rates for observers watching 

the head and body versus those watching the body only. This finding 

would seem to run c~ntrary to Ekman & Friesen's theory about the locus 

of nonverbal cues. Also, no paralinguistic differences were discerned, 

suggesting that "there were no paralinguistic correlates of lying (i.e., 

higher pitch) which permitted accurate inferences by observers" 

(Hocking et al., 1979). Another study using DCA found that observers 

in the live condition were significantly more accurate in attributing 

truthfulness or deception than observers ill the audio-only condition 

(p <.05) (Bauchner, Brandt & Miller, 1977) •. These studies are important 

efforts to sort out communicative interference by isolating a single 

communication channel for analysis. 

Other research has addressed the difference in the importance of 

nonverbal cues, some using a DCA methodology (Feldman, 1976; Krauss, 

1977; Littlepage & Pineault, 1978; Streeter et al., 1977). Some 

studies have reported that the amount of information uttered or the 

attentional suggestion made by the experimenter are unrelated to 

accuracy rates (DePaulo, Lassiter & Stone, 1982; Depaulo, Rosenthal, 

Eisenstat, Rogers & Finkelstein, 1978; see Zuckerman et al., 1981, for 

a review of 30 studies). One study attempted to maximize the DCA 

approach by using the standard video only condition and an unaware 

actor. The actor was supposed to be speaking over an intercom, with no 
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visual contact whatsoever with the audience. Instead and without his 

awareness, the actor was being videotaped; his voice transmission was an 

experimental ploy. The researchers wanted to avoid any masking of 

visual cues by the actor (Krauss, Geller & Olsen, 1976). 

The Linguistic Index 

The third major measurement device has been termed by its 

pioneers, Knapp, Hart and Dennis, the linguistic index of deception. 

Considerable research has attempted to identify and refine physiological 

and nonverbal indices of deception. By comparison, relatively few 

studies have endeavored to identify and refine linguistic indices of 

deception (Horvath, 1973; Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 1974; Matarazzo et al., 

1970; Motley, 1974; Todd-Mancillas & Kibler, 1979). The linguistic 

index provides for the counting of language behavior: the number of 

words, sentences, reference-types, statement-types, etc. The linguistic 

index as advanced by Knapp, Hart and Dennis is comprised of essentially 

five (5) categories of utterance-types: 1. uncertainty (number of 

different words; confidence ratios); 2. vagueness (number of clear 

references); 3. reticence (total number of words used); 4. dependence 

(number of self-references; self-interest statements) and 5. negative 

affect (number of disparaging statements). The finding was that 

nondeceivers were more certain in their communication, clearer in their 

message construction, less reticent, more independent and lower in 

negative affect. Put in operational terms, "deceivers used fewer 

different words, fewer words generally, fewer past tenses, more absolute 

statements, more references and fewer self-references" (Knapp, Hart & 
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Dennis, 1974). This index was tested for concurrent validity, failing 

the examination on every utterance-type except those grouped under 

reticence, where all operation~l definitions were confirmed as valid 

(Todd-Mancillas & Kibler, 1979). The index designed by Knapp and his 

colleagues created operational definitions of negative affect, for 

example, as: the total number of first person plural pronouns (we, us). 

'~here appears to be nothing inherently hostile, disparaging or negative 

in affect about the words 'we' and 'us,' yet Knapp, Hart and Dennis 

asserted that these were valid indices of negative affect" 

(Todd-Mancillas & Kibler, 1979). Much work needs to be done to devise a 

reliable and valid linguistic index of deceptive utterances. An 

attractive feature of obtaining such a measure would be the relative 

ease with which it could discern deceptive talk. The TEXAN computer 

program (Knapp, Hart & Dennis, 1974) or the Short Payne computer program 

(Payne, 1973) can be used to calculate word, sentence, reference or 

statement-type totals (or any other feature of a linguistic index) in a 

matter of moments. Although the validity of mere word totals as a 

signal of deceptive communication needs exploration, this avenue of 

detection-of-deception research holds promise. 

A Cognitive Index of Deceptive Communicative Acts 

The counting of verbal and nonverbal behaviors, just discussed, 

has become popular because of the relative ease and accuracy afforded. 

A cognitive index of deceptive communication might share these merits. 

This study would put in place a fourth index of attempted (and 

successful) deception: a configuration of beliefs scale. Nonverbal 
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indices have been demonstrated to be legitimate when a certain set of 

nonverbal behaviors were committed and such a set of behaviors has been 

closely associated with a prediction of successful deception, as judged 

by trained coders or untrained observers. If this logic is valid, then 

the introduction of a cognitive index (of belief-states) need only meet 

the same requirement. A cognitive index could be demonstrated to be 

legitimate when a certain set of beliefs are judged to be in-place and 

such a set of beliefs has been closely associated with1a prediction of 

successful deception, as judged by untrained observers~ The present 

study will attempt to provide the logical and empirical support for the 

I integration and use of a cognitive index. 

The appeal of such a measurement tool is that tt would be 

sensitive to different contexts. Despite the inconsistencies of the 

findings in the literature, one conclusion remains cle~r: deceptive 

communicative acts must be judged in reference to the context in which 

they were uttered. The place of issuance, the perceived roles of the 

communicators (Gustafson & Orne, 1965; Kraut, 1978) and the relationship 

of speaker to hearer, e.g., child to parent (Knapp & Comadena, 1979) are 

all important elements of context. Structural features, e.g., the 

degree of formality of the occasion, the number of participants in the 

communicative event, need to be considered as a part of context. By 

definition, the deceptive context "refers to the total set of 

circumstances surrounding a person's possible deception" (Podlesny & 

Raskin, 1977). It would be a mistake to attempt to find certain 

physiological, nonverbal, linguistic or cognitive measures that are 

appropriate across all deceptive contexts (Knapp & Comadena, 1979). 
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For example, it is "unlikely that any behavior is invariably perceived" 

as a signal to deception (Kraut, 1978). Instead, the literature 

suggests that deceptive communication needs to be judged as it occurs in 

different contexts. "Because deception cues, verbal and nonverbal, can 

be caused by many stressors other than lying, they need a context to be 

interpretable" (Kraut, 1978). What accounts exist of dec~ptive 

communication sensitive to context? What studies have been done of 

different deceptive communications as per context? As D~paulo, 

Zuckerman and Rosenthal (1980) point out: "we cannot review these 

research findings, because for the most part they don't exist." 

The available research suggests that truth and lies alike are 

context-bound (Bonhoeffer, 1965; Morris, 1977; Newman, 1976). 

Physiological measures, e.g., the polygraph, may fail to detect 

deception because the stress supposedly induced by making a deceptive 

utterance is actually due other situational causes, e.g., the presence 

of the interrogating officer. Nonverbal indices are potentially 

misleading because they assume that observers interpret and rate 

nonverbal cues identically. In fact, the literature has found that 

nonverbal behavior is interpreted within the context so that the same 

expression can signal deception or honesty, depending on what the 

observer expects (DePaulo, Zuckerman & Rosenthal, 1980; Kraut, 1978). 

Linguistic measures suffer from a similiar weakness. Ambiguity, or 

vagueness for Knapp and his colleagues, may indicate mere rhetorical 

imprecision or outright deception, depending on the context (Orr & 

Burkins, 1976; William & Goss, 1975). Truthful utterances that are 

indirect (Nofsinger, 1976) or nonliteral (Bach & Harnish, 1982) could be 
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judged as deceptive. This is equally true for euphemisms or 

exaggerations (Newman, 1976). A cognitive index has the benefit of not 

asking observers to look for cues signaling deception. Instead, the 

belief-states of the participants in the communication event being 

observed are assessed. A scaling of what observers thought happened, as 

opposed to what actually did happen, would provide a useful measurement 

of observers' impressions. If Knapp and others are right that 

observers' impressions are more important in the judgment-making process 

than any actual behavioral event, the discipline needs a tool that can 

effectively gauge such impressions. 

Certain to be a part of these impressions is the information 

afforded by the communicative situation. Context cues can tell an 

observer if deception would be permissible (or even anticipated). In 

the context of labor-management negotiation sessions, the nature of just 

what 'counts as' deceptive communication dii"fers from everyday 

discourse. The rules change. What are the special dynamics of this 

unique communication event? How is communication governed? "Deception, 

like other communications, is mutually negotiated. Deceit may be known 

by both parties to be an acceptable rule of the game and participants 

simply try to see who can out-con the other. A variation on this 

changing of the rules is the acceptance of unmarked police cars" (Knapp 

& Comadena, 1979). Simply put: is it a deceptive act if both parties 

expect deception to take place? This question is left unanswered by 

Knapp and Comadena and by the vast majority of social science research 

on deception. 



CHAPTER 3 

THE METHOD OF THE EXPERIMENT 

Sampling and Assignment Techniques 

Subjects were acquired from the population of all Spring 1984 

Speech Communication 112 (Introduction to Organizational Communication) 

students at the University of Arizona. Subjects volunteered for the 

study, with three (3) extra credit points being awarded for their 

participation. The extra credit points offered and awarded accounted 

for 1.5% of the maximum points possible for the course. The possible 

biasing effects of volunteering were considered, but the literature 

reviewed has suggested that volunteering biases may not be that great. 

"Neither logical considerations nor the empirical evidence seems to 

warrant much concern about the volunteer issue" (Kruglanski, 1973). 

Volunteering could have, under certain circumstances, "embodied a 

psychologically pertinent variable and thus effected a considerable 

variance on the dependent variable. But so could almost any aspect of 

the experimental setting. The evidence thus far fails to support the 

contention that volunteer status is of particular importance and that it 

pervasively biases the results of ..• research" (Kruglanski, 1973). What, 

then, is the importance of any volunteering effect to the present study? 

Kruglanski (1973) has suggested that bias due to volunteering must be 

shown to have a direct interaction with the dependent variable. The 

motivation provided by awarding extra credit bore no reasonable relation 
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to the nature of the study or its dependent variable. When the 

volunteering effect has been found to be important, it has been in other 

experimental contexts, e.g., opinion change (Rosnow & Suls, 1970) and 

verbal operant conditioning research (Goldstein, Rosnow, Goodstadt & 

Suls, 1972). 

Subjects (i.e., untrained observers) were randomly assigned to 

eight (8) experimental treatment conditions via their information 

packets. The packets were simply shuffled upon presentation to the 

subjects. It was believed that mere shuffling would create random 

assignment equivalent to using a table of random numbers. 

Procedures and Instrumentality 

As students were entering the hall, they received a single sheet 

of gold paper (Appendix G). On this page were the preliminary 

instructions (to sit down and quiet themselves) as well as a list of 

five (5) statements to react to (the list of covariates). Responses to 

the covariates were measured according to a 7-point Likert-type scale. 

The final instruction was to turn the gold sheet over, signaling the 

researcher when all subjects had finished. 

Upon completion, subjects were presented with a packet of 

information (inductions). The first page was a cover sheet explaining 

the purpose of the study as an attempt for audiences to derive TRUE 

attitudes on the basis of very limited information. The second page was 

Background Information on the negotiation sessions and each of the chief 

negotiators. These were the actual manipulations. This information was 

the basis for establishing what the HEARER believed in the 



labor-management negotiation session. For example, one packet's 

information suggested to the subject that: the HEARER believes the 

SPEAKER intends to deceive AND the HEARER believes the 

propositional content of the SPEAKER'S utterance AND the HEARER 

believes that the SPEAKER was sincere. Each of the three (3) 
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variables had two levels (2 X 2 X 2 Factorial design), so that eight (8) 

inductions in total were used. The inductions for both levels of each 

of the three (3) variables are appended (Appendix B). 

Creation of the three (3) independent variables was accomplished 

utilizing certain key (or flag) sentences within the Background 

Information. The intent variable was created by indicating to some 

observers that "the speaker prepared his comments carefully so as to not 

give away the union's final bargaining position. In his words, he 

didn't 'want to play the trump card' until the proper time" (had intent 

to deceive). The remaining subjects were informed that "the speaker 

placed a premium on being direct and 'getting to the point' in the 

negotiation process. In his words, he wasn't interested in playing the 

game" (no intent to deceive). This Background Information served to 

differentially instruct a set of observers of the speaker's intent to 

deceive, considered in the literature to be a prerequisite for 

successful deception (Chisholm & Feehan, 1977). Other parts of the 

Background Information served indirectly to tell the observers about the 

HEARER'S awareness of this intention. This rather indirect method was 

chosen because of the primary importance of an audience's ability to 

differentially recognize the intent to deceive in a SPEAKER. The 

content variable was created by indicating to some subjects that "future 
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profits (for the Company) would be excessive" (had belief of content). 

The remaining subjects were informed that "future profits (for the 

Company) \vould be marginaL .. " (no belief of content). The sincerity 

variable was created by indicating to some subjects that "(the HEARER) 

sensed that, whatever the case, (the SPEAKER) fervently believed in the 

union position. He (the SPEAKER) exhibited an intense and sincere 

belief in what he was saying. Whether true or not ••• (the SPEAKER) 

believed in his side of the issue" (was sincere). The remaining 

subjects read Background Information stipulating that "(the HEARER) 

sensed that, whatever the case, (the SPEAKER) lacked a belief in the 

union position. He (the SPEAKER) never exhibited an intense or sincere 

belief in what he was saying. Whether true or not, (the SPEAKER) didn't 

believe in his side of the issue" (not sincere). 

A union leader was chosen as the SPEAKER because of untrained 

observers' skill in spotting deception in union leaders generally. In 

one study comparing deceptive advertising with other important public 

communications, "respondents rated their own ability to see through 

advertising messages as surpassed only by their ability to detect 

deception attempts by union leaders" (Carlile & Leonard, 1982; Young & 

Rubicam, 1977). The union leader role is a good candidate for study of 

what observers perceive to be a liar's motives, especially the ulterior 

motive rule as a tip-off to deceptive communication. Scholars have 

found that "less than a third of the reasons thought to underlie 

deception had to do with efforts to benefit the members of the union 

(e.g., building the union, enhancing union earnings or status or some 

other legitimate goal of an organization's leadership). Examples of 
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deviant activity--personal gain in the forms of power and money, 

criminal activities or general dishonesty--were the most 

frequently-cited reasons for deceptive union messages (Young & Rubicam, 

1977). A union leader, then, could plausibly make a deceptive utterance 

and untrained observers could reasonably be able to believe it. If the 

Pope attem~ted deception, observers might find some way of 

disassociating the source or re-defining the act. But if a union leader 

uttered what appeared to be a deceptive statement, observers can easily 

accept it as just that. 

After the packets were distributed and read, subjects listened 

to an audiotape recording of a short speech arguing for a salary 

increase for the workers of the Boeing Company, Inc. in Seattle, 

Washington by the chief negotiator for the Union. The reason an 

audiotape was used in preference to a videotape was the relative ease of 

controlling random nonverbal behaviors, interpreted differently by each 

observer (DePaulo, Zuckerman & Rosenthal, 1980; Kraut, 1978). Scholars 

have found audiotapes more reliable in judging deception than videotapes 

(Hocking, et. al., 1979). Others have supported the general validity of 

using audiotape (Maier & Janzen, 1967, Maier & Lavrakas, 1976), although 

others have questioned such validity (Bauchner, Brandt & Miller, 1977). 

In a differential access study, Hocking et. al. (1979) found that of all 

possible communication channels, the audio-only condition (via tape 

recording) was the most accurate in picking out deceivers. Muson (1982) 

asked one set of subjects to attend most closely to the paralinguistic 

features of a speaker's performance in an audio-only condition 

(telephone), finding their reports to be the most accurate. 
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The audiotape recording was constructed with the assistance of 

William F. Strong -serving as the SPEAKER. He was selected because of 

his past experience in Radio-TV (B.A., 1977, Abilene-Christian 

University, Abilene, Texas) and his present interests in empirical 

research. Mr. Strong is a Doctoral student at the University of 

Arizona; as he has never taught a Speech 112 class, the risk of observer 

familiarity was low. The content of the speech actually read is 

appended (Appendix C). 

Upon conclusion of the audiotape presentation, subjects were 

directed to complete the packet before them. No oral instructions were 

given by the experimenter; all instructions were contained in the 

packet. The remainder of the packet consisted of three parts. Part A 

was a dichotomous manipulation check of SPEAKER and HEARER roles and the 

three independent variables, including a 'confidence in judgment' item 

utilizing a 5-point Likert-type scale (Appendix D). A manipulation 

check, as used here, was simply an instrument by which subjects could 

record their recall of the manipulated Background Information, whether 

they remembered certain key (or flag) sentences representing the 

independent variables. Part B was a standard 7-point semantic 

differential scaling of two identical sets of 10 bi-polar adjective 

subscales--the SPEAKER and HEARER profiles (Appendix E). Part C was a 

10-item questionnaire, employing a 7-point Likert-type (strongly 

agree-strongly disagree) interval scale. Items 1 and 2 concerned 

SPEAKER beliefs. Item 2 dealt with the motives a SPEAKER might have 

when making an utterance. Items 3 and 4 were dummy questions. Items 5 

through 8 constituted the interval level manipulation checks. Again, 



the manipulation check simply gauged recall of the Background 

Information. Item 9 was the dependent variable, "In your best 
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judgment, the SPEAKER would be successful in deceiving the ••• (HEARER)." 

Item 10 was the 'confidence in judgment predicting successful deception' 

question (Appendix F). 

Upon completion of the questionnaire subjects turned the entire 

packet over (as per written instructions). This signaled the 

experimenter when all subjects were finished. Only at this point were 

subjects allowed to move out their chairs or to converse. The subjects 

were thanked, advised how to secure their extra credit and escorted out 

of the hall. No other debriefing was deemed necessary. Packets, 

together with the gold covariates sheet, were collected and made ready 

for coding and analysis. 

The data was coded by the experimenter using IBM GX28-7327-6U/M 

050 FORTRAN coding forms. The 'strongly agree' pole of the Likert-type 

scale was assigned a value of seven (7). The only 5-point scale was 

used for the 'confidence in judgment about the (dichotomous) 

manipulation checks' item, with the 'very confident' pole given a value 

of five (5). Semantic differential scales were assigned values using 

the method devised by Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum (1957). Dichotomous 

variables were accorded values of one (1) and two (2). All variables 

(including non-scaled items, e.g., subject's major) except 'age of 

subject' were given at least one open category value, typically referred 

to as 'else' or 'other.' In every case the open category value was one 

whole integer greater than the last value of relevance to the study. 

The semantic differential variables included a 'between spaces' value as 



65 

eight (8), followed by the open category value as nine (9). The open 

category values were created primarily to handle omissions or 

uninterpretable responses to the instrument. This method also provided 

the researcher with important information about which items were 

considered irrelevant or unclear by the subjects. 

Coded responses to the instrument were, in turn, keypunched onto 

80 column general purpose IBM standard form cards (DD-W21311), using the 

IBM 029 Keypunch machine. Each card represented one (1) case (one 

subject's report), with 199 cases total. The data was entered in such a 

fashion as to promote flexibility of subject classification. For 

example, one variable (VI) represented the subjects as arranged into 

treatments via their original experimental manipulations (coded 

EXPM). Another variable (V54) defined the subjects' status according to 

their responses to the dichotomous manipulation checks (coded DICH). 

A third set of variables (V61, V63, V64) arranged subjects into 

treatments as per their responses to the interval manipulation 

checks (coded INTV). Considering the lengthy discussion in the 

literature regarding the difficulty of assessing mental states (Knapp, 

Hart & Dennis, 1974) and of relying on self-reports of subjects' 

cognitive processes (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977), these three distinct 

methods of subgroup classification were chosen. 

With the data cards punched, the experimenter wrote a 220-card 

control deck in a fixed field format providing for 67 variables, 

thirteen (13) of which were transformations from the original data. 

Transformations were used to dimension and dichotomize the independent 

variables. Subjects' responses were entered respecting their individual 



treatment conditions. The transformations allowed the data to be 

collapsed for analysis. Missing values were assigned a value of 

zero (0) and were excluded from the analysis (listwise deletion). 

Twenty-eight (28) IF statements and one (1) recode card were used to 

accomplish the transformations. 
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The computer program used for this study was the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (S.P.S.S.), Version 8.3.0 developed and 

updated by Iowa State University. This program provided all the desired 

statistical models (detailed below). An NOS/BE operating system, with 

the University of Arizona Cyber 175, was utilized for data calculations. 

IBM Model 405 High Speed Card Readers and Printronix 600 CAP print 

facilities were available at the University of Arizona Computer Center. 

Funds to complete the computations were provided through a Departmental 

account. 

Delineation of the Methods of Analysis of the Data 

It should be remembered that this was not a study in observers' 

actual accuracy in spotting deception. Instead, what was under 

investigation was the process of deception judgment-making by untrained 

observers. Therefore, no statistical method was introduced to correlate 

observers' judgments with actual deception. Rather, statistical methods 

will be elaborated in this section which were used to analyze the 

conditions necessary for an untrained observer to claim deception. 

Because combinations of conditions for judgments of successful 

deception were under study here, the most appropriate analytic tool was 

a three-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), adjusting for each of the four 
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(4) covariates. Subprogram ONE-WAY analysis of variance, including 

Scheffe's test handling unequal cell size and Bartlett's test for 

homogeneity, was used to determine the importance of the difference of 

the means for each experimental cell. One-way analyses of variance 

(ANOVA) were performed on the single variables of confidence in judgment 

predicting successful deception, verbal content cue and sex of subject. 

All independent variables (except sex of subject) were transformed into 

dichotomies, e.g., was sincere/not sincere, eliminating the neutral and 

open category values from the analysis. Having established reliability 

of the semantic differential scales by using split-half and alpha tests, 

factor analyses were carried out on those sets of variables constituting 

the SPEAKER and HEARER profile scales. No attempt was made to 

differentiate between experimental treatment groups. All observers were 

taken together for analysis. The question here was not what do those 

who judge deception think a deceiver looks like. Instead, the question, 

more broadly put, was what does an audience think of a union leader as 

spokesman and negotiator? What general characteristics were perceived 

by an audience listening to a union leader's negotiation plea? 

Following the S.P.S.S. default procedure for factor analysis, a Varimax 

rotation was employed with Kaiser normalization. 



CHAPTER 4 

THE RESULTS FROM THE EXPERIMENT 

Three-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) using the Dependent 
Variable Across Classification Methods, 

including Covariates 

The first ANOVA was performed on the dependent variable 

(prediction of successful deception) using the subject classification 

technique EXPM (as experimentally manipulated). Subjects' scores on the 

dependent measure were statistically evaluated across each level of the 

manipulated treatment conditions (intent, content and sincerity). 

Covariates were introduced to adjust for any unique differences that 

subjects might bring in with them. For the EXPM groupings, only one 

main effect was significant: the belief of content condition produced a 

significant difference between levels (F=13.93l, p <.001). In other 

words, members of the had belief of content subgroup were significantly 

more likely to to predict successful ~eception than those observers in 

the no belief of content subgroup. The other two variables failed to 

distinguish one level from its companion level; intent (F=2.982, 

p <.086); sincerity (F=1.48, p <.225). None of the covariates reached 

significance and no interactions were experienced between variables. In 

sum, for the EXPM classification method, only the belief of content 

condition generated significantly different scores on the dependent 

measure. 

68 



Table 1. THREE-WAY ANOVA ON THE GROUPS AS EXPERIMENTALLY MANIPULATED 

V52 
BY V55 

V56 
V57 

WITH V13 
V14 
V15 
V16 

Analysis of Variance 

DECEPTION WOULD SUCCEED IN THIS CONTEXT 
THE INTENT VARIABLE 
THE CONTENT VARIABLE 
THE SINCERITY VARIABLE 
I AM A GOOD LISTENER 
I INVESTIGATE AND VERIFY CONTROVERSIAL INFORMATION 
I AM A GULLIBLE PERSON 

. I AM AN OUTGOING PERSON 
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Sum of Mean Signif 
Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F 

Co variates 11.894 4 2.974 .899 .466 
V13 .274 1 .274 .083 .774 
V14 5.283 1 5.283 1.598 .208 
V15 .582 1 .582 .176 .675 
V16 2.918 1 2.918 .882 .349 

Main Effects 59.113 3 19.704 5.959 .001 
V55 9.860 1 9.860 2.982 .086 
V56 46.063 1 46.063 13.931 .001 
V57 4.895 1 4.895 1.480 .225 

2-Way Interactions 3.955 3 1.318 .399 .754 
V55 V56 .455 1 .455 .138 .711 
V55 V57 .001 1 .001 .000 .988 
V56 V57 3.493 1 3.493 1.057 .305 

3-Way Interactions 1.417 1 1.417 .429 .513 
V55 V56 V57 1.417 1 1.417 .429 .513 

Explained 76.378 11 6.943 2.100 .022 

Residual 614.995 186 3.306 

Total 691.374 197 3.510 

199 cases were processed. 
1 case (0.5%) was missing. 
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The second ANOVA was performed on the dependent variable 

(prediction of successful deception) using the subject classification 

technique nrCH (responses to the dichotomous manipulation checks). For 

the nrCH method only the belief of content condition reached statistical 

significance (F=I4.342, p <.001). The other two variables, once again, 

failed to distinguish one level of the condition from the other on the 

dependent measure; intent (F=.226, p <.635); sincerity (F=2.469, 

(p <.118). As above, none of the covariates reached stlatistical 

significance and no interactions were encountered. 

The third ANOVA was performed on the dependent !variable 

(prediction of successful deception) using the subject classification 

method INTV (responses to the interval manipulation checks). Once 

again, the only main effect to achieve significance waF the belief of 

content condition (F=I7.612, p <.001). The dependent neasure did not 

acheive significance for the levels of the other two variables; intent 

(F=2.012, P <.158); sincerity (F=I.I77, p <.280). One of the covariates 

reached significance--"I investigate and verify controversial 

information" (F=6.256, p <.014). Additionally, a significant 

interaction occurred between the content and the sincerity conditions 

(F=IO.056, p <.002). A summary of the cell means of the interaction is 

found in Table 5. No three-way interactions were discovered. 

In sum, the analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests indicated that 

across three distinct methods of subject classification: 1. one (1) 

covariate was significant; 2. of the three (3) treatment conditions 

analyzed, the belief of content condition was the only significant 

discriminator between subgroups on the prediction of successful 



Table 2. THREE-WAY ANOVA ON THE GROUPS BY RESPONSES TO 
DICHOTOMOUS MANIPULATION CHECKS 

V52 
BY V58 

V59 
V60 

WITH V13 
V14 
VIS 
V16 

Analysis of Variance 

DECEPTION WOULD SUCCEED IN THIS CONTEXT 
THE INTENT VARIABLE 
THE CONTENT VARIABLE 
THE SINCERITY VARIABLE 
I AM A GOOD LISTENER 
I INVESTIGATE AND VERIFY CONTROVERSIAL INFORMATION 
I AM A GULLIBLE PERSON 
I AM AN OUTGOING PERSON 
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Sum of Mean Signif 
Source of Variation Sguares DF Sguare F of F 

Covariates 8.781 4 2.195 .691 .599 
Vl3 1.603 1 1.603 .505 .478 
V14 3.554 1 3.554 1.119 .292 
VIS 1.032 1 1.032 .325 .569 
V16 .514 1 .514 .162 .688 

Main Effects 73.399 3 24.466 7.701 .001 
V58 .718 1 .718 .226 .635 
V59 45.565 1 45.565 14.342 .001 
V60 7.845 1 7.845 2.469 .118 

2-Way Interactions 1.786 3 .595 .187 .905 
V58 V59 1.746 1 1.746 .550 .459 
V58 V60 .177 1 .177 .056 .814 
V59 V60 .057 1 .057 .018 .894 

3-Way Interactions 1.252 1 1.252 .394 .531 
V58 V59 V60 1.252 1 1.252 .394 .531 

Explained 85.218 11 7.747 2.439 .007 

Residual 565.497 178 3.177 

Total 650.716 189 3.443 

199 cases were processed. 
9 cases (4.5%) were missing. 



Table 3. THREE-WAY ANOVA ON THE GROUPS BY RESPONSES TO 
INTERVAL NANIPULATION CHECKS 

V52 
BY V61 

V63 
V64 

WITH V13 
V14 
VIS 
V16 

Analysis of Variance 

DECEPTION WOULD SUCCEED IN THIS CONTEXT 
THE INTENT VARIABLE 
THE CONTENT VARIABLE 
THE SINCERITY VARIABLE 
I AM A GOOD LISTENER 
I INVESTIGATE AND VERIFY CONTROVERSIAL INFORMATION 
I AM A GULLIBLE PERSON 
I AM AN OUTGOING PERSON 
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Sum of Mean Signif 
Source of Variation Sguares DF Sguare F of F 

Covariates 22.009 4 5.502 1.963 .104 
V13 .008 1 .008 .003 .956 
V14 17.539 1 17.539 6.256 .014 
VIS .733 1 .733 .262 .610 
V16 .402 1 .402 .144 .705 

Main Effects 78.420 3 26.140 9.324 .001 
V61 5.639 1 5.639 2.012 .158 
V63 49.373 1 49.373 17.612 .001 
V64 3.299 1 3.299 1.177 .280 

2-Way Interactions 38.132 3 12.711 4.534 .005 
V61 V63 8.517 1 8.517 3.038 .084 
V61 V64 8.095 1 8.095 2.887 .092 
V63 V64 28.190 1 28.190 10.056 .002 

3-Way Interactions .409 1 .409 .146 .703 
V61 V63 V64 .409 1 .409 .146 .703 

Explained 138.970 11 12.634 4.506 .001 

Residual 375.660 134 2.803 

Total 514.630 145 3.549 

199 cases were processed. 
53 cases (26.6%) were missing. 
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deception; 3. one (1) two-way interaction was significant and 4. no 

three-way way interactions were significant. When using the third 

method (INTV): 1. the belief of content main effect was made 

uninterpretable by the presence of an interaction and 2. a significant 

interaction and covariate were discovered. The results from the first 

and second ANOVAs are identical; the third ANOVA found a significant 

interaction and covariate. Otherwise, all results from the ANOVAs would 

be identical. 

The identical finding that the belief of content condition was 

important in observers' predictions of successful deception across two 

(2) subject classification methods demonstrates that whichever technique 

was chosen (excepting the third), consistent findings emerged. The 

table below indicates the precise nature of such consistencies: 

Table 4. Summary of the Content Variable Main Effects 

Classification 
Method 

1. EXPM: 
had belief 

no belief 

2. DICH: 
had belief 

no belief 

3. INTV: 
had belief 

no belief 

Mean Score 

3.72 
2.79 

3.81 
2.62 

3.81 
2.38 

F Signif of F N 

13.391 .001 97 

14.342 .001 

17.612 .001 

101 

96 
94 

83 
63 

Missing 

1 

9 

53 
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A major inconsistency in the findings reported here was the 

occurrence of a significant interaction between the content and the 

sincerity variables. This interaction, resident only in the third 

method of subject classification (INTV), precluded any interpretation of 

main effects for that method. 

Table 5. Summary of the Content By Sincerity Interaction 

Treatment 
Conditions: 

Had Belief of Content 

No Belief of Content 

C ELL 

Was Sincere 

. 4.03 
(71 ) 

1.86 
(21) 

MEA N S 

Not Sincere 

2.50 
(12) 

2.64 
(42) 

(Number of Cases in Cell) 

The third method of subject classification must be examined with 

a great deal of caution. First, it is clear that when using this third 

method, the main effect for the the content variable, cannot be 

interpreted, due to the interaction. Second, the large number of 

missing cases when using the the INTV classification method reflects the 

number of omissions and uninterpretable responses, plus the incidence of 

the neutral position (4) being marked on the 7-point scale. These cases 

were not included in any of the analysis, yet were actual responses 

solicited from subjects. Third, the INTV method dichotomizes the scale 

with values of 1, 2 and 3 constituting the E£ belief of content 

condition and values of 5, 6 and 7 comprising the opposite 
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had belief of content condition. It is recognized by the 

experimenter that such a dichotomy is an artificial one to the extent 

that dichotomized groups do not have homogeneous variance. 

The general overall consistency of significant findings was most 

apparent when the treatment conditions were viewed in light of each 

subject classification method, as below: 

Table 6. Summary of All Main Effects 

Classification 
Method 

1. EXPM 

2. DICH 

3. INTV 

Intent 

.086 

.635 

.158 

Content 

.001 

.001 

.001* 

Sincerity 

.225 

.118 

.280 

* significant interaction makes this uninterpretable 

All ANOVA tables are included in text; Multiple Classification 

Analysis (MCA) tables are appended (Appendix H). 

One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Scheffe's Test 
on Each Experimental Cell 

Analysis of individual experimental cells to discover which 

combinations of conditions (termed configurations) was most closely 

associated with a prediction of successful deception was initially 

accomplished using a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). The subjects 

were classified according to their original experimental manipulation 

(EXPM) and by their responses to the dichotomous manipulation checks 

(DICH). 
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It is clear from this preliminary analysis that whichever 

subject classification method was chosen (except the third), 

statistically significant differences existed across the eight subgroups 

(EXPM, F=2.451, p <.02; DIeH, F=3.241, p <.003). However, the question 

remained: which configuration of treatment conditions was most conducive 

to predictions of successful deception? 

For a more sophisticated analysis than the analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) could provide, Scheffe's test for the comparison of means of 

cells with unequal size was performed. This test uses a single range 

value for all comparisons, which is appropriate for examining all 

possible linear combinations of group means, not just pairwise 

comparison. Thus, it is stricter than other tests. Scheffe's test is 

exact, even for unequal cell sizes. 

The results indicated that the eight (8) configurations of 

HEARER-BELIEFS, represented as cell mean scores, constituted a single 

homogeneous subset, i.e., one whose highest and lowest cell means do not 

differ by more than the shortest significant range for that subset. 

This result was identical using either method of subject classification. 

The tabular range value was 5.37, with the actual statistic used for 

pairwise comparison being 1.2651. In essence, no significant 

differences were found to exist between cell means. 

This would appear to be inconsistent with the preliminary 

analysis from the one-way ANOVA. However, only the pairwise comparisons 

are printed in the S.P.8.S. version of the Scheffe test. Analysis of 

all possible linear combinations of cell means would require almost 

infinite calculations. Therefore, only the algorithm is printed. It is 
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clear, then, that no pairwise comparison produced a significant 

difference between configurations of HEARER-BELIEFS, represented as cell 

means. It may be speculated that only a nonpairwise comparison, i.e., a 

combination of means compared to a single or other combination of 

mean(s), produced the significant result. No such claim was made here. 

Conservatively stated, the data indicated that no single configuration 

of HEARER-BELIEFS could be identified as significantly more conducive to 

a prediction of successful deception than any other configuration. 

One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) on the Single Variables 
of Confidence, Verbal Content Cue & Sex of Subject 

including Covariates 

Analysis of the 'confidence in judgment predicting successful 

deception' variable using a one-way ANOVA failed to differentiate the 

low confidence group from the high confidence group on the dependent 

measure. The standard ANOVA procedure was used to adjust for the 

covariates. Although no single covariate was found significant, their 

introduction reduced the value of F (F=.375; with covariates F=.045). 

The cell means indicated that having high confidence in a judgment that 

deception would succeed, i.e. extremely confident, in no way predicts a 

judgment of successful deception (low confidence X=3.33, high confidence 

X=3.20; F=.045, p <.832). 

Analysis of the verbal content cue using a one-way ANOVA 

revealed no significant differences in predicting successful deception 

between those who indicated that the speaker believed that the Company 

owed something to its workers i.e., was speaking out of self-interest, 

and those who reported that the speaker had no such belief. An 
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Table 7. ONE-WAY ANOVA ON THE CONFIDENCE IN JUDGMENT VARIABLE 

Analysis of Variance 

V52 DECEPTION WOULD SUCCEED IN THIS CONTEXT 
BY V66 CONFIDENCE ABOUT PREDICTION OF SUCCESS 

WITH V13 I AM A GOOD LISTENER 
V14 I INVESTIGATE AND VERIFY CONTROVERSIAL INFORMATION 
VIS I AM A GULLIBLE PERSON 
V16 I AM AN OUTGOING PERSON 

Sum of Mean Signif 
Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F 

Covariates 12.808 4 3.202 .868 .484 
V13 .799 1 .799 .217 .642 
V14 4.872 1 4.872 1.321 .252 
VIS .172 1 .172 .047 .829 
V16 3.174 1 3.174 .861 .355 

Main Effects .166 1 .166 .045 .832 
V66 .166 1 .166 .045 .832 

Explained 12.973 5 2.595 .704 .622 

Residual 649.093 176 3.688 

Total 662.066 181 3.658 

199 cases were processed. 
17 cases (8.5%) were missing. 

Grand Mean = 3.21 

Variable & Category 

V66 
1 Confident 
2 Not Confident 

Multiple R Squared 
Multiple R 

Multiple Classification Analysis 

N 

170 
12 

Unadjusted 
Deviation Eta 

-.01 
.12 

.02 

Adjusted for 
Independents 

and Covariates 
Deviation Beta 

-.01 
.11 

.02 

.103 

.320 
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Table 8. ONE-HAY ANOVA ON THE VERBAL CONTENT CUE VARIABLE 

Analysis of Variance 

V52 DECEPTION HOULD SUCCEED IN THIS CONTEXT 
BY V67 THE ULTERIOR MOTIVE RULE 

HITH VB I AM A GOOD LISTENER 
V14 I INVESTIGATE AND VERIFY CONTROVERSIAL INFORMATION 
VIS I AM A GULLIBLE PERSON 
V16 I AM AN OUTGOING PERSON 

Sum of Mean 
Source of Variation Sguares DF Sguare 

Covariates 11.832 4 2.958 
V13 .275 1 .275 
V14 5.275 1 5.275 
VIS .583 1 .583 
V16 2.890 1 2.890 

Main Effects .726 1 .726 
V67 .726 1 .726 

Explained 12.558 5 2.512 

Residual 678.752 191 3.554 

Total 691.310 196 3.527 

199 cases were processed. 
2 cases (1.0%) were missing. 

Grand Mean = 3.25 

Variable & Category 

V67 
1 Did not owe 
2 Did owe 

Multiple R Squared 
Multiple R 

Multiple Classification Analysis 

N 

5 
192 

Unadjusted 
Deviation Eta 

.35 
-.01 

.03 

Signif 
F of F 

.832 .506 

.077 .781 
1.484 .225 

.164 .686 

.813 .368 

.204 .652 

.204 .652 

.707 .619 

Adjusted for 
Independents 

and Covariates 
Deviation Beta 

.38 
-.01 

.03 

.018 

.135 
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examination of the cell means indicates that observers who reported the 

verbal content cue of 'owing something' were equally likely to predict 

successful deception as those who failed to report the cue (did owe 

something X=3.6, did not owe something X=3.2591, F=1.59, p <.690). What 

is particularly interesting about the analysis of the verbal content cue 

is that virtually all observers perceived the cue (did owe N=193, not 

owe N=5) but they failed to interpret the cue differently from those who 

missed it. The difference between groups on the dependent measure was 

insignificant (p <.690), while the cell size difference was great 

(193 to 5). In sum, a verbal content cue that indicates the speaker's 

self-interest in making an utterance is not statistically related at 

significant levels to an audience's assessment of the speaker as 

deceptive. 

Analysis of the 'sex of subject' variable using a one-way ANOVA 

failed to show significant differences between males and females in 

their likelihood to predict successful deception. Covariates were 

introduced using the ANOVA procedure, but none proved significant. 

Although more men completed the instrument than women (lOS to 77), no 

statistically significant differences were apparent in their scores on 

the dependent measure (males, X=3.02, females X=3.55; F=3.01S, p <.OS4). 

Reliability Tests and Factor Analyses on the 
SPEAKER and HEARER profile scales 

Before the factor analyses could proceed, tests to demonstrate 

the reliability of the SPEAKER and HEARER profile scales were completed. 

These scales consisted of ten (10) bi-polar adjectives, employing a 

standard 7-point semantic differential. Adjective subscales were 
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Table 9. ONE-WAY ANOVA ON THE SEX OF SUBJECT VARIABLE 

Analysis of Variance 

V52 DECEPTION WOULD SUCCEED IN THIS CONTEXT 
BY VlO SEX OF SUBJECT 

WITH V13 I AM A GOOD LISTENER 
V14 I INVESTIGATE AND VERIFY CONTROVERSIAL INFORMATION 
V15 I AM A GULLIBLE PERSON 
V16 I AM AN OUTGOING PERSON 

Sum of Mean Signif 
Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F 

Covariates 16.872 4 4.218 1.191 .316 
V13 .145 1 .145 .041 .840 
V14 7.575 1 7.575 2.138 .145 
V15 .819 1 .819 .231 .631 
V16 4.945 1 4.945 1.396 .239 

Main Effects 10.690 1 10.690 3.018 .084 
VI0 10.690 1 10.690 3.018 .084 

Explained 27.562 5 5.512 1.556 .175 

Residual 633.973 179 3.5/+2 

Total 661.535 184 3.595 

199 cases were processed. 
14 cases (7.0%) were missing. 

Multiple Classification Analysis 

Grand Mean = 3.24 

Variable & Category 

VlO 
1 Male 
2 Female 

Multiple R Squared 
Multiple R 

N 

108 
77 

Unadjusted 
Deviation Eta 

-.22 
.31 

.14 

Adjusted for 
Independents 

and Covariates 
Deviation Beta 

-.21 
.29 

.13 

.042 

.204 
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rotated to minimize any systematic marking by subjects. Poles of the 

subscales were transposed randomly, such that positive poles, e.g., 

good, positive, successful, etc., were randomly adjacent to negative 

poles, e.g., dishonest, meaningless, boring, etc. The following 

reliability estimates were established: 

Table 10. Summary of Reliability Coefficients 

TYPE OF TEST SPEAKER PROFILE HEARER PROFILE 
scales scales 

Guttman Split-half: .77404 .59158 

Spearman-Brown: .80964 .62898 

Alpha: .77012 .69452 

Standardized Item Alpha: .76214 .68649 

Hotelling's T-squared: 840.30720 640.81500 

Fisher's F: 89.59504 68.29549 

Signif of F: p <.0000 p <.0000 

Given the strength of the split-half and alpha reliability 

coefficients, a factor analysis was deemed permissible. All reliability 

analyses are appended (Appendix J). 
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The SPEAKER profile scale projected three (3) distinct factors. 

Ten (10) iterations were required for convergence. The first factor 

(termed genuineness) accounted for 73.2% of the variance, with an 

eigenvalue of 3.47448. The second factor (termed motivation) accounted 

for 15% of the variance, with an eigenvalue of .71032. The first 

factor, although important in explaining a great proportion of the 

variance, loaded heavily on the second factor (.54491) and modestly on 

the third (.24571). In essence, the first factor was correlated 

with the other two factors. The second factor, however, loaded 

negatively on the first (-.46838) and third factors (-.30817). This 

second factor was a reasonably distinct explanation of the variance. 

The first factor, genuineness, was comprised of three (3) bi-polar 

adjective subscales: 1. honest/dishonest, 2. good/bad and 

3. positive/negative. The factor loadings, although not impressively 

high, were fairly pure: 

Table 11. Factor One Coefficients and Subscales for SPEAKER Scale 

Subscales 

honest/dishonest 

good/bad 

positive/negative 

FACTOR 1 

.44546 

.33358 

.21012 

FACTOR 2 

-.27676 

-.00560 

.01132 

FACTOR 3 

-.04733 

.11816 

-.01578 

The second and third subscales did not load heavily on the two 

other factors, i.e., they offered unique explanations, but they did not 
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load heavily on the first factor either. Therefore, their explanatory 

power was limited. 

The other factor, termed motivation, was comprised of two 

subscales: 1. interesting/boring and 2. active/passive. The subscales 

shared little explanatory power with the other two factors. Factor 

score coefficients were as follows: 

Table 12. Factor Two Coefficients and Subscales for SPEAKER Scale 

Subscales 

interesting/boring 

active/passive 

FACTOR 1 

.50663 

.33436 

FACTOR 2 

-.02313 

-.12317 

FACTOR 3 

-.17973 

.04358 

The third factor was insignificant in explaining the variance of 

the SPEAKER profile scale. 

The HEARER profile scale projected two distinct factors. Twelve 

(12) iterations were required for convergence. The first factor (termed 

frankness) accounted for 84% of the variance, with an eigenvalue of 

3.16503. The second factor accounted for the rest of the variance, 16%, 

with an eigenvalue of .68820. As with the SPEAKER profile scale, the 

first factor loaded heavily on the second factor (.46063), sharing its 

explanatory power across factors. This first factor was a composite of 

the two factors revealed in the prior factor analysis of the SPEAKER 

profile scale--genuineness and motivation. It was comprised of the same 

subscales as the genuineness factor except for the addition of the 
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interesting/boring subscale. Also, the loading order was different. 

Factor score coefficients are as follows: 

Table 13. Factor One Coefficients and Subscales for HEARER Scale 

good/bad .56829 -.39970 

honest/dishonest .14175 -.00550 

interesting/boring .13648 -.01086 

positive/negative .12767 .00339 

The second, third and fourth subscales did not!load heavily on 

the second factor, demonstrating their unique explanat~on for the 

variance, but they failed to load even modestly on thelfirst factor. 

The explanatory power of these three (3) subscales was~ therefore, 

limited. 

The second factor, while accounting for more variance than the 

second factor for the SPEAKER profile scale, failed to distinctively 

explain the remainder of the variance. 

All factor score coefficients, communality estimates, 

tranformation matrices and factor loadings are appended (Appendix K). 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSIONS 

The research question raised at the outset was: what condition 

or combination of conditions is most important to an untrained 

observer's judgment that deception would succeed in labor-management 

negotiations? This section will detail the ~upport for the hypotheses 

in light of the findings. General discussion will include possible 

reasons for the acceptance or rejection of each hypothesis. 

Finding Support for the Hypotheses 

Hypothesis One must be rejected. The available data failed to 

prove the claim that a HEARER must believe that a SPEAKER has no intent 

to deceive him. Dichotomous levels of tile intent condition, e.g., had 

intent, no intent, were not found to be significantly different on the 

dependent measure. In no case, whether using a univariate F test or the 

three-way ANOVA, was there a significant difference between those 

observers who thought the HEARER believed, i.e., was aware of, the 

SPEAKER's intent to deceive and those who shared no such belief. The 

awareness of the SPEAKER's intent did not make a significant difference 

in the observers' inclination to predict successful deception. A 

plausible reason for this failure to confirm Hypothesis One is 

that the experimental induction was not clear to the subjects. Indeed, 

this could be an explanation for any failure to reject the null 

hypothesis. The limited information constituting induction of 

86 
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differential intent was only two sentences long. Constructed as 

carefully as they were, it was possible that untrained observers did not 

read and/or comprehend the limited information. The experimenter 

guarded against this possibility by allowing the subjects access to the 

Background Information (the actual manipulations) as they completed the 

dichotomous manipulation checks. However, this built-in safeguard may 

not have been enough; the information about subjects' manipulated levels 

of intent may have lacked the necessary intensity. 

Another plausible interpretation was that the intent variable 

measured the same psychological phenomena as did the sincerity variable. 

When forced to share its variance with the sincerity variable in the 

three-way ANOVA, the intent coadition failed to reach statistical 

significance. However, when both levels of the two variables were 

collapsed for evaluation, no significant differences between levels were 

encountered (EXPM, F=2.28, p <.134; DICH, F=1.948, P >.166). The data 

suggest that even if the intent variable was sharing its variance with 

the sincerity variable, the pooled variance of each of the two (2) 

levels of the combined intent/sincerity condition failed to create 

significant differences on the dependent measure. The reasoning that 

the intent and sincerity variables could not be made distinct in the 

minds of the observers proved insufficient as an explanation for the 

failure of the intent variable to reach statistical significance. 

The intent condition, then, can be set aside as making no 

statistically significant difference in judgments predicting successful 

deception. 
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Hypothesis Two must be accepted. The belief of propositional 

content condition could be distinguished by untrained observers and a 

direction of necessary belief was apparent. Supporting claims by Kraut 

(1978), verbal content was the single greatest predictor of successful 

deception judgments by untrained observers. Both univariate and 

multivariate analyses demonstrated the significance of differences 

between levels of the content variable at or below p <.001. Whether 

analyzed statistically in combination or in isolation, the propositional 

content variable was clearly a key to the process of judgment-making 

about deception by untrained observers. Subjects used this belief to 

qualify or disqualify a candidate as deceptive within a labor-management 

setting. This suggests that the plausibility of a negotiation plea will 

be a key determinant in what others will judge as a deceptive 

communicative act. This experiment induced a belief in some subjects 

that the plea (for higher salary) was plausible for the management 

spokesman (the HEARER) because the Company had the available capital and 

in others that the opposite was the case. Subsequently, those induced 

to believe that the plea was plausible for the HEARER (had belief of 

content) predicted successful deception at a rate significantly greater 

than those induced to believe that such a plea was implausible for the 

HEARER (no belief of content). In order for deception to succeed, the 

propositional content of an utterance must be able to be believed, i.e., 

roughly in accord with prior known facts. Otherwise, the observer would 

judge the HEARER of a negotiation plea to be listening to "hollow 

talk"--words without plausibility. As judged by observers, HEARERs in a 

labor-management negotiation session must perceive and interpret the 
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propositional content of a communicative act to be, at the very least, 

plausible, if not true. 

Hypothesis Three must be rejected. Using any of the 

classification methods, in no case was the sincerity variable found to 

make a significant difference in observers' judgments predicting 

successful deception. However, sincerity did interact with content when 

using the third classification method, INTV. Which is interpretable: 

the main effect or the interaction? The interaction. It occurred in 

the belief of content variable by the sincerity variable. The was 

sincere level of the sincerity variable had an unexpectedly lower cell 

mean score than the not sincere condition, documenting the interaction. 

One reason for the interaction might be the method of 

classification itself. By the time the subjects arrived at the interval 

manipulation checks, they may have decided whether or not the SPEAKER's 

utterance was plausible and associated implausible content with 

insincerity. This interaction would occur only with this subject 

classification method because the other methods were either 

pre-experimental (EXPM) or dichotomous manipulation checks, immediately 

after conclusion of the tape recording (DICH). Given a fair amount of 

time to judge that the SPEAKER had violated the plausibility 

requirement, subjects did then (and only then) attribute insincerity to 

the SPEAKER. This, of course, assumes that judgments regarding the 

character of an utterance were made sequentially, i.e., observers judge 

that the SPEAKER's utterance was not believable by the HEARER and then 

judged the SPEAKER to be insincere. This interaction has raised an 

important question about the sequence of judgment-making in an observer 



who discounts the plausibility of an utterance for the HEARER in the 

negotiations event. Which comes first: rejection of content or 

sincerity? This is an interesting question for another study. 
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A statistically significant difference between levels of the 

sincerity variable occurred only when the sincerity variable was 

analyzed statistically in isolation, i.e., with a univariate F test. 

When the sincerity variable was forced to share its variance with other 

independent variables, the sincerity variable lost statistical 

significance. This was the only clear interpretation of the 

findings. 

Hypothesis Four must be rejected. Although the one-way ANOVA 

found significant differences across all eight subgroups, it remained 

unclear which configuration of HEARER-BELIEFS was the most important to 

an untrained observer's prediction of successful deception. Careful and 

conservative analysis with the Scheffe test revealed that no single 

configuration (set of treatment conditions) was significantly different 

on the dependent measure from any other configuration. A most 

plausible explanation for the apparent discrepancy between tests is that 

an unknown combination of cell means had produced the significant 

finding of the ANOVA. But, when all possible pairs of cell means were 

contrasted, i.e., group one vs. group two, group two vs. group three, 

etc., no significant difference was encountered between any pair of 

mean scores. Of course, this analysis included pairing of the highest 

and the lowest cell means. Even this pair failed to be significantly 

different on the dependent measure. 
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The approach taken here was, admittedly, a conservative one. 

The findings from the ANOVA hinted that something operated to account 

for significant differences. However, these differences could not be 

linked to any single pair of cell means. Given the uncertain nature of 

the induction material (e.g., brevity, lack of clarity, etc.) and the 

problems posed in making the treatment conditions sufficiently distinct, 

this research urges caution when attempting to identify a single 

configuration of HEARER-BELIEFS as nec.essary for an observer to predict 

successful deception. None can be reported here. The only clear 

interpretation of the findings is that no single configuration of 

HEARER-BELIEFS was significantly different from any other on the 

dependent measure. 

Hypothesis Five must be rejected. The expectations that 

underlie this hypothesis were not supported by the data. No 

statistically significant difference was found to exist between high and 

low confidence levels on the dependent measure. 

Hypothesis Six must be rejected. Almost all of the observers 

reported that they had perceived the verbal content cue (N=193). 

However, it did not function as a tip-off to ongoing deceptive behavior. 

The difference between levels of this variable on the dependent measure 

failed to reach or even approach significance. This result may be 

explained by the failure to effectively operationalize "self-interest" 

as the verbal content cue. The question put to observers was 'did the 

speaker believe the Company owe something to its workers?' The 

expectation was that observers' affirming responses would signal their 

agreement that the SPEAKER was talking out of self-interest. If the 
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observer perceived this verbal content cue and interpreted it as an 

expression of self-interest, it was expected that the same observer 

would discount the chances for successful deception. This line of 

thinking was in accord with Kelley's (1971) discounting rule, whereby 

the subject would discount a speaker's utterance to the extent that it 

reflected an expression of an ulterior motive, e.g., self-interest. In 

this instance, the verbal content cue was perceived by virtually all 

observers and interpreted differently. The cue failed to provide a 

clear enough signal to make a statistically significant difference on 

the dependent measure. 

Hypothesis Seven must be rejected. The expectations of this 

hypothesis were that male subjects will be more likely to predict 

successful deception than female observers due to the restriction in 

communication channel access. It was thought that men were better able 

to decipher deceptive communicative acts in the written and 

paralinguistic modes of information transmission. The present study 

found that male observers were no more likely to predict successful 

deception in labor-management negotiations than female observers: the 

difference on the dependent measure between the two levels of the gender 

variable failed to reach statistically significance. Consistent 

significant findings across many experimental paradigms and contexts on 

the gender variable are rare. Generally, it is agreed that the sex of 

subjects bears little or no relationship to judgments predicting 

successful deception. In consent with the literature, no significant 

findings are interpretable here. 
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Hypothesis Eight must be accepted. Three (3) factors emerged as 

related to observers' depiction of a union spokesman as a SPEAKER in a 

labor-management negotiation setting. Furthermore, two (2) fac~ors 

emerged describing a management person in the role of HEARER. Both 

persons were males and both were identified as having an extensive 

amount of experience in labor-management negotiations. No other 

information about the negotiators was disclosed to the subjects. 

It is important to make clear that observers were only asked to 

make descriptive statements about each negotiator using the semantic 

differential method. They were never asked to identify specific 

personality traits, just those adjectives that best describe the 

negotiator. Additionally, the semantic differential method permitted 

observers to report the extent to which an adjective depicted a 

negotiator. 

The factors produced by this analysis represented similiar 

marking behavior by observers on those subscales composing the factor. 

They did not represent the description of negotiators as good or 

positive, only that observers used the good/bad and positive/negative 

subscales in similiar ways when asked to describe union and management 

spokesmen. 

The factors found important for union leaders (as SPEAKERS) were 

1. genuineness and 2. motivation. The second factor was fairly distinct 

from the first. One might suppose that a salient feature of a union 

leader's address be that it is, first and foremost, genuine. There 

exists a strong social stereotype of and presumption against the 

manipulating and scheming labor leader (Carlile & Leonard, 1982). 
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It was not surprising, therefore, to find that a primary element of the 

description of the labor spokesman by untrained observers be his sense 

of genuineness. Subjects in this study also viewed labor leaders as 

motivators. This finding offers empirical support to our intuitions 

that speakers as leaders are usually cast into the role of motivator. 

However, because no attempt was made to introduce a statistical 

procedure to differentiate subject subgroups or to direct their 

attention to the 'labor' aspect of the SPEAKER rather than the 'leader' 

or even the 'speaker,' there is no clear way of sorting out why 

observers scored as they did. Stated differently, which was the 

critical element to the subject: the status of being a leader, a 

speaker, a labor person, a male or some combination of these roles? 

Because this methodology only asked observers to evaluate the SPEAKER or 

HEARER, there was no interpretable conclusion that observers were rating 

on the same bases. These emergent factors were not intended to be the 

final word in what characteristics untrained observers will attribute to 

communicators in labor-management negotiations. It was apparent, 

however, that some consistencies were reported, generating other 

research questions. 

The management spokesman, the HEARER, was attributed the single 

factor of "frankness." This factor accounted for virtually all of the 

variance on the HEARER scale. The bi~polar adjective subscales were the 

same as the subscales in the genuineness factor noted above, with the 

addition of the interesting/boring subscale. Prior research has 

demonstrated that business leaders are commonly described by laymen as 

slightly deceptive in their public communications. Their prime motive 
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is to make a profit; most utterances made by business leaders are 

"directed at a single goal: selling" (Carlile & Leonard, 1982). The 

addition of the interesting/boring subscale indicates that business 

leaders were described by slightly different adjectives than the union 

counterpart, but not substantially so. 

Conclusions of the Study 

The conclusions to be drawn from the present study are 

two-fold. This section will detail each and provide a framework for 

future research. 

1. Observers judge that HEARERs, in a labor-management 

negotiation session, must believe the propositional content of a 

SPEAKER's utterance for deception to succeed in that context. The 

consistency of the finding provides overwhelming proof for this claim. 

Stated differently, when a HEARER lacks a belief in the propositional 

content of a negotiation plea (or does not deem it plausible), observers 

will judge that deception would not succeed. This conclusion provides 

important advice to communicators in an actual labor-management setting. 

If negotiation messages are to be viewed as non-deceptive, they must be 

able to be believed, i.e., plausible, by the HEARER. This finding is 

very much in accord with our intuitions about the nature of 

communication generally; as explicitly examined in a labor-management 

context, these intuitions hold true. 

2. Certain descriptive accounts can be reliably made of 

communicators in a labor-management negotiation session. Specifically, 

the factors of genuineness and motivation emerge for union leaders; the 
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singular factor of frankness was important in observers descriptions of 

business leaders. Union negotiators are described as possessing varying 

degrees of genuineness. Union leaders are also described as being 

motivators, of some sort. Business leaders are rated on essentially the 

same subscales as union leaders plus descriptions of their interesting 

or boring natures. Observers' descriptions are those which prior 

research has found to be generally evaluative in nature. The 

honest/dishonest subscale, generated uniquely for this study, proved an 

important part of observers' descriptions for both negotiators. An 

important conclusion to be drawn is that untrained observers can 

distinguish between characteristics for communicators in a 

labor-management negotiation session. 

Some Experimental Regrets 

Experimental regrets, if any, would be the possible failure to 

clearly discern how the actual manipulations were processed by the 

subjects. Whenever one attempts to have observers shed their 

privately-held attitudes and make judgments based upon manipulated 

information, difficulty is an experimental expectation. The inability 

or inattention of some subjects to properly complete the questionnaire 

was a source of frustration. Because subjects did not or could not fill 

out the dichotomous manipulation checks in accordance with their 

pre-experimentally determined treatment conditions, mUltiple subject 

classification techniques were needed. The willingness of observers to 

ignore or be unresponsive to seemingly explicit manipulations 

(especially on the sincerity variable) was troublesome. The remedy for 
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such imprecision is to test the intensity of each manipulation, using a 

repeated measures design on a different sample of the same population, 

e.g., beginning students in Organizational Communication. 

A major drawback to this study (and others like it) is the 

extreme caution involved in generalizing from the findings. Of course, 

one strength of this study is that it has identified a specific context, 

the labor-management negotiation setting, to which generalization is 

appropriate. This study would want to offer advice to negotiators in 

the field about their communicative behavior. Furthermore, the present 

research suggests that communicative rules operate in deceptive business 

climates. These same rules might also govern other arenas of human 

discourse, e.g., social bargaining, marital communication, presidential 

debates, conflict resolution, first dates, etc. But what confidence can 

be afforded such advice? The experimental setting for the present study 

was designed to minimize or eliminate threats to internal validity. The 

necessary trade-off lies in a decreased ability to generalize. The use 

of exclusively college student populations, although expedient, has been 

challenged as a threat to external validity in deception experiments 

(DePaulo, Zuckerman & Rosenthal, 1980). This is especially important 

when examining humans as lie detectors. Are the students/observers 

knowledgable about the negotiation session and its special dynamics? 

The answer to this question is irrelevant. What this and other studies 

seek to measure is the untrained public's impressions of 

labor-management negotiations. The question of interest here is what do 

people generally perceive and interpret as happening? In essence, what 

constitutes the process of judgment-making about deceptive communicative 
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acts; what are the necessary conditions for observers to predict 

successful deception? The greatest threat to external validity 

experienced.here lies in the situational cues afforded the observers. 

To the greatest extent possible, the observers were made to believe 

(manipulated) that they were evaluating commentary at the "first round 

of collective bargaining talks." Subjects were repeatedly induced that 

the communicators represented a union and management respectively. This 

may not have been enough. Several criticisms by scholars suggest that 

the very nature of roleplaying may inhibit or preclude generalizability 

(Hocking et al., 1979). The experimental instrumentality offered a 

deviation from the traditional roleplaying paradigm in that subjects 

participated as third-party observers to a communication event. Some of 

the criticisms of roleplaying, however, still apply. In this 

experiment, subjects were not interactants--only bystanders. 

Attempts to generalize from deception experiments to important 

public contexts have been shown to be faulty, e.g., from the laboratory 

setting to the classroom (Knapp & Comadena, 1979) or to criminal 

situations (Podlesny & Raskin, 1977). This study, unlike others, makes 

no attempt to generalize the findings to other cultural contexts 

(Littlepage & Pineault, 1981; Ludwig, 1965) or to intimate situations 

(Turner, Edgley & Olmstead, 1975). 

Future Research into Human Lie Detection and the Process 
of Judgment-making during Deceptive Episodes 

Future research on the topic of deception needs to generate a 

standard methodology. There is some concern in the academic community 

that different methods may serve as a competing explanation for the 
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different findings (Hocking & Leathers, 1980). The use of actors, 

roleplaying and third-party assessment of written and recorded 

information are legitimate approaches to development of an experiment 

stimulus. However, the discipline needs to develop unitary or 

equivalent standards for measurement of judgment. 

We need to recognize that studies of human lie detection, 

generally, and the process of perceiving and interpreting cues, 

specifically, requires a different kind of experimental approach than 

those employing the traditional deception experimental paradigm. The 

study of process entails that researchers rid themselves of 'externally 

valid criteria' to measure what truth or accuracy is supposed to be. 

Instead, it asks the more social psychologically relevant question: what 

do humans think deception is--not what it actually is. The study of 

process is an investigation into socially constructed realities as 

resident in the belief-states of the negotiators. It is, in fact, the 

most valuable of studies in that such query indicates how deceptive 

communication functions in a given context. These rules governing 

discourse are constitutive (Searle, 1969); they define our construct of 

what is deception (Cushman, 1972). Rules that govern communication need 

not be explicit; in the special case of deceptive episodes, the rules of 

bluff and double-bluff remain an implicit governor of discourse. As the 

nature of the game changes, from public debate to closed-door 

negotiations, the nature of the rules change. 

Future research needs to explore the depths of this 

rule-governed communication, establishing precise parameters for the 

identification of an act as deceptive. This study has attempted to 
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provide an account of deceptive communicative acts in a labor-management 

negotiation session. The set of three (3) conditions for successful 

deception suggested here is only a start to understanding how deception 

operates in communicative events. The clear finding here that belief of 

verbal content is critically important in a labor-management negotiation 

session offers sound advice to the listening negotiator. Above all 

else, including the apparent sincerity or benevolent intent that one 

brings to the negotiation plea, the 

appeal is realistic or plausible is 

belief in the HEARrR that such an 

of ultimate importance. It must be 
i 

clear to the person across the negotiation table that ~very appeal made, 

argument advanced or position put forth be able to be believed. Lacking 

such, negotiation pleas fall into the realm of "hollow talk." 

Armed with such advice, negotiators can move confidently to 

spar with their opponents and engage in the game. 
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The purpose of this study is to determine if people can 
accurately judge another's private beliefs on the basis of very limited 
information. 

You will receive some background information concerning the 
communicators in this situation and the circumstances of the speech. 
Then, you will hear a recording of a short speech. Afterward, you will 
be asked to evaluate the true beliefs of the communicators involved. 

PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE. 
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CONDITIONS: Had Intent, Had Belief £f Content, ~~ Sincere 

Last Fall, officials of the Boeing Company, Inc. and 
representatives of the Aerospace Workers of America met in Seattle, 
Washington to begin the initial stages of Collective Bargaining. The 
Master Contract for the union expires May 1, 1984. Groundrules were 
discussed and agreed upon prior to the opening round of contract talks, 
putting the "real" issues of salary and benefits as the top priority 
going into the negotiation sessions. 

Mr. Benjamin Pelke heads the bargaining team for the Aerospace 
Workers of America, Local #9403, currently negotiating the contract with 
the Boeing Company. He has been working in the capacity of the "chief 
negotiator" for the union for several months, although "official" talks 
have just begun. Mr. Pelke has been negotiating major contracts for 15 
years. 

Mr. Pat Cross is the "chief negotiator" for the Boeing Company. He 
has found over his many years of experience in contract bargaining that 
"putting all the cards on the ta·ble" is the best approach for both labor· 
and management. Mr. Cross expresses the belief that honesty serves 
everyone's interests, especially in the beginning round of the talks. 

In preparation for the negotiations, Mr. Cross and the Boeing 
Company put together a salary and benefits package they believed to be 
fair to labor and management alike. Mr. Cross was given full access to 
the Company's records and logbooks, including gross and net income 
statements. Upon close inspection of the Company books, Mr. Cross found 
that the Boeing Company had been making record profits for the last two 
years--due primarily to the extraordinary success of the new areospace 
and airline programs. The 757 and 767 airline programs would guarantee 
that the Company would stay in the black for many years to come. In 
fact, he noted, future profits would be EXCESSIVE. 

Mr. Cross's best assessment was that the Company could afford a 
maximum 15% salary increase over the three year term of the Master 
Contract. He knew and believed that the Company had the available funds 
and that a 15% increase was both fair and generous. 

Mr. Cross sensed that, whatever the case, his opponent (the union 
spokesman, Mr. Pelke) fervently believed in the union position. He 
exhibited an intense and sincere belief in what he was saying. Whether 
true or not, Mr. Cross thought that, at a minimum, Mr. Pelke believed in 
his side of the issue. 

The speech you are about to hear is Mr. Pelke's opening comments at 
the very first session.He prepared his comments carefully so as to not 
give away the union's final bargaining position. In his words, he 
didn't "want to play the trump card" until the proper time. 

DO NOT TURN THE PAGE UNTIL THE TAPE RECORDING HAS PLAYED. 
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CONDITIONS: Had Intent, Had Belief ~ Content, Not Sincere 

Last Fall, officials of the Boeing Company, Inc. and 
representatives of the Aerospace Workers of America met in Seattle, 
Washington to begin the initial stages of Collective Bargaining. The 
Master Contract for the union expires May 1, 1984. Groundrules were 
discussed and agreed upon prior to the opening round of contract talks, 
putting the "real" issues of salary and benefits as the top priority 
going into the negotiation sessions. 

Mr. Benjamin Pelke heads the bargaining team for the Aerospace 
Workers of America, Local #9403, currently negotiating the contract with 
the Boeing Company. He has been working in the capacity of the "chief 
negotiator" for the union for several months, although "official" talks 
have just begun. Mr. Pelke has been negotiating major contracts for 15 
years. 

Mr. Pat Cross is the "chief negotiator" for the Boeing Company. He 
has found over his many years of experience in contract bargaining that 
"putting all the cards on the table" is the best approach for both labor 
and management. Mr. Cross expresses the belief that honesty serves 
everyone's interests, especially in the beginning round of the talks. 

In preparation for the negotiations, Mr. Cross and the Boeing 
Company put together a salary and benefits package they believed to be 
fair to labor and management alike. Mr. Cross was given full access to 
the Company's records and logbooks, including gross and net income 
statements. Upon close inspection of the Company books, Mr. Cross found 
that the Boeing Company had been making record profits for the last two 
years--due primarily to the extraordinary success of the new aerospace 
and airline programs. The 757 and 767 airline programs would guarantee 
that the Company would stay in the black for many years to come. In 
fact, he noted, future profits would be EXCESSIVE. 

Mr. Cross's best assessment was that the Company could afford a 
maximum 15% salary increase over the three.year term of the Master 
Contract. He knew and believed that the Company had the available funds 
and that a 15% increase was both fair and generous. 

Mr. Cross sensed that, whatever the case, his 'opponent' (the union 
spokesman, Mr. Pelke) lacked a belief in the union's position. He never 
exhibited an intense or sincere belief in what he was saying. Whether 
true or not, Mr. Cross thought that, at a minimum, Mr. Pelke didn't 
believe in his side of the issue. 

The speech you are about to hear is Mr. Pelke's opening comments at 
the very first session. He prepared his comments carefully so as to not 
give away the union's final bargaing position. In his words, he didn't 
"want to play the trump card" until the proper time. 

DO NOT TURN THE PAGE UNTIL THE TAPE RECORDING HAS PLAYED. 
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CONDITIONS: Had Intent, No Belief of Content, Was Sincere 

Last Fall, officials of the Boeing Company, Inc. and 
representatives of the Aerospace Workers of America met in Seattle, 
Washington to begin the initial stages of Collective Bargaining. The 
Master Contract for the union expires May 1, 1984. Groundrules were 
discussed and agreed upon prior to the opening round of contract talks, 
putting the "real" issues of salary and benefits as the top priority 
going into the negotiation sessions. 

Mr. Benjamin Pelke heads the bargaining team for the Aerospace 
Workers of America, Local #9403, currently negotiating the contract with 
the Boeing Company. He has been working in the capacity of the "chief 
negotiator" for the union for several months, although "official" talks 
have just begun. Mr. Pelke has been negotiating major contracts for 15 
years. 

Mr. Pat Cross is the "chief negotiator" for the Boeing Company. He 
has found over his many years of experience in contract bargaining that 
"putting all the cards on the table" is the best approach for both labor 
and management. Mr. Cross expresses the belief that honesty serves 
everyone's interests, especially in the beginning round of the talks. 

In preparation for the negotiations, Mr. Cross and the Boeing 
Company put together a salary and benefits package they believed to be 
fair to labor and management alike. Mr. Cross was given full access to 
the Company's records and logbooks, including gross and net income 
statements. Upon close inspection of the Company books, Mr. Cross found 
that the Boeing Company had been kept artificially afloat for the last 
several years. The hope for the future--the 757 and 767 airline 
programs--were only mediocre investments. The market had been fairly 
saturated over the last decade and few investors had the capital 
available to them. In short, the Company was experiencing "economic 
hard times." The pool of funds available to pay for salary increases 
had dwindled and soon would be dry. Future profits, he noted, would be 
MARGINAL at best. 

Mr. Cross's best assessment was that the Company could afford a 
maximum 5% salary increase over the three-year term of the Master 
Contract. He knew and believed that the Company did not have the 
available funds and that anyone who asked for more than a 5% increase 
just didn't know the facts. 

Mr. Cross sensed that, whatever the case, his opponent (the union 
spokesman, Mr.Pelke) fervently believed in the union position. He 
exhibited an intense and sincere belief in what he was saying. Whether 
true or not, Mr. Cross thought that, at a minimum, Mr. Pelke believed in 
his side of the issue. 

The speech you are about to hear are Mr. Pelke's opening comments 
at the very first session. He prepared his comments carefully so as to 
not give away the union's final bargaining position. In his words, he 
didn't "want to play the trump card" until the proper time. 

DO NOT TURN THE PAGE UNTIL THE TAPE RECORDING HAS PLAYED. 
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CONDITIONS: Had Intent, No Belief of Content, Not Sincere 

Last Fall, officials of the Boeing Company, Inc. and 
representatives of the Aerospace Workers of America met in Seattle, 
Washington to begin the initial stages of Collective Bargaining. The 
Master Contract for the union expires May 1, 1984. Groundrules were 
discussed and agreed upon prior to the opening round of contract talks, 
putting the "real" issues of salary and benefits as the top priority 
going into the negotiation sessions. . 

Mr. Benjamin Pelke heads the bargaining team for the Aerospace 
Workers of America, Local #9403, currently negotiating the contract with 
the Boeing Company. He has been working in the capacity of the "chief 
negotiator" for the union for several months, although "official" talks 
have just begun. Mr. Pelke has been negotiating major contracts for 15 
years. 

Mr. Pat Cross is the "chief negotiator" for the Boeing Company. He 
has found over his many years of experience in contract bargaining that 
"putting all the cards on the table" is the best approach for both labor 
and management. Mr. Cross expresses a belief that honesty serves 
everyone's interests, especially in the beginning round of the talks. 

In preparation for the negotiations, Mr. Cross and the Boeing 
Company put together a salary and benefits package they believed to be 
fair to labor and management alike. Mr. Cross was given full access to 
the Company's records and logbooks, including gross and net income 
statements. Upon close inspection of the Company books, Mr. Cross found 
that the Boeing Company had been kept artificially afloat for the last 
several years. The hope for the future--the 757 and 767 airline 
programs--were only mediocre investments. The market had been fairly 
saturated over the last decade and few investors had the capital 
available to them. In short, the Company was experiencing "economic 
hard times." The pool of funds available to pay for salary increases 
had dwindled and soon would be dry. Future profits, he noted, would be 
MARGINAL at best. 

Mr. Cross's best assessment was that the Company could afford a 
maximum 5% salary increase over the three-year term of the Master 
Contract. He knew and believed that the Company did not have the 
available funds and that anyone who asked for more than a 5% increase 
just didn't know the facts. 

Mr. Cross sensed that, whatever the case, his opponent (the union 
spokesman, Mr. Pelke) lacked a belief in the union's position. He never 
exhibited an intense or sincere belief in what he was saying. Whether 
true or not, Mr. Cross thought that, at a minimum, Mr. Pelke didn't 
believe in his side of the issue. 

The speech you are about to hear are Mr. Pelke's opening comments 
at the very first session. He prepared his comments carefully so as to 
not give away the union's final bargaing position. In his words, he 
didn't "want to play the trump card" until the proper time. 

DO NOT TURN THE PAGE UNTIL THE TAPE RECORDING HAS PLAYED. 
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CONDITIONS: No Intent, Had Belief of Content, Was Sincere 

Last Fall, officials of the Boeing Company, Inc. and 
representatives of the Aerospace Workers of America met in Seattle, 
Washington to begin the initial stages of Collective Bargaining. The 
Master Contract for the union expires May 1, 1984. Groundrules were 
discussed and agreed upon prior to the opening round of contract talks, 
putting the "real" issues of salary and benefits as the top priority 
going into the negotiation sessions. 

Mr. Benjamin Pelke heads the bargaining team for the Aerospace 
Workers of America, Local #9403, currently negotiating the contract with 
the Boeing Company. He has been working in the capacity of the "chief 
negotiator" for the union for several months, although "official" talks 
have just begun. Mr. Pelke has been negotiating major contracts for 15 
years. 

Mr. Pat Cross is the "chief negotiator" for the Boeing Company. He 
has found over his many years of experience in contract bargaining that 
"putting all the cards on the table" is the best approach for both labor 
and management. Mr. Cross expresses the belief that honesty serves 
everyone's interests, especially in the beginning round of the talks. 

In preparation for the negotiations, Mr. Cross and the Boeing 
Company put together a salary and benefits package they believed to be 
fair to labor and management alike. Mr. Cross was given full access to 
the Company's records and logbooks, including gross and net income 
statements. Upon close inspection of the Company books, Mr. Cross found 
that the Boeing Company had been making record profits for the last two 
years--due primarily to the extraordinary success of the new aerospace 
and airline programs. The 757 and 767 airline programs would guarantee 
that the Company would stay in the black for many years to come. In 
fact, he noted, future profits would be EXCESSIVE. Mr. Cross's best 
assessment was that the Company could afford a maximum 15% salary 
increase over the three-yearterm of the Master Contract. He knew and 
believed that the Company had the available funds and that a 15% 
increase was both fair and generous. 

Mr. Cross sensed that, whatever the case, his opponent (the union 
spokesman, Mr. Pelke) fervently believed in the union position. He 
exhibited an intense and sincere belief in what he was saying. Whether 
true or not, Mr. Cross thought that, at a minimum, Mr. Pelke believed in 
his side of the issue. 

The speech you are about to hear is Mr. Pelke's opening comments at 
the very first session. He prepared his comments carefully so as to 
clearly communicate his true intention. Like his 'opponent,' Mr. Pelke 

,placed a premium on being direct and 'getting to the point' in the 
negotiation process. In his words, he wasn't "interested in playing the 
game." 

DO NOT TURN THE PAGE UNTIL THE TAPE RECORDING HAS PLAYED. 
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CONDITIONS: No Intent, Had Belief of Content, Not Sincere 

Last Fall, officials of the Boeing Company, Inc. and 
representatives of the Aerospace Workers of America met in Seattle, 
Washington to begin the initial stages of Collective Bargaining. The 
Master Contract for the union expires May 1, 1984. Groundrules were 
discussed and agreed upon prior to the opening round of contract talks, 
putting the "real" issues of salary and benefits as the top priority 
going into the negotiation sessions. 

Mr. Benjamin Pelke heads the bargaining team for the Aerospace 
Workers of America, Local #9403, currently negotiating the contract with 
the Boeing Company. He has been working in the capacity of the "chief 
negotiator" for the union for several months, although "official" talks 
have just begun. Mr. Pelke has been negotiating major contracts for 15 
years. 

Mr. Pat Cross is the "chief negotiator" for the Boeing Company. He 
has found over his many years of experience in contract bargaining that 
"putting all the cards on the table" is the best approach for both labor 
and management. Mr. Cross expresses the belief that honesty serves 
everyone's interests, especially in the beginning round of the talks. 

In preparation for the negotiations, Mr. Cross and the Boeing 
Company put together a salary and benefits package they believed to be 
fair to labor and management alike. Mr. Cross was given full access to 
the Company's records and logbooks, including gross and net income 
statements. Upon close inspection of the Company books, Mr. Cross found 
that the Boeing Company had been making record profits for the last two 
years--due primarily to the extraordinary success of the new aerospace 
and airline programs. The 757 and 767 airline programs would guarantee 
that the Company would stay in the black for many years to come. In 
fact, he noted, future profits would be EXCESSIVE. 

Mr. Cross's best assessment was that the Company could afford a 
maximum 15% salary increase over the threeyear term of the Master 
Contract. He knew and believed that the Company had the available funds 
and that a 15% increase was both fair and generous. 

Mr. Cross sensed that, whatever the case, his opponent (the union 
spokesman, Mr. Pelke) lacked a belief in the union's position. He never 
exhibited an intense or sincere belief in what he was saying. Whether 
true or not, Mr. Cross thought that, at a minimum, Mr. Pelke didn't 
believe in his side of the issue. 

The speech you are about to hear are Mr. Pelke's opening comments 
at the very first session. He prepared his comments carefully so as to 
clearly communicate his true intention. Like his 'opponent,' Mr. Pelke 
placed a premium on being direct and 'getting to the point' in the 
negotiation process. In his words, he wasn't "interested in playing the 
game." 

DO NOT TURN THE PAGE UNTIL THE TAPE RECORDING HAS PLAYED. 
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CONDITIONS:: No Intent, No Belief ~ Content, Was Sincere 

Last Fall, officials of the Boeing Company, Inc. and 
representatives of the Aerospace Workers of America met in Seattle, 
Washington to begin the initial stages of Collective Bargaining. The 
Master Contract for the union expires May 1, 1984. Groundrules were 
discussed and agreed upon prior to the opening round of contract talks, 
putting the "real" issues of salary and benefits as the top priority 
going into the negotiation sessions. 

Mr. Benjamin Pelke heads the bargaining team for the Aerospace 
Workers of America, Local #9403, currently negotiating the contract with 
the Boeing Company. He has been working in the capacity of the "chief 
negotiator" for the union for several months, although "official" talks 
have just begun. Mr. Pelke has been negotiating major contracts for 15 
years. 

Mr. Pat Cross is the "chief negotiator" for the Boeing Company. He 
has found over his many years of experience in contract bargaining that 
"putting all the cards on the table" is the best approach for both labor 
and management. Mr. Cross expresses the belief that honesty serves 
everyone's interests, especially. in the beginning round of the talks. 

In preparation for the negotiations, Mr. Cross and the Boeing 
Company put togethe~ ? salary and benefits package they believed to be 
fair to labor and management alike. Mr. Cross was given full access to 
the Company's records and logbooks, including gross and net income 
statements. Upon close inspection of the Company books, Mr. Cross found 
that the Boeing Company had been kept artificially afloat for the last 
several years. The hope for the future--the 757 and 767 airline 
programs--were only mediocre investments. The market had been fairly 
saturated over the last decade and few investors had the capital 
available to them. In short, the Company was experiencing "economic 
hard times." The pool of funds available to pay for salary increases 
had dwindled and soon would be dry. Future profits, he noted, would be 
MARGINAL at best. 

Mr. Cross's best assessment was that the Company could afford a 
maximum 5% salary increase over the three year term of the Master 
Contract. He knew and believed that the Company did not have the 
available funds and that anyone who asked for more than a 5% increase 
just didn't know the facts. 

Mr. Cross sensed that, whatever the case, his opponent (the union 
spokesman, Mr. Pelke) fervently believed in the union position. He 
exhibited an intense and sincere belief in what he was saying. Whether 
true or not, Mr. Cross thought that, at a minimum, Mr. Pelke believed in 
his side of the issue. 

The speech you are about to hear are Mr. Pelke's opening comments 
at the very first session. He prepared his comments carefully so as to 
clearly communicate his true intention. Like his 'opponent,' Mr.Pelke 
placed a premium on being direct and 'getting to the point' in the 
negotiation process. In his words, he wasn't "interested in playing the 
game." 

DO NOT TURN THE PAGE UNTIL THE TAPE RECORDING HAS PLAYED. 
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CONDITIONS: No Intent, No Belief £f Content, Not Sincere 

Last Fall, officials of the Boeing Company, Inc. and 
representatives of the Aerospace Workers of America met in Seattle, 

Washington to begin the initial stages of Collective Bargaining. The 
Master Contract for the union expires May 1, 1984. Groundrules were 
discussed and agreed upon prior to the opening round of contract talks, 
putting the "real" issues of salary and benefits as the top priority 
going into the negotiation sessions: 

Mr. Benjamin Pelke heads the bargaining team for the Aerospace 
Workers of America, Local #9403, currently negotiating the contract with 
the Boeing Company. He has been working in the capacity of the "chief 
negotiator" for the union for several months, although "official" talks 
have just begun. Mr. Pelke has been negotiating major contracts for 15 
years. 

Mr. Pat Cross is the "chief negotiator" for the Boeing Company. He 
has found over his many years of experience in contract bargaining that 
"putting all the cards on the table" is the best approach for both labor 
and management. Mr. Cross expresses the belief that honesty serves 
everyone's interests, especially in the beginning round of the talks. 

In preparation for the negotiations, Mr. Cross and the Boeing 
Company put together a salary and benefits package they believed to be 
fair to labor and management alike. Mr. Cross was given full access to 
the Company's records and logbooks, including gross and net income 
statements. Upon close inspection of the Company books, Mr. Cross found 
that the Boeing Company had been kept artificially afloat for the last 
several years. The hope for the future--the 757 and 767 airline 
programs--were only mediocre investments. The market had been fairly 
saturated over the last decade and few investors had the capital 
available to them. In short, the Company was experiencing "economic 
hard times." The pool of funds available to pay for salary increases 
had dwindled and soon would be dry. Future profits, he noted, would be 
MARGINAL at best. 

Mr. Cross's best assessment was that the Company could afford a 
maximum 5% salary increase over the threeyear term of the Master 
Contract. He knew and believed that the Company did not have the 
available funds and that anyone who asked for more just than a 5% 
increase just didn't know the facts. 

Mr. Cross sensed that, whatever the case, his opponent (the union 
spokesman, Mr. Pelke) lacked a belief in the union's position. He never 
exhibited an intense or sincere belief in what he was saying. Whether 
true or not, Mr. Cross thought that, at a minimum, Mr. Pelke didn't 
believe in his side of the issue. 

The speech you are about to hear is Mr. Pelke's opening comments at 
the very first session.He prepared his comments carefully so as to 
clearly communicate his true intention. Like his 'opponent,' Mr. Pelke 
placed a premium on being direct and 'getting to the point' in the 
negotiation process. In his words, he wasn't "interested in playing the 
game." 

DO NOT TURN THE PAGE UNTIL THE TAPE RECORDING HAS PLAYED. 
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UNION NEGOTIATOR'S SPEECH TEXT 

Good afternoon Mr. Cross and members of the negotiating team 
from Boeing. I understand that your company has a great deal of pride 
in the treatment of its workers. I hope that same spirit of cooperation 
and goodwill can spillover into this first round of collective 
bargaining talks. 

My name is Benjamin Pelke. I am the chief negotiator for the 
UNION. I will, in every case, speak for them. I have been chosen by the 
membership of Local #9403 to be their sole representative in these 
contract talks. 

I would like to begin by addressing the single most important 
issue facing our union today: SALARY. When the economy was stalled, we, 
the UNION, did NOT ask for more money, instead we offered to give-back 
some of our previous pay hikes and cost-of-living allowances. In short, 
when times were lean for the Company, the UNION helped out. We 
gave-back to the Company much of what we had bargained for at this 
table. 

But TIMES HAVE CHANGED. I recently obtained some Company 
financial statements. Most of what I read dealt with gross and net 
income for the COMPANY over the last two years. According to these 
documents, the Boeing Company is "well on the road to recovery." It 
will, in fact, earn excessive profits for years to come, due primarily 
to the outstanding success of the 757 and 767 airline programs. The 
profits will be excessive. 

As a representative of the Aerospace \<lorkers of America, I can 
say that we are proud of such an accomplishment. We enjoy success as 
much as the Company does. In this spirit, we, the Union, are asking for 
a 13.3% salary increase over the three-year term of the Master Contract. 
We firmly believe that this salary offer is an opportunity for the 
Company to once again demonstrate its compassion and concern for their 
workers. A 13.3% salary boost is a modest increase leaving your Company 
in a position to, on the one hand, to reward its loyal workers or, on 
the other hand, to turn its back on them. In sum, Mr. Cross, because of 
the financial health of the Boeing Company in 1984, we strongly believe 
that it's now time to SHARE THE PROFITS. 

The UNION's bottom line is simply this: BECAUSE THE UNION AGREED 

TO GIVE-BACK MUCH OF THEIR PAY HIKES WHEN PROFITS WERE LOW, AND BECAUSE 

PROFITS WILL BE EXCESSIVE IN THE FUTURE--due mostly to the 757 and 767 

airline programs--THE COMPANY SHOULD SHARE THE PROFITS WITH THE WORKERS 

BY ADOPTING A 13.3% SALARY INCREASE. 



APPENDIX D 

DICHOTOMOUS MANIPULATION CHECKS 

114 



Sex: M F Age __ 
MAJOR(S) ____ _ 

PART A 

Answer the following questions by placed a check mark 
in the appropriate spaces as provided. You may refer back 
to the Background Information, if necessary. 

1. The speaker on the tape you've just listened to, Mr. Pelke, was a: 

"chief" negotiator for the UNION 

"chief" negotiator for the COMPANY 

2. The person being spoken to on the tape, Mr. Cross, W.8S a: 

"chief" negotiator for the UNION 

"chief" negotiator for the COMPANY 

3. Mr. Pelke, the speaker, was the type of negotiator that: 

believes in "putting all the cards on the table"! 

believes in "holding the trump card" 

4. Mr. Cross, the person being spoken to,: 

believes that Mr. Pelke's comments were true ----
believes that Mr. Pelke's comments were false 

5. Mr. Cross, believed that, at a minimum, Mr. Pelke: 

believed IN what he said (he was sincere) ----
did not believe IN what he said (was not sincere) 

6. How confident do you feel about your answers? 

very 
confident 

mildly 
confident 

neutral mildly 
unsure 

PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE 

very 
unsure 

ll5 
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COMMUNICATOR PROFILES 

Instructions for Completing this 
Questionnaire 
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For the following questions, you will be asked to place a 
mark somewhere along the scales provided below. For example, if you 
feel that an item is VERY CLOSELY RELATED to one or the other side of 
the scale, you should place a checkmark as follows: 

POSITIVE X NEGATIVE 
POSITIVE - - - - - - X NEGATIVE 

If you feel that an item is QUITE CLOSELY RELATED to one or 
the other side of a scale (but not extremely so), you should place your 
checkmark as follows: 

NICE X AWFUL -- -- -- -- -- -- --
NICE X AWFUL 

If you feel that an item seems ONLY SLIGHTLY RELATED to one 
end as oppsed to the other side (but not really neutral), then 
you should place your checkmark as follows: 

BEAUTIFUL X UGLY -- -- -- -- -- -- --
BEAUTIFUL X UGLY 

The direction toward which you place your checkmark, of 
course, depends upon which side of the two sides of the scale 
seem most characteristic of the item yau are judging. If you 
consider the item to be NEUTRAL on the scale, both sides of the 
scale EQUALLY ASSOCIATED with the concept or if the scale is 
completely IRRELEVANT (unrelated to the item), then you should 
place your checkmark in the middle space, shown below: 

COLORLESS X COLORFUL 

PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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SPEAKER PROFILE 

Please make an evaluation of the speaker, the UNION spokesman, 
on the basis of the following scales. 

YOUTHFUL MATURE 

MEANINGLESS MEANINGFUL 

ACTIVE PASSIVE 

FEMININE MASCULINE 

HONEST DISHONEST 

INTERESTING BORING 

UNSUCCESSFUL SUCCESSFUL 

GOOD BAD 

POSITIVE NEGATIVE 

SENSUOUS SEXLESS 

PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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HEARER PROFILE 

Please make an evaluation of the hearer (from what you've read), 
the COMPANY spokesman, on the basis of the following scales. 

PASSIVE ACTIVE 

MASCULINE FEMININE 

DISHONEST HONEST 

BORING INTERESTING 

SUCCESSFUL UNSUCCESSFUL 

BAD GOOD 

NEGATIVE POSITIVE 

SEXLESS SENSUOUS 

MATURE YOUTHFUL -- -- --

MEANINGFUL MEANINGLESS 

PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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PART C 

We are now interested in your own estimate of the communication 
event you have just listened to. Try to predict the true beliefs of Mr. 
Cross and Mr. Pelke regarding the following statements. Envision 
yourself as an interested BUT NEUTRAL onlooker into this unique 
communication event. From now on we will refer to Mr. Pelke as the 
"speaker" and Mr. Cross as the "hearer" (of Pelke's opening comments). 
Recall that your role is one of an INNOCENT BYSTANDER; a reporter of the 
event you've just witnessed. 

Your prediction should be based on the CIRCUMSTANCES (or 
CONTEXT) in which the speech was given and on what you know ABOUT THE 
SPEAKER and HEARER, as well as the SPEECH ITSELF. Please try to ignore 
your own personal attitudes concerning the issues while attempting to 
assess the "speaker's" (Mr. Pelke) and the person across the negotiating 
table, the "hearer's" (Mr. Cross) true beliefs. 

Use these scales in the following manner: FIRST, decide if you 
(the reporter of the event) agree or disagree with the statement. Then 
SECOND, place a checkmark a on the scale at the appropriate point to 
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree. 

For example, if you strongly agree with a given statement, mark the 
scale as follows: 

X ----STRONGLY AGREE 
AGREE 

SLIGHTLY 
AGREE 

NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY 
DISAGREE 

DISAGREE STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

If you agree with 
scale as follows: 

the statement (but not extremely so) mark the 

X ----STRONGLY AGREE 
AGREE 

SLIGHTLY 
AGREE 

NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY 
DISAGREE 

DISAGREE STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

If you agree with the statement (but only slightly) mark the scale 
as follows: 

X 
STRONGLY AGREE SLIGHTLY NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

If you have no feeling about the statement or find the scale 
irrelevant, please mark the scale as follows: 

X ----STRONGLY AGREE SLIGHTLY NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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SPEAKER BELIEFS 

1. The "speaker" intended to persuade the Company to adopt a salary 
increase. 

(On the basis of what you've heard and read, you:) 

STRONGLY AGREE 
AGREE 

SLIGHTLY NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

2. The "speaker" believed that the Boeing C!)mpany owed something to its 
workers. 

(On the basis of what you've heard and read, you:) 

STRONGLY AGREE 
AGREE 

SLIGHTLY NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

HEARER BELIEFS 

3. The "hearer" believed that the Company could afford a salary 
increase. 

(On the basis of what you've read, you:) 

STRONGLY AGREE 
AGREE 

SLIGHTLY NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

4. The "hearer" believed that the Union's 'bottom line' was their final 
position. 

(On the basis of what you've read:) 

STRONGLY AGREE 
AGREE 

SLIGHTLY NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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5. The "hearer" believed that the "speaker" intended to deceive him. 

(On the basis of what you've read:) 

STRONGLY AGREE 
AGREE 

SLIGHTLY NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

6. The "hearer" believed that the SPEECH was intended to deceive him. 

(On the basis of what you've read:) 

STRONGLY AGREE 
AGREE 

SLIGHTLY NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

7. The "hearer" believed the CONTENT of what was said. 

(On the basis of what you've read:) 

STRONGLY AGREE 
AGREE 

SLIGHTLY NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

8. The "hearer" believed that the "speaker" was SINCERE. 

(On the basis of what you've read:) 

STRONGLY AGREE 
AGREE 

SLIGHTLY NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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9. In your best judgment, the "speaker" would be SUCCESSFUL in deceiving 
Company negotiator. 

(On the basis of what you've heard and read, you:) 

STRONGLY 
AGREE 

AGREE SLIGHTLY 
AGREE 

NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE 
DISAGREE 

10. How confident do you feel about this judgment? 

EXTREMELY CONFIDENT 
CONFIDENT 

MILDLY 
CONFIDENT 

NEUTRAL MILDLY 
UNSURE 

UNSURE 

IF COMPLETED, PLEASE TURN THIS PACKET OVER 
AND WAIT FOR INSTRUCTIONS. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

EXTREMELY 
UNSURE 
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WELCOME 

Thank you for your attendance this afternoon. 

To insure that you receive proper credit for participating, we 
have blank sheets of paper headed by your instructor's NAME, the TIME 
and PLACE of your class plus your SECTION NUMBER. When you are 
instructed to do so, please come forward and put your name on the proper 
list. Without your PRINTED name, we have NO RECORD that you helped us 
and NO WAY for your instructor to assign your three (3) extra credit 
points. 

While we are waiting for everyone to enter the room, please take 
a few minutes to complete the items listed below. Please react to these 
statements. First, decide if you agree or disagree and then decide the 
EXTENT to which you do so. Place a checkmark in the appropriate space. 

1. I am a good listener. 

STRONGLY AGREE 
AGREE 

SLIGHTLY NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

2. I like to investigate and verify controversial information. 

STRONGLY 
AGREE 

3. I am a 

STRONGLY 
AGREE 

4. I am an 

STRONGLY 
AGREE 

5. I would 
points 

STRONGLY 
AGREE 

AGREE SLIGHTLY NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

gullible person. 

AGREE SLIGHTLY NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

outgoing person (extrovert) • 

AGREE SLIGHTLY 
AGREE 

volunteer for this 
being awarded. 

AGREE SLIGHTLY 
AGREE 

NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE 

experiment without having extra credit 

NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY DISAGREE STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE 

IF COMPLETED, PLEASE TURN THIS PAGE OVER AND WAIT FOR INSTRUCTION 
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THREE-WAY ANOVA ON THE GROUPS AS EXPERIMENTALLY MANIPULATED 

V52 
BY V55 

V56 
V57 

WITH V13 
V14 
V15 
V16 

Grand Mean = 3.25' 

Variable & Category 

V55 
Al Had Intent 
A2 No intent 

V56 
B1 Had Belief 

of Content 
B2 No Belief 

of Content 

V57 
C1 Was Sincere 
C2 Not Sincere 

Multiple R Squared 
MUltiple R 

Multiple Classification Analysis 

DECEPTION WOULD SUCCEED IN THIS CONTEXT 
THE INTENT VARIABLE 
THE CONTENT VARIABLE 
THE SINCERITY VARIABLE 
I AM A GOOD LISTENER 
I INVESTIGATE AND VERIFY CONTROVERSIAL INFORMATION 
I AM A GULLIBLE PERSON 
I AM AN OUTGOING PERSON 

Adjusted for 
Independents 

Unadjusted and Covariates 
N Deviation Eta Deviation Beta 

101 .18 .23 
97 -.19 -.24 

.10 .12 

98 .47 .49 

100 -.46 -.48 

.25 .26 

101 .13 .16 
97 -.14 -.16 

.07 .09 

.103 

.320 
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THREE-WAY ANOVA ON THE GROUPS BY RESPONSES 
DICHOTOMOUS MANIPULATION CHECKS 

V52 
BY V58 

V59 
V60 

WITH V13 
V14 
VIS 
V16 

Grand Mean = 3.22 

Variable & Category 

V58 
Al Had Intent 
A2 No intent 

V59 
Bl Had Belief 

of Content 
B2 No Belief 

of Content 

V60 
Cl Was Sincere 
C2 Not Sincere 

Multiple R Squared 
Multiple R 

Multiple Classification Analysis 

DECEPTION WOULD SUCCEED IN THIS CONTEXT 
THE INTENT VARIABLE 
THE CONTENT VARIABLE 
THE SINCERITY VARIABLE 
I AM A GOOD LISTENER 
I INVESTIGATE AND VERIFY CONTROVERSIAL INFORMATION 
I AM A GULLIBLE PERSON 
I AM AN OUTGOING PERSON 

Adjusted for 
Independents 

Unadjusted and Covariates 
N Deviation Eta Deviation Beta 

94 -.05 .06 
96 .05 -.06 

.03 .03 

96 .59 .52 

94 -.60 -.53 

.32 .29 

119 .27 .17 
71 -.46 -.28 

.19 .12 

.126 

.355 
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THREE-WAY ANOVA ON THE GROUPS BY RESPONSES 
TO INTERVAL MANIPULATION CHECKS 

V52 
BY V61 

V63 
V64 

\VITH V13 
V14 
V15 
V16 

Grand Mean = 3.19 

Variable & Category 

V61 
Al Had Intent 
A2 No intent 

V63 
Bl Had Belief 

of Content 
B2 No Belief 

of Content 

V64 
Cl Was Sincere 
C2 Not Sincere 

Multiple R Squared 
Multiple R 

Multiple Classification Analysis 

DECEPTION WOULD SUCCEED IN THIS CONTEXT 
THE INTENT VARIABLE 
THE CONTENT VARIABLE 
THE SINCERITY VARIABLE 
I AM A GOOD LISTENER 
I INVESTIGATE AND VERIFY CONTROVERSIAL INFORMATION 
I AM A GULLIBLE PERSON 
I AM AN OUTGOING PERSON 

IAdjusted for 
'Independents 

Unadjusted and Covariates 
N Deviation Eta DeViation Beta 

62 -.16 .28 
84 .12 -.21 

.07 .13 

83 .62 .61 

63 -.81 -.81 

.38 .37 

92 .34 .15 
54 -.58 -.26 

.24 .10 

.195 

.442 
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Ce1l 
Mean 
Order: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

MEANS FOR EACH EXPERIMENTAL CELL 

Ordering of Cell Means 
As Experimentally Manipulated 

(EXPM) 

4.08 
had intent, had content 

was sincere 

3.96 
no intent, had content 

was sincere 

3.60 
had intent, had content 

not sincere 

3.2174 
no intent, had content 

not sincere 

3.0769 
had intent, no content 

was sincere 

3.00 
had intent, no content 

not sincere 

2.76 
no intent, no content 

not sincere 

2.44 
no intent, no content 

was sincere 

Ordering of Cell Means 
By Responses to Dichotomous 
Manipulation Checks (DICH) 

3.9091 
no intent, had content 

was sincere 

3.75 
no intent, had content 

not sincere 

3.10 
had intent, had content 

not sincere 

3.09 
had intent, had content 

was sincere 

2.9167 
had intent, no content 

was sincere 

2.65 
no intent, no content 

was sincere 

2.63 
had intent, no content 

not sincere 

2.38 
no intent, no content 

not sincere 
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V24 
V25 
V26 
V27 
V28 
V29 
V30 
V31 
V32 
V33 

RELIABILITY OF RESPONSES TO THE SPEAKER PROFILE FORM 

Reliability Analysis for Scale: Speaker Profile 

V24 YOUTHFUL/MATURE 
V25 MEANINGFUL/MEANINGLESS 
V25 ACTIVE/PASSIVE 
V26 MASCULINE/FEMININE 
V28 HONEST/DISHONEST 
V29 INTERESTING/BORING 
V30 SUCCESSFUL/UNSUCCESSFUL 
V31 GOOD/BAD 
V32 POSITIVE/NEGATIVE 
V33 SENSUOUS/SEXLESS 

Means Standard Deviation 

2.58794 
5.30151 
4.85930 
6.04523 
5.16080 
3.91960 
5.07035 
4.88442 
5.06030 
3.12563 

1.39300 
1.43884 
1. 75243 
1.11598 
1. 61567 
1.82396 
1. 41602 
1.44659 
1.44123 
1.59523 
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Cases 

199.0 
199.0 
199.0 
199.0 
199.0 
199.0 
199.0 
199.0 
199.0 
199.0 

Statistics for Mean Variance Standard Deviation Variables 

Part 1 23.95477 
Part 2 22.06030 
Scale 46.01508 

Item-Total Mean If Item 
Statistics Deleted 

V24 43.42714 
V25 40.71357 
V26 41.15578 
V27 39.96985 
V28 40.85427 
V29 42.09548 
V30 40.94472 
V31 41.13065 
V32 40.95477 
V33 42.88945 

14.4171~ 
31.49129 
74.89371 

Variance If 
Item Deleted 

76.98330 
60.21552 
61.44531 
69.93848 
58,99381 
54.19791 
61.40602 
57.23537 
58.54845 
63.15943 

3.79699 
5.61171 
8.65412 

Corrected 
Correlation 

-.16487 
.56461 
.37772 
.19875 
.53500 
.64675 
.51741 
.71115 
.64691 
.36243 

5 
5 

10 

Alpha If 
Item Deleted 

.81748 

.73427 

.76041 

.77532 

.73655 

.71697 

.74065 

.71437 

.72328 

.76093 



Source of Variation 

Between People 
Within People 

Between Measures 
Residual 

Nonadditivity 
Balance 

Total 

Grand Mean 4.60151 

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR SCALE: SPEAKER PROFILE 

Analysis of Variance 

Sums of Degrees of 
Squares Freedom Mean Square 

1482.89 198 7.48 
5090.10 1791 2.84 
2022.16 9 224.68 
3067.93 1782 1.72 

24.55 1 24.55 
3043.38 1781 1. 70 
6572.99 1989 3.30 

F Signif 

130.50 .0001 

14.36 .0002 

Tukey estimate of power to which observations must be raised to achieve additivity .4125969 

Hotellings T-squared = 840.30 
Degrees of Freedom: 

Reliability Coefficients: 

Correlation between forms 

Alpha for Part 1 .30169 

Alpha = .77012 

.68016 

Fisher's F = 89.59 
Numerator = 9 

N of cases 199.0 

Signif of F .0000 
Denominator = 190 

N of items 10 

Guttman Split-Half .77404 

Alpha for Part 2 .77183 

Standardized Item Alpha .76214 

Equal-Length Spearman-Brown = .80964 Unequal-Length Spearman-Brown .80964 

I--' 
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RELIABILITY OF RESPONSES TO THE HEARER PROFILE }ORM 

Reliability Analysis for Scale: Hearer Profile 

V34 ACTIVE/PASSIVE 
V35 MASCULINE/FEMININE 
V36 HONEST/DISHONEST 
V37 INTERESTING/BORING 
V38 SUCCESSFUL/UNSUCCESSFUL 
V39 GOOD/BAD 
V40 POSITIVE/NEGATIVE 
V41 SENSUOUS/SEXLESS 
V42 YOUTHFUL/MATURE 
V43 MEANINGFUL/MEANINGLESS 

Means Standard Deviation Cases 

V34 
V35 
V36 
V37 
V38 
V39 
V40 
V41 
V42 
V43 

4.89848 
5.65482 
5.68020 
4.71066 
5.41117 
5.23350 
5.02538 
3.71574 
2.30457 
5.48223 

Statistics for Mean Variance 

Part 1 
Part 2 
Scale 

26.35533 
21. 76142 
48.11675 

Item-Total Mean If Item 
Statistics Deleted 

V34 43.21827 
V35 42.46193 
V36 42.43655 
V37 43.40609 
V38 42.70558 
V39 42.88325 
V40 43.09137 
V41 44.40102 
V42 45.81218 
V43 42.63452 

26.39350 
11.25401 
53.46079 

Variance If 
Item Deleted 

40.20211 
46.91308 
40.86968 
42.04853 
39.91288 
40.82814 
40.25691 
51. 25163 
62.18393 
43.26370 

1.88978 
1. 29467 
1.46534 
1.29068 
1.47720 
1.27227 
1. 51670 
1. 30947 
1.29309 
1.22305 

197.0 
197.0 
197.0 
197.0 
197.0 
197.0 
197.0 
197.0 
197.0 
197.0 

Standard Deviation Variables 

5.13746 5 
3.35470 5 
7.31169 10 

Corrected 
Correlation 

.40424 

.27468 

.55744 

.58226 

.60894 

.67742 

.56652 

.02637 
-.50973 

.54081 

Alpha If 
Item Deleted 

.66403 

.68452 

.63236 

.63329 

.62153 

.61729 

.62914 

.72266 

.79262 

.64268 



Source of Variation 

Between People 
Within People 

Between Measures 
Residual 

Nonadditivity 
Balance 

Total 

Grand Mean 4.81168 

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR SCALE: HEARER PROFILE 

Analysis of Variance 

Sums of Degrees of 
Squares Freedom Mean Square 

1047.81 196 5.34 
4851.30 1773 2.73 
1970.45 9 218.94 
2880.85 1764 1.63 

328.21 1 328.21 
2552.64 1763 1.45 
5899.13 1969 3.00 

F 

134.06 

226.68 

Signif 

.0001 

.0001 

Tukey estimate of power to which observations must be raised to achieve additivity = -1.6926403 

Hotellings T-squared = 640.82 
Degrees of Freedom: 

Reliability Coefficients: 

Correlation between forms 

Alpha for Part 1 = .71755 

Alpha = .69452 

.45876 

Fisher's F = 68.30 
Numerator = 9 

N of cases = 197.0 

Signif of F = .0000 
Denominator = 188 

N of items = 10 

Guttman Split-Half .59158 

Alpha for Part 2 = .27239 

Standardized Item Alpha = .68649 

Equal-Length Spearman-Brown = .62898 Unequal-Length Spearman-Brown = .62898 
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Factor 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

Factor 

1 
2 
3 

139 

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF SPEAKER PROFILE SCALES 

Variable 

V24 
V25 
V26 
V27 
V28 
V29 
V30 
V31 
V32 
V33 

Eigenvalue 

4.11293 
1. 28954 

.92208 

.70883 

.68365 

.58041 

.49570 

.47162 

.41676 

.31848 

Eigenvalue 

3.47448 
.71032 
.56300 

EST Communality 

.11373 

.44837 

.30245 

.10198 

.52761 

.47855 

.36920 

.65110 

.56463 

.22111 

Percentage 
of Variable 

41.1 
12.9 
9.2 
7.1 
6.8 
5.8 
5.0 
4.7 
4.2 
3.2 

Percentage 
of Variable 

73.2 
1::>.0 
11.9 

Communality 

.24005 

.46806 

.44491 

.13220 

.67241 

.65510 

.46423 

.72579 

.59501 

.35004 

Cumulative 
Percentage 

41.1 
54.0 
63.2 
70.3 
77 .2 
83.0 
87.9 
92.6 
96.8 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percentage 

73.2 
88.1 

100.0 



FACTOR MATRIX USING PRINCIPAL FACTOR FACTOR SCORE COEFFICIENTS 
WITH ITERATIONS 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
--

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
V24 .02989 .02986 -.31876 

V24 -.20357 .18391 .40594 V25 .07549 .05049 .16887 
V25 .66674 -.11652 -.09968 V26 -.12317 .33436 .04358 
V26 .42814 .48781 -.15377 V27 -.01486 .01521 .15841 
V27 .27218 -.04342 -.23715 V28 .44546 -.27676 -.04733 
V28 .69668 -.38676 .19356 V29 -.02313 .50663 -.17973 
V29 .69531 .40890 .06665 V30 -.03862 .17296 .26513 
V30 .60773 .12824 -.28010 V31 .33358 -.00560 .11816 
V31 .83423 -.16612 .04751 V32 .21012 .01132 -.01578 
V32 .75058 -.14650 .10084 V33 .10609 .09298 -.33262 
V33 .36557 .20196 .41905 

TRANSFORMATION MATRIX 
VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX AFTER 

ROTATION WITH KAISER NORMALIZATION Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 1 .80168 .54491 .24571 
Factor 2 -.46838 .82804 -.30817 

V24 -.09858 -.01222 -.47978 Factor 3 .37138 -.13197 -.91905 
V25 .55207 .27999 .29134 
V26 .05764 .65752 .09619 
V27 .15047 .14366 .29821 
V28 .81155 .03384 .11247 
V29 .39065 .70868 -.01642 
V30 .32311 .47431 .36723 
V31 .76424 .31076 .21250 
V32 .70780 .27439 .13690 
V33 .35411 .31114 -.35754 

....... 

.p-. 
0 



Factor 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

Factor 

1 
2 

141 

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF HEARER PROFILE SCALES 

Variable 

V34 
V35 
V36 
V37 
V38 
V39 
V40 
V41 
V42 
V43 

Eigenvalue 

3.90145 
1.28858 
1.13181 

.85396 

.71515 

.56191 

.54596 

.43297 

.31925 

.24897 

Eigenvalue 

3.61503 
.68820 

EST Communality 

.27593 

.21666 

.44723 

.37182 

.45763 

.56778 

.39837 

.06787 

.37380 

.45315 

Percentage 
of Variable 

39.0 
12.9 
11.3 
8.5 
7.2 
5.6 
5.5 
4.3 
3.2 
2.5 

Percentage 
of Variable 

84.0 
16.0 

Communality 

.34756 

.30589 

.48179 

.40829 

.52667 

.78157 

.43936 

.05645 

.47103 

.48461 

Cumulative 
Percentage 

39.0 
51.9 
63.2 
71.8 
78.9 
84.5 
90.0 
94.3 
97.5 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percentage 

84.0 
100.0 



FACTOR MATRIX USING PRINCIPAL FACTOR FACTOR SCORE COEFFICIENTS 
WITH ITERATIONS 

Factor 1 Factor 2 
Factor 1 Factor 2 

V34 .00018 .22981 
V34 .51814 -.28123 V35 -03842 .25698 
V35 .39366 -.38848 V36 .14175 -.00550 
V36 .66704 .19196 V37 .13648 -.01086 
V37 .62573 .12944 V38 .07232 .24563 
V38 .71515 -.12343 V39 .56829 -.39970 
V39 .77884 .41830 V40 .12767 .00339 
V40 .64555 .15044 V41 .03842 -.08867 
V41 .01043 .23737 V42 .00665 -.34704 
V42 -.58159 .36439 V43 .09937 .13913 
V43 .69425 -.05124 

TRANSFORMATION MATRIX 
VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX AFTER 

ROTATION WITH KAISER NORMALIZATION Factor 1 Factor 2 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 1 .88759 .46063 
Factor 2 .46063 -.88759 

V34 .33036 .48829 
V35 .17046 .52615 
V36 .68048 .13688 
V37 .61502 .17335 
V38 .57791 .43897 
V39 .88398 -.01252 
V40 .64228 .16384 
V41 .11860 -.20589 
V42 -.34836 -.59133 
V43 .59261 .36528 

....... 
~ 
N 
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