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ABSTRACT

DECEPTIVE COMMUNICATION

When it is legitimate to deceive
others, and when it is not

By
Yasmin Rugbeer

In this dissertation, 1 present the results of an analysis of the nature of
deceptive communication. I examine when it is legitimate to deceive others
and when it 1s not. The first part of the study reviews theortes and literature
relevant to understanding and defining deceptive communication, human

perceptions values and beliefs.

I examine possible reasons why animals engage n deceptive
communication. [ focus on interpersonal deception; self-deception;
persuasion and propaganda; nonverbal communication and people’s inabihty
to make accurate judgements of deception and ethical perspectives on
deception.

Subsequent chapters describe the construction of a survey instrument
employed to measure and evaluate the extent of deceptive communication

among university students.

Penultmate chapters blend the insights gained from this literature
review to interpret the results, obuaned through the quannrauve research
methodology, to descabe a set of conclusions and recommendations m the
context of deceptive communication - when it is legiimate to decerve others

and when 1t 1s not.
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WRITING CONVENTIONS

I wish to draw the attention of the reader to the following conventions that I am following in this

study:

I am using the abbreviated Harvard style of referencing, for example Gass and Seiter (2003:
ng ty ang, p

49), meaning Gass and Seiter 2003, page 49.

I have made a conscious effort to limit the use of footnotes as far as possible in order to

facilitate the uninterrupted reading of the dissertation.

Ilustrative graphics, tables and graphs are all given as Figures 1 — 49 in their chronological

sequence of appearance.

For commonly used terms full terms are used in headings. Acronyms are used in paragraphs.

In consultation with my promoter I consciously tracked down relevant information relating to
deceptive communication, and included the relevant matenal in my dissertation, accompanied
by the website address (URL) of the websites where I found the material Such website
addresses are included in my dissertation, both for venficaton purposes, and for
acknowledging the sources of the information that I have drawn together. An example of a

typical website address is: hrp://www.howa rdcc.edu/ profdev /resources/learning/grou

psl.htm. It should however be kept in mind that the Worldwide Web (WWW) is ephemeral
and ever changing. It may well be that websites from which I gamered information will go
offline or alter their contents over the course of time. While it is inevitable that some of the

servers will shed documents, the perodic updatng of files on most websites ensures the

renewal of knowledge that does not happen as readily in the print media.
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6. In instances where authorship could be established for website contents, or for an electronic

document downloaded from websites, the author is given, followed by the website address as

n Sanes (2000: http://www.transparen mow.com/news

place of page numbers because Website contents are not paginated.

7. In the bibliography I have separated the references in authored and non-authored references
and authored homepages that relate to deceptive communication. The non-authored

references include websites.
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Chapter 1

STATEMENT OF PROBLEMS, CRITICAL QUESTTIONS AND RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

THE RATIONALE FOR THE PRESENT STUDY

This study focuses on deception as a mulafaceted and complex communication phenomenon
that has been broadly conceptualised. I explore some of these conceptualisations. Deception, according
to Gass and Seiter (2003: 259) 1s a ubiquitous form of communication. Gass and Seiter (2003) state thar
m one study, 130 subjects were asked to record the veracity (ie., truth) of their communication in
natural sitvations and found that more than 61% of their subjects” overall conversations mvoived

deception.

Skinner et al (2004: 79) state that language is important for sending and receiving messages, so
too 1s nonverbal communication. Taking Gass and Seiter (2003) and Pease (1999) as point of departure
1 will make a study of nonverbal communication to illustrate the need for deliberate control of body
movement and the mental energy required to fabrcate a he. Gass and Seiter (2003: 191) state that there
are many categonies of nonverbal communication that affect the process of persuasion. Kinesics, for
instance, shows that people are generally more persuasive when they make eye contact and use facal

expressions and body movements that signal relaxation and soctabibity.

Moreover, people make themselves appear more credible, dominant, or powerful and, i turn,
affect their persuvasiveness using time, artefacts or physical appearance. Various features of the voice,
partcularly its rate, mfluence how persuasive one tends to be. Gass and Seiter (2003: 169) also state that
by making their words more vivid, intense, offensive, and powerless or powerful, persuaders affect the

way audiences respond to their messages.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 169) declare that symbols are arbitrary, but have the power to shape
petceptions and construct social reabty. Symbols also have connotative and denotative meamngs, both
of which affect persuasion. I will also examine the power of labels and how, oftentimes, through the use
of euphemisms and double-speak, persuaders attempt to lessen (or strengthen) the connotative impact

of a word. I will show that ethics and persuasion are closely intertwined, and that persuasion 1s not

inherently unethical.
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Question 3: What are young people’s cutrent conceptions of the values and beliefs?

My study will focus on a group of respondents at the University of KwaZulu-Natal as a model
for the values and beliefs of South African young people. (See chapter 12)

Question 4 Under what circumstances will individuals, public speakers and mass

commumnicators le to others?

I will focus on the nature of deceptive behaviour of individuals towards others, with particular

emphasis on the communicator in small group, public and mass communication. (See chapters 7 and 8)
Question 5: To what extent are people able to make accurate judgements of deception?

I will examine how nonverbal cues, which appear to be less reliable indicators of actual
deception than verbal content cues lead to people’s inability to make accurate judgements of deception.

(See chapter 9)
Question 6: What is the possible relationship between body movement and deception?

I will study the deliberate control of body movement and mental energy required to fabricate a
lie to explain the general research finding that fewer body movements occur with deception. I will show
that the lack of congruence that is likely to occur in the use of the main gestures, the body’s micro

signals and the spoken words do not allow us to fake our own body language. (See chapter 9}

AIMS

Based on the above-mentioned six problems the following six aims have been identified. The

aims of this dissertagon are:

{a) To analyse the nature of truth and deception

(b) To establish the relationship between what is considered to be deceptive behaviour among

animals and human deceptive behaviour

{c) To extrapolate and discern the values and beltefs of South African voung people by using
the conceptons of the values and beliefs of a group of respondents in the Durban district as

model for the values and beliefs

(d} To establish under what carcumstances individuals, public speakers and mass

communicators will be to others



(e) To work out to what extent people are able to make accurate judgements of deception

() To determine the possible relationship between body movement and deception
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

‘The project entails the following:

0 The qualitaive phase will report canonical as well as current published hiterature on

deceptive communication

o This will be followed by a quantitative, empirical phase of study, during which a
representative sample of university students from all ethnic groups in the Durban region
will be surveyed by means of a questionnaire to determine what their perceptions are about
deceptive communication, as well as the extent to which they engage mn deceptive
commumnication during particular interpersonal interactions with a varety of persons that

form part of their communicaton networks
© A detailed analysis of data gathered from the returned questionnaires
o A summary of the relevant results of the survey

o Statement of recommendations based on the summary of results

VALUE OF THE RESEARCH

A study of deception performs a defensive function mnsofar as 1t educates people to become
better at deception detection and more disciminaring consumers of persuasive messages. Gass and
Seiter (2003: 259) reveal that humans tend to be fairly 1naccurate when trving to detect deception. Some
research shows that the average person can detect a liar with about the same accuracy as someone

flipping a coin, whereas other research presents an even less optimistic view of humans as lie detectors.

Gass and Setter (2003: 260) add that the fact that people are not verv accurate at detecting
deception 1s unfortunate when you consider the practical and professional contexrs within which
accurate detection would be desirable (e.g., junists, law officers, negotiators, customs inspectors, job

mterviewers, secret service and so forth).

I will present a nuanced value of decepave communication indicating that it can be sancooned

under normal crcumstances. Bok (1978: 39} explains that a he is clearly justifiable to avert harm and
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danger when a life 1s threatened. Bok (1978: 40) adds where innocent lives are at stake; lies are morally
justified, if indeed they are lies in the first place.

According to Gass and Seiter {2003: 260) deception is a form of persuasion. Even from the
standpomt of pure cases of persuasion, deception mvolves an intentional attempt to get someone to
believe what the har knows to be false. Gass and Sewer (2003: 173) demonstrate that nonverbal
communication plars an important role In creatng impressions of ourselves as powerful, authontanve,

credible or attractive.

My study will show that persuasion is the central feature of every sphere of human
communication, and is an indispensable ingredient in a number of professions. In this regard Gass and
Seiter (2003: 4) state that the so-called people-professions — politics, law, social work, counselling,
business management, advertising, sales, public relanons, and the ministry — might as well be called
persuasion professions. (Gass and Seiter (2003: 4) have similarly indicated thar psychologists,
demographers, artists, writers, marketers and business leaders collaborate 1o create messages expressly

mtended to shape opinions and change our behaviour.

OQVERVIEW

This study tocuses deceptive communication; when it is legitimate to decerve others and when it

15 1Ot

In this chapter, I state the problems that will be investigated, the aims of the research and the

research methodology used o find solutions to the problems

Chapter 2 defines and discusses the kev concepts relating to mv research regarding deceptive

commumncanon.

In chapter 3, 1 discuss a theoretical framework for the studv of deceptive behaviour that enables

one to do research on conceprual as well as communicauve aspects of deception.

In chapter 4, 1 focus on the process of communication showing that that current

communicagon problems result from bias and misinformanon, as well as from deliberate decepton.

In chapter 5, [ examine decepmon in animals showing that decepnon in animals 5 not

mrentonal, but a strategy evolved for the preservadon of the species.
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in chapter 6, | discuss self-decepuon as an integral part of one’s psychic defences, to be a

critical constiruent of normal (although not thereby desirable) personality make-up.

In chapter 7, 1 focus on liars’ motivations for telling hes, the vanous deception strategies, and
the complex nature of decepuve behaviours berween individuals i handling evervday human

relatonships and in times of war.

In chapter 8 | focus on persuasion as the act of influencing the minds of others and propaganda

as an expression of opinion or action by individuals or groups with reference to predetermined ends.

In chapter 9, 1 focus on the relattionship between nonverbal communicatnon and the detection

of decepuon.

In chapter 10, Tlook at ethical petspecuves on deception.

In chapter 11, I discuss the fieldwork that was conducted among second vear students at the

Universiy of KwaZulu-Nawal

In chapter 12, [ present and interpret the results of my research, using a sertes of bar graphs and

pie charts.

In chaprer 13, | present the conclusions of the research and make a number of

recommendanons regarding deceptive communicanon.

CONCLUSION

The problems that exast with regard to deceptive communication are stated in the first section
of this chapter. 'Thereafter the aims of this research are stated, and the research methodology, which is
used to find solugons to these problems, is indicated in order to fulfil the atms of this research. In

chaprer two I define the kev concepts concemning deceptive communication.

2]
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Chapter 2

K&y CONCEPTS

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter I will define the kev concepts relating to the research regarding deceptive
communicagon. The purpose of this chapter is to witroduce the main concepts that 1 will be working
with, which will be analysed in greater detail in subsequent chapters. T will discuss how decepuve
processes determmne human behaviour. The swdy will show in subscquent chapters how decepaon 1s

part of ones everyday behaviour.

COMMUNICATION

Cherry (1978: 30) reports that we can communicate with one another in this world (or ourside
1} only 1n as much as we can share sign-usage. Littrell {1991: 41) defines communicauon as the process
of conveying a message, a thought, or an idea in such a way that the message 1s received and
understood. Through communicaton people share ideas, facts, opinion and feelings. According to
Sternberg (1998: 483), communicaton can be either verbal or nonverbal. Mersham and Skinner {1999:
7) demonstrate that communicaton cannot take place unless all three clements of communicator,
medium and reapient are present. 1 will show in subsequent chapters how we communicate to decetve

others.

COMPLIANCE GAINING

Gass and Seiter (2003: 236) dlustrate that compliance ganing generally focuses on persuasion
aimed at gerung others o do some thing or to act 1n a certain way. Compliance gamning research
pamanly focuses on changing behaviour. Smudies on compliance gaining have concentrated on
mnfluence in interpersonal, face to-face contexts rather than one to manv contexts. Klopper (2002: 278)
states that specific mstances of communication can be ordered along a comphance gaining contnuum
that progresses from cooperarion to compettion to confrontanon. Gass and Seiter 2003: 244) add that
regardless of the tvpe of power that = at work, onc thing remains clear: power affects compliance
gaining behaviour. The study will focus on the use of persuasion in comphance gaiming o manipulare

others.



CONCEALMENT

Caldwell (2000: 16) describes concealment as withholding important information in an effort to
promote or sustain false impression. For example, s/he tells you s/he has been an insurance agent for
fourteen years, but s/he fails to mention that s/he has not wotked a day since s/he was laid off eight
months ago. Blair et al (2001: 58) add that when the concealment strategy is in play, you can expect a lot
of lies of omission. Concealment then is a deceptive strategy where a liar deliberately fails to mention

unportant facts ot bits of information about his life.

DECEPTION

Betger and Burgoon (1995: 73-74) explain that deception is a message knowingly transmitted by
a sender to foster a false belief or conclusion by the receiver. Soanes (2002: 224) defines deception as
the act of deceiving. Soanes (2002: 224) reports that the verb deceive is to deliberately cause to believe
something false, to give 2 mistaken impression. Sykes (1983: 246) says that to deceive is to persuade of
what is false, to mislead purposely. According to Encarta World English Dictionary (1999) to deceive
means to mislead, betray, trick, take in, two-titne, ke to, swindle, double-cross, con, misinform, cheat,
hoodwink, defraud, dupe, delude.

DECEPTIVE COMMUNICATION

Gass and Seiter {2003: 260) argue that deceptive communication strives for persuasive ends and
is 2 general persuasive sizategy that aims at influencing the beliefs, atutudes and behaviour of others by
means of deliberate message distortions (Miller and Stff 1983: 28). According to Berger and Burgoon
(1995: 73-74) deceptive communication deals with message distortion resulting from deliberate
falsification or omission of information by a communicator with the intent of samulating in another, or

others, a belief that the communicator himself or herself does not believe (Miller 1983: 92-93).

DISTORTION

Blair et al (2001: 538) describe distortion as manipulaton of tue informadon through
exaggeration, mimimisation and equivocation such that a hstener would not know all relevant aspects of
the truth or would logically misinterpret the information provided. Dawson (1980: 273) defines
distortion as crookedness; a perversion of the true meaning of words; deviaton from natural shape or

position. The deceiver leads the listener away from the truth through misrepresentation of facts.
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DIVERSION

According to Caldwell (2000: 16) diversion is the redirection of a conversion, particularly when
it involves direct questions. For example, you ask straightforward questions about her/his work and
her /his recent divorce, and s/he changes the subject or says s/he wants to talk about you. Dawson
(1980: 275) defines diversion as drawing the attention and force of an enemy from the point where the
principal attack is to be made by attacking another point. Diversion is a deceptive strategy aimed at

redirecting behaviour.

ETHICS

Soanes (2002: 302) says that ethics deals with the moral principles that govern a person’s
behaviour on how an acuvity is conducted. Encarta World English Dictionary (1999) defines ethivs as
the study of moral standards and how they affect conduct (takes a singular verb), 2 system of moral
pranciples governing the approprate conduct for an individual or group (takes 2 plural verb). Larson
(1989: 30) adds that it is concerned with the type of chatacter or conduct that is approved or
disapproved of, in terms of right and wrong or good and bad. Ethics is also called moral science or
moral philosophy. It is generally agreed that ethics seeks a critical grasp of the prnciples and standards
that guide a2 man in making morally right choices in his daily activities. [ will focus on ethical insight as

intelligence in evaluation of communication events.

EXAGGERATION

Caldwell (2000: 16) describes exaggeration as the embellishment and inflaton of storv elements
to enhance a personal position or create 2 false impression. For example, s/he tells you s/he is a senior
manager for an electronics manufacturer, but s/he is actually a clerk in the shipping department. Soanes
(2002: 306) and Dawson (1980: 331) define exagperation as an overshowment, a representation of
things beyond the truth, to make (something) seem greater than in reality. Exaggeration as a deception

strategy seeks to create false ideas in the listener.

FALSIFICATION

According to Encarta World English Dictionary (1999) falufication 1s the alteration of documents
or evidence for the purposes of decepion. Synonyms include distortion, forgery, fiddling,
misrepresentation, deception and alteration. Caldwell (2000: 16) descabes falsifications as deliberate

statements of false information. For example, he could claim he was the captain of the varsity football
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squad, but he has never seen the inside of a college classroom, let alone the team’s locker room.

Falsification, then, 1s wilful misstatement or misrepresentation.

FRAUD

Encarta World Enghsh Dictionary (1999) defines fraud as the crime of obtaining money or
some other benefit by deliberate deception; somebody who deliberately decetves people by imitation or
impersonation; something that is intended to deceive people. According to Burchell and Milton (1999:
579), fraud is the unlawful and intentional making of a misrepresentation, which causes actual prejudice
or is potentially prejudicial. Fraud then, according to Soanes (2002: 354), is criminal deception intended

to gain money ot personal advantage.

HALLUCINATIONS

Soanes (2002: 405) describes hallucination as seeing something, which is not actually present.
Slade and Bentall (1988: 23) define halludnation as any precept-like expenence which occurs in the
absence of an approprate stimulus, has the full force or impact of the cotresponding actual (real)
perception, and is not amenable to direct and voluntary control by the experiencer. Woltman (1992: 138)
adds that hallucination is perception without external stimulation, such as seeing ghosts and hearing
voices. A hallucinating patient is unable to distinguish his inner fears, wishes, and dreams from the
outer world. I will examine how during this type of sensoty deception a person’s ability in reality testing

1s lost.

ILLUSIONS

Caldwell (2000: 49) informs that when the illusion strategy is in play, the emphasis will be on lies
of commission — a liar’s deliberate misstatement of fact. Caldwell (2000: 95-97) adds that part of 2
romantic har’s skill in fostering an illusion comes from her/his ability to string together the nght
markers in the right situations. Markers can come in response to a direct question from you or they can
be dropped into 2 conversation in a seemingly spontaneous fashion. Somebody tells you where s/he
grew up, where s/he went to school, where s/he lives, what s/he does for 2 living — those are markers.
Depending on the nature and extent of the itnpression s/he is trying to foster, a liar may rely on props,

settings ot even 2 foend or two in any number of combinations to keep the deception going.
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IMPOSTOR

Encarta World English Dictionary (1999) and Soanes (2002: 450) define an impostor as
somebody who pretends to be another, somebody who pretends to be somebody else in order to
decetve or cheat. The undedying sense is of “putting on” a false identity. Sykes (1983: 502) defines an
impostor as one who assumes a false character or passes himself off as someone else, a swindler.
Synonyms of impostor include imposter, pretender, fake, fraud, sham, pseudo and role player. An

impostor is therefore one who engages in deception under an assumed name or identity

INTERPERSONAL DECEPTION

Buller and Burgoon (1996: 203) describe interpersonal deception as the process whereby
communication senders atiempt to manipulate messages so as to be untruthful, which may cause them
apprehension conceming their false communication being detected. Simultaneously, communication
receivers try to unveil or detect the validity of that information, causing suspicion about whether or not

the sender is being deceitful.

LEARAGE

Gass and Seiter (2003: 264-265) state that parts of our bodies that typically communicate little
mformation reveal the most when we are being deceptive. In other words, because we are concentrating
so much on our faces, deception “leaks” from other parts of our bodies. Leakage therefore refers to

unconscious nonverbal cues that give us away when we try to decerve.

LIAR

Dawson (1980: 531) defines a liar as one who knowingly utters falsehoods. Breazeale (1988: 81)
descibes the liar as a person who uses the valid designation, the words, in order to make something,
which 1s unreal appear to be real. He says, for example, “I am rich,” when the proper designation for his
condition would be “poor”. Bok (1978: 32) ndicates that every har says the opposite of what he thinks
in his heart, with the purpose to decetve. Buller and Burgoon (1996) add that lving happens in 2
dynamic interacion where liar and listener dance around one another, changing their thoughts in
response to each other’s moves. Lying mvolves deliberately decetving or fooling someone.

MISREPRESENTATION

Burchell and Milton (1999: 581-584) define misrepresentation is an ificorrect statement of fact
or law made by one person o another. Though misrepresentaton 15 usually made by words, it mav be
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made and is often made, by conduct alone, or by words and conduct. A fraudster may make 2
mistepresentation by nodding or shaking his head, using certain stationery, conducting business m 2
certain manner and disguising merchandise. Other forms of misrepresentation include silence, opmion,

the law, and exaggeration. Misrepresentation is 2 communication strategy aimed at deception.

MORALITY

Encarta World English Dictionary (1999) defines morality as standards of conduct that are
accepted as right ot proper, standards of conduct that are accepted as night or proper, the nghtness or
wrongness of something as judged by accepted moral standards. Bennideen (2001: 15) states that
morality is thought of as a set of rules (precepts, sanctions) governing behaviour. Moral development
then, is the process by which a person comes to accept the set of rules. The source, character and role
of morality vary in relation to the individual and the socety to which the individual belongs. 1 will

examine morality issues in deceptive communication events.

MORAL REASONING

According to Braeden and Arbuthnot (1981: 5-6) many of the important deasions in our lives
are moral ones, Le. we are often faced with dilemmas which require that we make a judgement about
what we “ought” to do in a situation. Braeden and Arbuthnot go on to point out that, given the same
situation, different people will armive at different decisions about what the “nght” course of action 1s.
The very reasoning process, by which many indrviduals may reach their dedsions, 1s known as moral

reasoning. My study will examine when it is legiimate to deceive others and when it is not.

NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION

According to Williams (1992: 395) nonverbal communication refers to meaningful sounds or
pattetns of voice, gestures, facial expressions, bodily postures, and even objects, symbols, or designs
that go beyond the formal language system. Sternberg (1998: 485) states that nonverbal communication
is a subtle, yet powerful means of getting across a message. Also included are grooming habits, body
positoning in space, and consumer product design (e.g., clothing cues, food products, artificial colours
and tasies, engineered aromas, media lmages and computer-graphic displays). Nonverbal

communication is an integral part of deceptive communication



OMISSION

Blair et al (2001: 58) descobe omission as the withholding of all references to relevant
information. Omission can also be used as a deliberate way of concealing. Quotes out of context and
half-truths are very hard to detect. Political examples of omission include cover-ups, censorship, book-
burning, and managed news. Receivers, 100, can omit: can "filter out” or be closed minded or
prejudiced. Omission then, is a deceptive communication strategy aimed at manipulating and
conceahng.

PERSUASION

Gass and Seiter (2003: 34) and Williams (1992: 395) descrbe persuasion as the attempt to
mnfluence another person’s behefs, attitudes, or acnons through communication. People use
communication in order to persuade others to think in the way that they do or to act in the way that
they do. Persuasion is more common than we may realise and 1s not confined to flamboyant examples
of advertising. One may want to persuade someone to loan one some money, ot join ones drama
group, or help one with repairmg one’s car. It 18 rue that the word persuasion has a certain sense of
manipulation — to get what ope wants. In this sense we are all manipulators everyday.

PROPAGANDA

Propaganda in the broadest sense, according to Gass and Seiter (2003: 11), Laswell {1995: 13)
and Sykes (1983: 825), 13 the technique of mfluencing human acton by the manipulasion of
representations. These representations may take spoken, wmiten, pictonal or musical form. Both
advertising and publicity fall within the field of propaganda. Gass and Seiter and Laswell then add that
many offical acts of legishiton and admimstranon can be seen as acts of propaganda, promoting the
objectives of the state. Propaganda, then, is manipulation by the spreading of subversive, debatable or
merely novel atttudes.

SELF-DECEPTION

Self-deception requires the self to be a deceiver. Goleman (1998b: 23) states that the mattention
to pamful truths shields us from anxiety. According to Gergen (1985: 228} intutively modelling our
insight on the deceiving of others, self-decepton is to engage in an act, or be in a state, of deliberate and
self-caused falsehood. Thus it is to have good reasons to believe somethmg, and yet manipulate our
belief system 1 such 2 way that we deny it, or — in the most fAgotous account — affirmn its opposite:
thus, it 15 1o bebeve something on good evidence and vet to refuse to avow i



SEMIOTICS

Eco (1987: 8) explains that semiotics studies all cultural processes as processes of
communication. Semiotics is concemned with everything that can be taken as a sign. A sign is everything
that can be taken as significantly substituting for something else. The notion of sign lies at the heart of
semmotics. This something does not necessanly have 1o exist or to be somewhere at the moment m
which 2 sign stands for it. Semiotics 1s an enormously broad approach to understanding such matters as
meaning, cognition, culture, and behaviour, even life itself. Thus semiotics is in prndple the discpline
studying everything that can be used in order to he.

SOCIAL INFLUENCE

Gass and Serter (2003: 127) reveal that families, peer groups, workplaces, even dassrooms exert
strong pressure on thetr members to behave in certain ways. Groups are a powerful persuasive force.
Gass and Seiter (2003: 130) explain thar we have a desire to be nght and we conform to a group
because we think the group may be correct. At other times when we know that the group is wrong, we
may conform so that we gain rewards (e.g., liking) and avord punishment {e.g., scom) that are associated
with agreement and disagreement. My study will focus on soqal influence as a means of manipulaton

and persuasion.

STEGANOGRAPHY

Dawson (1980: 887) defines steganography as the art of wnting in cpher or secret characters.
Therefore, a fundamental requirement of a steganographic system is that the hidden message carried by
stego media should not be sensible to human beings. Steganographic techniques stave to hide the very
presence of the message iself from an observer. One less confusing name for steganography would be
data hiding. It should be understood that steganography is orthogonal to encryption, and it may be
combined with encryption to achieve a higher level of secunty. The goal of steganography, then,

according to Melton (1996: 168), 1s covert communication.

TRUTH

Soanes (2002: 982) descrbes truth as a fact or belief that is accepted as true. Bok (1978: 3) says
that like freedom, truth is a bare minimum or an illusionary ideal. Microsoft Encarta Reference Library
(2002) states that truth 1s conformity: adherence to a standard or law. Truth is produced only by virtue
of multiple forms of constraint. In other words, our mstitutions and schools of thought, our universities

and chansmatc leadets, our ministers, our parents, our teachers, all of these collaborate to create a
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confexr in which something is established as "true.” Truth emerges only within a structure of rules that
control the language, the discourse and presents 1self as the product of discursive practices.

TRUTH BIAS

Berger and Burgoon (1995: 81) define truth bias as a tendency of people to judge a relattonal
parmer’s behaviour as trathful As relationships become more intimate, people develop a level of rust
i their pariner that leads them to judge a parmer’s behaviour as truthful Therefore, the truth bias was
mntroduced as a behavioural bias, a tendency to judge a partner as truthful, which reflects the
presumption of honesty that accompanies the development of many relationships. Truth buas,
according to Caldwell (2000: 43}, is our persistent expectation that people will tell the tuth, no matter

what the circumstance.

TSOTSITAAL

Molamu (2003: xiii) notes that Tsotsitaal is 2 unique mix of almost all the eleven official
binguages in South Africa and is spoken predominanty in the Afnican townships around the Vaal
Trangle in present-day Gauteng. Tsotsitaal was onginally born as a verbal medium to remain one step
ahead of White state authonties. A Tsof7 s a thug or a gangster, and /aa/ is an Afrikaans word for
language. Tsotsitaal and Iscamtho have also come about through language contact. Tsotsitaal came into
use as coded language so that victims would not reahse they were being targeted by gang members.

UNDERSTATEMENT

Caldwell (2000: 16) descnbes an understatement as minimising or downplaying significant
events in somebody’s personal history. For example, s/he tells you s/he went through a messy divorce,
but s/he does ot say anything about the restraining orders her/his ex-partner took out on her/him.

Dawson (1980: 997) defines an understatement as a statement conveying less than the truth.

VALUES AND VALUE SYSTEMS

Wela (2001: 39) states that values are leamt slowly in vanous situations, and the choices we
make lter determine our values. Indiidual value systems are the primary form of value systems.
Currently values are taken as set emotionally by the brain and are relative to objects or things, or groups
of them. When an evaluation is done, the internal features of the object are identified and then their

value 15 judged That then becomes a standard for future behaviour. My study on deceptive



communication will assess how we evaluate deceptive communication strategies across a spectrum of

events 1n our lives.

WHITE LIES

Bok (1978: 58) defines a white lic as a falsehood not meant to mjure anyone, and of little moral
import. Many small subterfuges may not be intended (o mislead. They are only whate lies in the most
marginal sense. For example, the many soaal exchanges: “How nice to see you!” or “Cordially yours!”
and other polite expressions are so much taken for granted that if someone decided, in the name of
total honesty, not to employ them, he might well give the impression of an mdifference he did not
possess. The qustification for continuing to use such accepted formulations s that they decetve no one,
except possibly those unfamiliar with the language. My study will examine the use of white lies in our
daily discourse.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter I defined the key concepts relating to the research regarding deceptive
communication. I descbed the key eclements of the communicaton process in deceptve
communication. In subsequent chapters, I will discuss how each of these concepts forms an important
part of deceptive communication. In chapter 3 | will focus on the theoretical framework conceming

deceptive communication.
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Chapter 3

THEORETICAL GROUNDING FOR DECEPTIVE COMMUNICATION

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter I will explain that conceptual blending accounts for a person’s cognitive capacity
10 interrclate and blend concepts exiracted from his vast conceptual network of knowledge. | will show
that deception is considered as a mamly vocal and strategic commumnicative act, an emblematic example
of adapung behaviour in the management of interpersonal relationships. I will focus on theories of
deception and persuasion. I will dlustrate that we can apply Intetpersonal Deception Theory to explore
aspects of deception in human-computer mteraction and computer-mediated communication. In this

chapter 1 show that interpersonal deceptive communication 1s such a complex event it cannot be

analysed by the phenornenological model and therefore needs an Interpretivist model.

PHENOMENOLOGICAI AND INTERPRETIVIST THEORIES

Human behaviour is extremely complex and not susceptible to the formulation of predictive
rules that one can use in the natural sciences. Klopper (1999b) points out that theones of knowledge
can broadly be classified into phenomenological theones and interpretivist rheories. According to
Klopper phenomenological theonies are based on the assumption that one pnmanly has to make a
detailed observaton of phenomena and systemnatcally describe one’s observations in order to give a
good account of how things are and mterrelate In nature. Interpretvist theones assert that human
existenice and the activities, m which humans engage, are more complex than might be initially seem the
case. An interpretivist worldview considers all knowledge to be socally constructed from subjecave
expenence and inference. Knowledge 1s given value by mdividuals or groups of people when it meets
their needs for a particular situation therefore its meaning and significance can only be understood from
within their social context. In this chapter I take an mterpretivist point of departure to give an account

of current theonies of how people use deception in their commumnication with each other.

CONSTRUCTIVISM AND INTERPRETIVISM

Gass and Serter (2003: 114-115) state that people attempt to make sense of their world by using
constructs. Constructs are perceptual categoties (e.g., fat/thin, popular/ unpopular, strong/weak) that we
use when evaluatng everything from professors to textbooks, to music to arguments. Constructs can be
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compared to cyeglasses; just as you sec things differently depeading on whether you are weanng thick
or thin lenses, the constructs you use affect the manner in which you percetve the world. For mnstance,
someone who evaluates you on the sole basis of whether you are Chnstian or non-Christan will see you
much differently than someone who uses more constructs (such as kind or cruel, shy or extroverted,
happy or sad, playful or settous, emotional or stoic) to evaluate you. People who use a large number of
different and abstract constructs that are well integrated are known as agnitively complex, whereas those
who use fewer and less abstract constructs are cognitively simple.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 114-115) state that research also shows that people high n need for
cognition are persuaded differently than their brain-relaxing counterparts. Although people high in need
for cognition pay close attention to messages, evaluating and scrutinising all the ame, people low in
need for cognition are less motivated to attend to messages and are persuaded by penpheral cues
wnstead. If you are high in need for cognition, you are persuaded by quality arguments. If you are low in
need for cognition, you may be persvaded by an attmactive speaker, a lot of examples, or a snappy-
sounding sales pitch, even if the arguments used are weak.

An interpretivist/constructivist explanation of how humans perceive their environment

According to Klopper (1999a: 292-295), we use persopal mental models to conceptualise the
natural order of things. Our everyday perceptions of how things are differ markedly from the mental
model of reality that sctence reveals to us. These models are based on each mdividual's perception of
environment and ate structured according to set cognitive principles. In the course of the 20” century

humanity has formulated a number of theonies of knowledge to give an account for our understanding
of reahty.

THE CONSTRUCTION OF MENTAL SPACES

Spruyt (2003: 239) states that a basic point of departure 1s the theory on the construction of
mental spaces, which corresponds with the understanding of a sentence within a context. These spaces
can be pictures, beliefs, anticipations, stories, prepositional realities and thematic or quantified domains
of situations in time and space. Each space 1s a version of a logical, coherent situaton or potential
reality, where it is accepted that several propositions are true, that objects exist and that there are
relanons between objects (L., thematic roles hke agent, patient, route, goal, etc). One typical example of
deceptive communication is when we ascribe different roles to persons and things than the real roles
they fulfil during actual interactions. The approach that Spruyt documents, and utilises, forms the basis
of Fauconnter and Turner’s (2002) theory of conceptual blending,
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CONCEPTUAL BLENDING

Fauconnier and Turner’s (2002} theory of conceprual blending is a prominent theory of how
humans interrelate and integrate concepts while they gain new msights about their environment.
According to Fauconnier and Turner (2002: 46-47) conceptual blending accounts for a person’s
cognitive capacity to interrelate and blend concepts extracted from hts vast conceptual network of
knowledge. It is a symbolisaton process that selecavely interrelates concepts from two separate
cognitive domains, a source space and a target space to conceptualise a new perceived relationship
known as a blended space. The process 1s used mn the perception of all kinds of symbolic
mnterrelanonships. Taking Fauconnier and Turner (2002) as point of departure Klopper (2003: 293)
explamns that ope extracts apparently unrelated, but comparable concepts from one’s broad domains of
knowledge by associating them with one another in two smaller sets of knowledge. These smaller sets
are termed source and target spaces. Fauconnier and Turner (2002: 217) call them input spaces in the

theory.

People in different disciplines have different ways of thinking. Fauconnier and Tumer {2002:
17) stress that the adult and child do not think alike. The mind of the gemius differs from that of the

average person and that automatic thinking, of the sort we do when reading a simple sentence, is far

beneath the imaginative thinking that goes on during the wniang of a poem.

Fauconnier and Turner (2002: 21) explain that the general purpose of conceptual blending 15 to
understand that which is new or abstract in terms of that which is known or concrete. The act of
blending entails that we analogicallv equate ennittes that we genenally consider 1o be different in
significant respects by focusing on unexpected similanties between them. It 1s the unexpected
stmilarities that enable us to project the features of the concrete entity onto the abstract enaty, thereby
armving at a new understanding or blend of the abstract enuty. According to Fauconnier and Tumer
{2002: 217) people pretend, imitate, hie, fantasize, decerve, delude, consider alternanves, simulate, make
models, and propose hypotheses. Our species has 2n extraordinary ability to operate menually on the
unreal, and this ability depends on our capacity for advanced conceptual integration.

Klopper (2003: 301) says that humans reconceptualise the basic constituents of meaning all the
ome. When a prominent official in the Repubhcan Administration of the United States of America,
spoke on CNN 1 2001 shortly after the September 11 artacks on the USA, he said: W2 w2/ drain the
swamp where they are biding and eradicate them! He essennallv reclassified human opponents as nonhuman
ones, implyving that their attacks on the USA were mhuman. In Fauconnier and Turner’s terminology,
this amounts to a compression of two separate outer space lexical categories (human being and ronhuman

ffe form) into a new category (inhuman bwnarn). Kenneth Biglev was kidnapped on 16 September 2004.
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When the Iragis captured hum, he was paraded like the Iraqi prisoners of war, kept in a dog cage, and
then beheaded.

Ir is when we switch role relationships that we are dealing with deceprion. Those in power
engage in deceptive communication to gamer support. The particular politician appeals to the value and
belief systems of the people when he equates humans to nonhuman life forms. When we have to decide
between right and wrong we are engaged in value judgements. Human beings assign semantic roles to
people and things regarding specific events they are thinking about. We refer to the events, the role
relationships that are identified and the particdpants as the scenano. Dunng counterfactual blending, we
can envision multiple scenarios and a typical example is when somebody intentionally alters any of the
meaning relationships that relate to a particular scenario. Agents can ascrbe a different role than was
actually plaved, a different action to what the person actually did, and they can also state the person
used a particular type of instrament rather than the one that was actually used. They can also claim that
any number of individuals participated m the event rather than the group that actually did. People can
also claim that the event took place at a different time than when it actually did. A different cause could
be ascribed to the event than the actual human motivagon to do the event It 1s whenever these
meaningful constituents of an event are altered that we have deceptive behaviour and therefore

deceptive communication. These are all elements of deceptove communication.

COUNTERFACTUAL BLENDS

Klopper (2003: 319) states that counterfactual blends are instances of bleading where vital
relanons are selecnvely compressed and projected to two alternate blended inner spaces, rendenng

alternate interpretaions as shown in Figure 1.



It 1s whenever meanmgful constituents of an event are

/ /\ / ‘—\ altered that we have deceptive communication. A man may
} approach a dnver with his hands outstretched depicting a
\/ v beggar, and when within close proximity, may suddenly pull
Ou:ers;ncel 0‘""’ Space 2 out a knife. By projecting a role as a beggar, the man has

//—\ /“\ engaged in covert communication catching the daver off guard
; so that he could assume his role as thief and rob the driver of

\/\“/

Blend | Biond 2 his possessions.

Fi igz‘zre 1: Counterfactual blends Fauconnier and Tumer (2002 87) state thar
project alternate blended spaces

from the same input spaces <conceptualisation always has counterfactuality available and
Klopper (2003: 319) typically uses it as 2 basic resource. Fauconnier and Tumer
{2002: 230-231 use “counterfactual” to mean that one space has forced incompaubility with respect to
another. Any integration network has implicit counterfactual spaces attached to several of the “actual”
spaces we ate focussing on. Expressions like “safe beach”, “fake gun”, and “If Clinton were the
Titanic,” pointedly require us to build counterfactual spaces and to deploy a precise mapping scheme.
Counterfactuals are a good exemplar of double-scope blending because the opposiions between the

spaces are so manifest. One cannot overstate the importance of counterfactuals in human life.

Fauconnier and Tumer (2002: 299) state that humans reconceptualise the basic consttuents of
meaning all the tme. Recategonisanon is an important conceptual underpinning for misleading someone
else. In the sentence: “I did not eat a piece of the pie, Raou/ did,” by substtuting one agent for another,
one intends to redirect the fellow communicator to other individuals, and thereby to muslead her/him
about what really happened.

Counterfactual blends relate to alternate scenarios in role relanonships. In the deceptive
communication scenario, the deceiver sets out as benefactor, attaching a role of benefactor to himself,
while intending to hurt the victim. Altematively, when one is accused of Iying, a particular role has been
assigned to one — the role of a liar. However, if one has to deny the accusation, then one assigns a

different role to oneself — the role of innocent vichm.

Counterfactuality is also the name given to ambiguity, which includes the barefaced, or the
blatant he. In the movie Catch Me If You Can the lead character decetved a muintude of people by
assuming the role of a pilot, a doctor, a lawver and a history professor, cashing more than $2.5 million

in fraudulent cheques i1 26 countries. His life of crime as a conman requires him fo assume vanous

38



roles to dupe people, but after his arrest he assumes the role of one who assists the FBI in spotting
fraudulent cheques.

Deception relates to moral reasoning, the ability to decide what is “right” and *“wrong”, “good”

and “bDad”. Moral reasoning is pari of our daily thought processes, allowing one has 10 weigh whether
what one 1s doing 1s harmful fo another or not.

Kloppex (2003: 320) states that dual scope blends are charactenstic of jokes, puns, nddles and
parables, all of which evoke emotions in the expenencers, and all of which involve value judgements.

Complex blending in language

Even very simple constructions in language depend upon complex blending. Fauconnier and
Turner (2002: 25-27) seate that it is nataral 1o think that adjectives assign fixed properties to nouns, such
that “The cow is brown” assigns the fixed property brown to cow. By the same token, there should be a
fixed property associated with the adjective “safe” that is assigned to any noun it modifies. Yet consider
the unremarkable uses of “safe” in the context of a child playing on the beach with a shovel: “The child
is safe,” “The beach is safe,” “The shovel is safe.” There is no fixed property that “safe” assigns to cbil,
beach, shorel The first statement means the child will not be harmed, but so do the second and third —
they do not mean that the beach or the shovel will not be harmed (although they could in some other
context). “Safe” does pot assign property but, rather, prompts us to evoke scenarios of danger
appropriate for the noun and the context. We worry about whether the child will be harmed by being
on the beach or by using the shovel Techmically, the word “safe” evokes an abstract frame of dumger
with roles like victim, location and instrument. Modifying the noun with the adjective prompts us to
integrate that abstract frame of dumger and the specific situation of the child on the beach into a
counterfactual event of harm to the child. We build a specific imaginary scenario of harm in which child,
beach and shovel are assigned to roles in the danger frame. Instead of assigning a simple property, the
adjective is prompting us to a frame of danger with the specific situation of the child on the beach with
a shovel This blend is the imaginary scenanio in which the child is harmed. The word “safe” implies a
disanalogy between this counterfactual blend and the real situation, with respect to the entity designated
by the noun. If the shovel is safe, it is because in the counterfactual blend it is sharp enough to cause

mjury but 1 the real situation it is too dull to cut.

Moxal intelligence in young people

Bennideen (2001: 83-85) states that young adolescence can be a troubling stage of life. The
moral mielligence of the young adolescent 18 often overlooked. Moral intelhgence consists of the
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personal, social, mental, emotional, and moral skills that make up solid character and guide moral
behavicurs. [t is the capaaity to undersiand night from wrong. Being morally intellipent means to have
strong ethical convictions and to act on them so that one behaves m the nght and honourable way.

Moral intelligence is what a young adolescent needs most to counter negative pressures and do what’s

right with or without adult gmdance.

Bennideen (2001: 83) states that if moral behaviour is imitated, moral character can be learmned.
An adolescent growing Up in a crimmnal environment for instance can Jeamn cnminal ways, even if
her/his parents are not ciminals (Le. he has no genes related to cnminal behaviour). This would be the
behaviour that he is exposed to, this is the type of behaviour he may learn is right and this 1s the type of
behaviour he may consider worth imitating. If his parents do not teach him that criminal behaviour is
wrong, the genes that he has inhented from his family may be overpowered by memes related to
criminal behaviour — as he sees, he mmitates. ‘The adolescent then, having leamt that criminal behaviour
is acceptable in his environment, can become a cominal too. In order to ensure young people acquire
strong moral habits and beliefs, parents must intentionally model, reinforce, and teach virtues and
habiss. Unless they do, chances are young people would not acquire them, and they will be left morally
defenceless. If young people are treated morally and are deliberately taught moral skills and beliefs,
researchers say chances are high they will become moral. Moral building endeavours must be
continuous and not stopped during teenage years when it is often erroneously believed that children’s
moral growth has stopped.

THE SOMATIC MARKER HYPOTHESIS

One aspect of deceptive communication is to get a person into a particular mind state so that
they are unaware of bemng distracted. Through covert actions one can distract an unsuspecting vichm to
such an extent that in their particular mind state they are totally unaware of being duped. A hypothetical
case could be where a boy, Jack, sitting next to his mate, John, covertly gets him to talk animatedly
about his favournite sport, soccer. Placed in front of the boys are two large glasses of milkshake. Jack
surreptitiously takes a sip from John’s glass while alternately sipping from his own. This deceptive
behaviour allows Jack the opportunity to indulge in dnnking not only his share, bur also 1o see how
rnuch of his friend’s drink he could finish without the deception being discovered. In this case Jack has
been manipulating the emotions of John so that he could deceive him.

Emotion plays an important role in conceprual blending and memory formation. We typacally
decetve others because we want them to be in a particular mind state. When people discover they have
been decewved, they change from being trusting to being distrustful and angry. The somatic marker
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hypothesis relates to the fact that memones are laid down while we are being deceved, and this
becomes part of our long-term memory. The somatic marker hypothesis gives a credible account of

how people can become distrustful of other people.

Magictans engage in deception by manipulating visual and auditory cues, and keeping their
andiences in a sinte of cogmitive puzzlement.

According to Damasio {1996) the somatic marker hypothesis accounts for people’s emotional
Teacnons to evenss. The bypothesis states that one’s long-termn memory holds not only of the factaal
contents of an cvent, but also the emotive state that one expentences as part of such an event. Damasio
describes the role of two emoton-processing centres, sitnated in the two frontal lobes of the human
neocortex, and shows that through their involvement emotive mind-body states are intimately involved
mn concept-forming processes like understanding, planning, crincal thinking, self-evaluation and finally
m remembertng past events. Dunng plezasant events, pleasing emotive swates are experienced, and co-
indexed as part of the long-term memories of the events. After experiencing unpleasant events, one

associates negative emotions as part of the long-term memories of such events.

Kiopper (1999a: 304), states that humans expenence three basic types of body-state emotive
markings, namely unpleasant emotions, neutral emotions, and pleasant emotions. Because unpleasant
and pleasant emotions are mtimately linked to the human dove for survival they readily spring to the
foreground in our consciousness. You immediately know (remember) whether you like or detest a

person every time you come across him,

Klopper adds that memones that are formed of everyday events are somatically marked with a
subtle, neutral emotive body state. Such memores usually operate in the background. Upon
remembenng such an event vne will expenence 2 hardly noticeable feelng of well-being, a feeling that
all s OK.

According to Klopper (1999b) conceptual equivalents of somatically marked memory can be
clearly seen in both langpage structure and namanon. The particular lexerne that a person selects from a
range of lexemes reflects somanc marking. One can make an error, make a mistake, foul somethmg up
or screw something. A female human being can be a goddess, an angel, a lady, a woman, a tart or a
bitch. Food can taste divine, ke manna, delicous, scrumptious, nice, all nght, bland, funny, bad or
horrble.
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NATHAN’S PARABLE AS A TEST OF THE THEORY OF CONCEPTUAL BLENDING

Klopper (1999h: 292-326) uses Nathan’s parable in Turner (1996) as the ideal aarmative to test
Fauconnier and Turner’s theory of conceprual blending. Klopper establishes that reading the events
before and after Nathan's visit to King David along with the parable, we have a surpasingly frank
account of how David lusted after the wife (Bathsheba) of one of his subjects (Uriah) and how he made
her pregnant. We read how he had the hapless man assassinated so that he could take her as one of his
wives, and finally how he repented and accepted his punishment when confronted with his deceir. Itis 2
compact but powcrful mle of deceit, repentance and forgiveness. Preciscly the clements required
demonstrating how we blend 2 vanety of mental spaces while interpreting narratives. Klopper shows
how a variety of mental spaces interact in the process of interpreting the parable that Nathan told to
David.

Nathan telis the parable to David, who assumes he has got away with deception. When listening
to the parable, David assumes the role of king as judge and pronounces a verdict as if the accused and
the disadvantaged are unknown third parties. Nathan, however, leads David to understand that he has
ascribed the wrong semantic roles to the parties. He, Dawid, s not the judge, but the accused. God is

the judge.

Bathsheba is the ewe-lamb and Unah is the disadvantaged party, not only because David
estranged his wife from him, burt also because he lost his life in the process. David therefore stands

doubly accused of adultery and murder.

A cnncal analysis of Fauconnier and Tumer’s conceptual blending model shows that it 1s an
approprate framework 1o account for a person’s cogmitve capaaly to mterrclate and blend conceprs
extracted from his vast conceptual network of knowledge, and to use counterfactual reasoning to
conceptualise alternate scenarios of which one could be the true state of affairs, while the other one 1s 2
plausible, but false state of affairs. However, it needs to be adapted in order to account for forms of

nonverbal communication, which accompany and contextualise verbal communication.

COMPLIANCE GAINING

Gass and Seiter (2003: 236-255} state that a distinction has to be made between persuasion and
complance gaining. Persuasion, an umbrella term, is concemned with changing beliefs, aromdes,
intennons, motivations and behaviour. Complianee is more restrictive, typically referring to changes in a
person’s overt behaviour. For example, a mother mighe tell her 10-vear old son, “Take the trash out.” If

the child says, “I don’t want to,” the mother might respond, “I don’t care what you want. Tzke out the
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trash!” In this case the mother is not concerned with belief or attitude change. She does not care if the
child likes taking out the trash, believes in recycling, and so on. She just wants compliance or behaviour
change (.c., the trash taken out). Rescarch examining compliance gaining genenally focuses on
persuasion aimed at getting others to do something or to act in 2 particular way.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 236-255) state that compliance gaining differs from more traditonal
notions of persuasion in 2 pumber of important ways. First, for the most part, studies of compliance
gaining have concentrated on mfluence i interpersonal, face-to-face contexts rather than one-to-many
contexts. Moreover, the emphasis has primarily been on “senders” rather than “receivers”. That is,
whereas traditional research has concemned 1self with identifying what strategies are most effective,
studies on compliance gaimng have attempted to idennfy which strategies are most likely to be used by
a persuader. Compliance gamning research focuses on what people do when they want to get something.

Klopper (2002: 278) states that compliance gaining ranges in a conttnuum from cooperation to
compennon 1o confrontation. Gass and Seiter (2003: 237) state that Marwell and Schmite {1967), after
examining past research and theory m the areas of power and mifluence, wdentfied five basic
compliance-gaining strategies:

O Rewarding activity. snvolves compliance in an active and positive way {e.g., using promises)

O Punishing activity: involves seeking compliance in an expliatly negative way (e.g., making
threats)

O Expertise: involves attempts to make a person think that the persuader has some special
knowledge (e.g., trying to appear credible)

O Activation of irnpersonat commitments. mvolves attempts 1o appeal to 2 person’s mternahised
commitments (e.g., telling the person s/he will feel bad about herself/himself if s/he
does not comply)

O Adivation of personal commitments. tehies on appeals to a person’s commitment to others
(e.g., pointing cut that the person is indebted and should, thetefore, comply to repay the

favour).

The study showed that there is a wide range of tactics avallable to persuaders. It was an

important stady because it became the springhoard for comphance-gaiming stadies that followed.
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THEORIES OF DECEPTION

Gass and Seiter (2003: 262-263) explain that several theornes of deception have been proposed
that provide an understanding of the types of behaviours that are typical of Lars. The following sections
discuss each of these perspectives.

The Four-Factor Model

Gass and Seiter (2003: 262) reveal that rather than simply list all of the things that people do
when tellmg hes, the Four-Factor Model, mes 1o explain the underlying processes governing deceptive
behaviour. In other words, rather than tell us what people do when lying, the model tres to tell us why
people behave differently when lying than when telling the truth. According to the model, the four
factors that infleence behaviour when lying are arousal, attempted control, felt emotions and cognitive
effort.

First, the model assumes that people are more aroused or anxious when telling hes than when
telling the truth. This is also the principle on which the polygraph operates. We know that resuits from
polygraphs are inadmissible in courts because they are not 100 percent accurate. This 1s because a
sociopath, for instance, who feels no remorse for murder, certainly will not get anxious when lymg.
Even so, not all people are sociopaths. We know that many people do feel anxious when they he;
pethaps they fear geting caught. Perhaps telling the lie reminds them of information they want hidden.
Pethaps they are simply motivated to succeed m the deceptive task. Whatever the case, we know that
such arousal can lead to certain behaviours during deception. Poker players, for example, are said to
wear sunglasses because their pupils dilate when they get a good hand.  Similarly, pupil dilation can be a
rehable indicator of deception.

Other arousal cues can also accompany deccption. A few that researchers have mvestgated
include speech emors, speech hesitations, word-phrase repetitions, mncreased adaprors (e.g., finger
fidgeting), eye blinks, vocal pitch and leg movements.

Secondly, Gass and Seiter (2003: 264-265) add that because people do not want to get caught
weliing hes, the FourFactor Model argues shat they oy to contol their behaviouwrs when lving.
According to the sending capacity hypothesis, when we tell lies, we try to control cur behaviours, but, in
the process, tend to pay more attention to some parts of our bodies than others. Because 1t is difficult
to montor all parts of our bodies, we try to control these parts that commumicate the most nformation,
such as our faces. But, while busy monitoring our faces, we tend to forget about those parts that

communicate litdle informaton such as our legs and feet.



Gass and Setter (2003: 264-265) state that those parts of our bodies that typically communicate
le information reveal the most when we are being deceptive. In other words, because we are
concentrating so much on our faces, deception “leaks” from other parts of our bodies. At least some
research tends to support this notion. For example, one study found that people who watched liars’
heads and faces (higher sending capacity) were less accurate at detecting deception than people who
watched hars’ bodies (lower sending capacity). Moreover, in a summary of more than 30 studies in
which judges tried to detect others” deception from either single channels (i.e., only the face, body, tone
of voice, or words of the liar} or from particular channel combinations, researchers found that in all
conditions in which judges relied on fadal cues, detection accuracy was lower. This study also
concinded that when judges paid more atiention 1o what liars were saying, they were more accurate at
deception detection than when verbal channels were unavailable.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 264-265) state that m addiion to arousal and attempted control, the
Four-Factor Model asserts that affective factors influence our behaviours when telling hes. In our
culture deception is generally frowned on. Children are taught that “the truth shall set them free”,
“honesty s the best policy”, “what tangled webs are weaved”, and often chide one another with thymes
such as “hiar, hiar, pants on fire”. We grow up with stories about “Honest Abe” Lincoln and George “1
cannot tell a lie” Washington. It is no surpnse then, that deceptive behaviour would be assocated with
negative emotions such as guilt. It is because of these negative effects that when compared to truthful
communicators, deceivers display fewer nods, smiles, and other interest statements and make more
disparaging remarks. We should note, however, that not all deception is assoctated with negative
emotions. Liars might also experience “duping dehght” as the result of facing or successfully meeting
the challenge of deceiving another person.

Finally, according to Gass and Seiter (2003: 264-265), the Four-Factor Model asserts that
cognitive factors play a role in the way people behave when lying. Stated differently, lying requires you
to think a lot harder than telling the truth does. It is easy to tell a story about something you have heard
or expetienced. When you lie, however, you are oftentimes required to “make things up as you go
along”. Not only that, you have to be careful not to contradict something you have said before (hars
need 2 good memory). Because lying requires extma cogmitive effort, it is no wonder that researchers
have hypothesized that hars, compared to people telling the truth, would take a longer ume to respond,

pause more when speaking, and deliver messages with few specifics.
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I iD ion Theoty

According to Gass and Seiter (2003: 265-266) Interpersonal Deception Theory (Buller and
Burgoon (1996) 1s by far the most comprehensive surmmary of deception research. Its goal is to view
deception as an interactional phenomenon i which both senders and receivers are involved,
simultaneously encoding and decoding messages over time. The liar’s and the detector’s goals,
expectations and knowledge affect their thoughts and behaviours in an mnteraction. In turn, such
thoughts and behaviours affect how accurately hies are detected and whether hiars suspect that they are
suspected. Interpersonal Deception Theory argues that a har’s communication consists of both
mtentional (strategic) attempts to appear honest and unintentional (non-strategic) behaviours that are
beyond the liat’s control.

First, according to Gass and Seiter (2003: 265-266), Interpersonal Deception Theory says that,
to avoid being detected, Bars strategically create messages with certain charactenistics. For instance, hars

might:

1. Manipulate the information in thetr messages in order to dissociate themselves from the
message (eg., lars might refer to themselves very hitle so they distance themselves from
the respounsibility of their statements), convey uncertamty or vagueness (because creating
messages with a lot of specific details would increase the likelthood of detection), or
withhold information (e.g., hars might create boef messages)

2. Strategically control their behartour to suppress deception cues (e.g., liars might withdraw by
ganng or nodding less than people telling the ruth)

3. Manage their image by smiling or nodding to make themselves appear more credible

Gass and Seiter (2003: 265-266) add that during interactions, decetvers continue to adapt their
behaviours, thereby supporting the notion that some deceptive behaviours are strategic.

Secondly, acconding to Gass and Seiter (2003: 265-266), although hars try to control their
behaviours strategically, they also exhibit some non-strategic communication. In other words, some
behaviours “leak out” beyond the liar’s awareness or control. As noted previously i the Four-Factor
Model, such communication might result from arousal (e.g., blmks, pupil dilation, vocal nervousness,
speech errors, leg and body movements, and shorter responses) or negatve emotions (e.g., less
nodding, less smiling and more neganve statements).



Betger and Burgoon (1995: 304-305) indicate that examining deception 2s an interpersonal,
face-to-face communication event implicates a number of factors that should influence deception
detection accuracy. Recognttion that senders and receivers engage mn strategic behaviour results in shifts
attention from static, pre-interactional vattables such as age, sex and motivation to interactional
variables, Le., to what they do or think while interacting. For senders this includes examining the type of
deception they encode, which may be differentially successful. For recetvers, this includes examining
suspicion, which can be seen as the counterpart to sender’s deceit, and the communication strategies
that recervers employ to discern the truth. A communication perspective also considers the relationship
between sender and receiver and the degree to which they are famihar with one another. Recogniton
that deception frequently occurs among acquainted people and that such famibarity results in different
communication pattems underscores the importance of examining forms of familianty and their impact
on successful deception and detection. Thus, four moderators of accuracy derived from IDT are

deception type, suspicion, teceiver probing strategies and familianty.

Gass and Seiter (2003; 272) state that Interpersonal Deception Theory (Buller and Burgoon
(1996) arpues that famihanty is a2 double-edged sword: in some ways it may help you be a better
deception detector; in other ways it might hinder your ability to detect deception. First, because of
certain biases, the better you know a person, the less effective you are at detecting his or her Les.
Famiharity increases a person’s confidence about judging veracty, which, in turn, leads to truth bias (2
perception that others are behaving honestly).

Dual Process Models of Persuasion

Gass and Setter (2003: 37-40), state that the dual process models postulate that persuasion
operate ¥1a two paths. The two models share many similanties and are excellent in explamning how

persuasive messages are percerved and processed.

THE ELABORATION LIKELIHOOD MODEL OF PERSUASION

Gass and Setter (2003: 37-40) state that The Elaboravon Likelihood Model of Persuasion
(ELLM) proposes two basic routes to persuasion that operate in tandem. Gass and Seiter (2003: 37-40)
exphin that the first of these they call the centru/ ronte to central processing. This involves cognitive
elaboration. That means thinking about the content of the message, reflecting on the ideas and

mformation contained in it, and scrutinising the evidence and reasoning presented.

Gass and Setter {2003: 37-40) state that the second route to persuasion s known as the
penpheral route. The penpheral, or pertpheral processing, mvolves focussing on cues that are not

directly related to the substance of the message. For example, focussing on a source’s physical
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attractiveness, or the sheer quantity of arguments presented, or a catchy jingle as a basis for decision-
making would entail penpheral processing. According to ELM, the two routes represent the ends, or
anchor points, of an elaboration continuum. At one end of the continuum, a person engages in low or

no claboration. At the other end, a person engages in high elaboraton.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 37-40) illustrate with the example of Rex and Trudy who are on a date at
a restaurant. Trudy is very health conscious, so she studies the menu carefully. She looks to see whether
certain dishes are fatty or high m calones. When the waiter artives to take their order, she enquires what
kind of oil was used to prepare the pasta. She might sound picky, but Trudy is engaging in central
processing. She is actively thinking about what the menu says. Rex, however, 1s smitten with Trudy’s
good looks. He hardly looks at the menu, and when that waiter asks for his order, he says he will have
what she is having. Rex i1s engaging in peripheral processing. He 1s basing his decsion on cues that are

unrelated to the items on the menu.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 37-40) acknowledge the possibility of parallel processing, which is, using
both routes at once. However, they suggest there 1s usually a trade-off between central and peripheral
processing, such that a person tends to favour one route over the other. Whethet a person emphasises
the central or the perpheral route hinges on two basic factors. The first of these i1s the individual’s
molivalion to engage in central processing. Because central processing requires more mental effort, a

person with greater motivation is more likely to rely on central processing.

The second factor according to Gass and Seiter (2003: 37-40), which determines whether a
person will rely on central or peripheral processing, is his or her ability to process mnformaton. A person
must not only be willing, but also able to engage in central processing. Some people are more adept at
grasping Ideas, understanding concepts and making sense of things. Some people also have more
knowledge of or expertise 1n certain topics or 1ssues than others. Thus, recervers are more lkely to
process a persuasive message via the central route if they have the motivaton and ability to do so. If

they lack the motivation or the ability, they will tend to rely on peripheral processing instead.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 3740) state that aside from ability and motivation, a vanety of other
factors can tilt the balance in favour of central or penpheral processing. These include distractions, such
as background noise, ime constraints, a person’s mood, or 2 personality trait called need for cognition.

Need for cognition has to do with how much a person enjoys thinking abour things.

Researchers, according to Gass and Seiter (2003: 37-40), have found that persnasion via the

central route tends to be more long lasung whereas persvasion via the peripheral route tends to be more

48



short-lived. When we think about ideas, they are more likely to be absorbed Similarly, persuasion that
takes place via central processing tends to be more resistant to counter-influence attempts than
persuasion via peripheral processing. This also makes sense: if you have thought through your position,
vou are less likely to “waffle”. Researchers have also found that if recetvers disagree with the content of
a2 message, using central processing causes them to generate mote counter-arguments. That is, they
mentally rehearse their objections to the message. If recetvers disagree with a message and rely on
peripheral processing, however, they will penerate fewer counter-arguments or other unfavourable
thoughts about the message.

THE HEURISTIC SYSTEMATIC MODEL OF PERSUASION (HSM)

Gass and Seiter (2003: 37-40), report that as with the FIM, the HSM operates on the
assumption that individuals rely on two different modes of information processing. One mode, called
systemalic processing, 1s mote thoughtful and deliberate. Systematic processing mn the HSM s roughly
analogous to central processing in the ELM. The other mode, called hewristic processing, relies on mental
shortcuts. Heunstic processing i1s based on the application of dedsion rules or heuristic cues that help
stmphfy the thought process. An example of a decision rule would be buying a TV based on its brand
nzme (“Sony’s are rehable”). An example of a heuristic cue would be choosing one wine over another

because the bottle was prettier.

According to Gass and Seiter (2003: 37-40), heuristic processing in the FISM is roughly
equivalent to peripheral processing in the ELM. By way of illustraton, suppose Irwin is thinking of
buying a hand-held orgamiser. If Irwin did not know much about such devices, he would take one of
two approaches. He could rely on systematic processing by reading up on handheld organisers in
electronics magazines. He would adopt this route if he thought he really needed one (motivaton) and
he lacked the necessary knowledge about thern (sufficiency princple). But he would also need to have
tme to gather information and be able to understand it (ability). Alternatively, he could opt for heuristic
processing. He could base his decision on a fiend’s advice using simple decision rule (“Lance knows his
electronics”). Or he could base his decision on a heunstic cue, such zs the appearance of a patticular
brand (*“This one looks cool”). He would be more likelv to resort to heuristic processing if he did not
reallv need a handheld organiser — it was only an electronic toy (low motivaton) — or if he did not think
he could make sense of the information about them anvway (lack of abilitv}.

Fauconpnier and Turner’s (2002) model gives an excellent account of how heuristic reasoning

wkes place. Heunsoc reasoming relies on mental shortcuts. Two scenarios are superimposed.

Differences are ignored while similantes are fore grounded. This relates to conceptual blending.
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Gass and Setter (2003: 37-40) add that both the ELM and the HSM are useful for explaining
and predicting people’s reactions to persuastve messages.

Cognitive Dissonance

Gass and Seiter (2003: 64-05) explamn that cognitive dissonance is one of the better-known
forms of consistency theory. The theory focuses on self-persuasion that occurs affer one has made a
decision. Hence, cognitive dissonance is sometimes referred to as post-desion theory. The basic idea
behind the theory 1s that, following a decision; a person worries about whether s/he has made the nght
choice. Because most decisions involve pros and cons, the person wornes about the benefits assoaated
with the foregone alternative and the drawbacks associated with the choice that was made. The person
1s therefore, motivated to reduce anxiety by justifying the decision that was made. Attempts to justfy or

reinforce the dedsion can take place through the individuals’ thought processes, words or actions.

Nonverbal Influence

Gass and Setter (2003: 173) say that nonverbal communication plays an important role in the

process of social influence for several reasons:

0 We can use nonverbal behaviour to create certain impressions of ourselves. If we are
successful in making ourselves look powerful, authontative, credible, or attractive, we
may also be more persuastve

©  Through the use of nonverbals, people can establish intimate relanonships. Nonverbal
cues, such as touch, can be influential in developing rapport

©  Nonverbal behaviours can heighten or distract attention from persuasive messages that
are likely to reinforce learming. For example, a teacher can use nonverbals to get his or
her students to pay more attentton to a message, and a heckler can use such tactics 1o
distract histeners

O  Through nonverbals, 2 person can be reinforced to imitate a model’s behaviour

O Nonverbal cues can be used to signal a person’s expectations and elicit behaviour that
conforms to these expectations. For example, a simple frown can inform a child that
s/he 1s not behaving appropnately

©  Nonverbal behaviours can be used to violate people’s expectations so as to distract them

Impression Management Theory

Gass and Seiter (2003: 173) state that the Impression Management Theory suggests that people
control their behaviours — partculardy nonverbal behaviours — in order to create desired impressions of
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themselves. If you want to be liked, for instance, you might smile. If you want to be intimidating, you
might frown. Clearly, however, our nonverbal behaviour can affect impressions other than those made
about us. Recently, for example, Seiter (2001) argued that Impression Management Theory should be
expanded to include the ways m which we strategically atternpt to control impressions made on others.
Although such attempt might be aimed at making others appear better, Seiter (2001) argued that
sometimes our attempts to appear honest and desirable are undermined by others. That is, sometimes
other people may attempt to make vs appear undesirable and dishonest.

DECEPTION AS A STRATEGIC COMMUNICATIVE ACT

According to Gass and Seiter (2003: 261) the Information Manipulation Theory argues that
when we are talking with others we typically assume that the information they give us is not only
truthful, but also mformative, relevant and clear. We are not always nght, however. Deception occurs
when speakers alter the amount of information that should be provided (i.c., quantity), the veracity of the
information presented (Le., quality) the relvance of information provided, or the darity of information
provided. People can alter the amount, veracity, relevance and clarity of information all at the same time
or in different combinations. Gass and Seiter (2003: 261) state that there is an infinite varety in forms

of deception.

Berger and Burgoon (1995: 73-740) state that with reference to prototypical conception, the act
of deception distinguishes itself from the more general experience of cheating. Its prototypical
components, in fact, are the intention to say falsehood, the awareness of falsehood by the liar and the falseness of
comfent. 11s typical atimbutes are the element of harmfulness/usefulness and emotional connotation.

Within recent approaches to phenomena of miscommunication, deception is considered as a
mainly vocal and strategic communicative act, an emblematic example of adapting behaviour m the
management of interpersonal relationships. As affirmed by both Interpersonal Deception Theory of Buller
and Burgoon (1996) and Swrategic Theory of Deczption as hierarchy of ntentions of Anolli and Cicen (1999),
lying can be considered as a complex inter-communicative act, intenttonally and hierarchically planned.
Anolh and Ciceni (1999: http:/ /www.psico-comunicazione.net/ finzionebal:. htm) report that the liar, in
fact, must be able to manage a double intentional level On the one hand we have the manifest intention

(or apparent, the so-said "cover message”) through which the speaker communicates to receiver a false
utterance that must appear true. On the other hand we have the bidden imtention (or latens, that is
awareness of deceiving the other in order to achieve one’s goals): it is a superior-order intention, a mefa-
intention, known only 1o the speaker and that must be accurately hidden 1o the mieractant.
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Bok (1978: 19) stresses that a sodety that is unable to distinguish truthful messages from
deceptive ones, would collapse. But even before such a general collapse, individual choice and survival
would be imperilled. The search for food and shelter could depend on no expectations from others. A
warning that a well was poisoned or a plea for help in an accident would come to be ignored unless
independent confirmation could be found.

Bok (1978) argues that all our choices depend on our estmates of what is the case; these
situation, as we perceive it, as well as our choices.

Anolli and Ciceri (1999: h

performing a deception act in a developmental perspective requires then, beneath a meta-
communicative competence, the strategic use of the skill of deceiving and simulating. This may mean

sico-comunicazione.net/ finzionebaE.htm), claim that

performing not an imitative game of pretence or an identification process like in symbolic game, but a
played deceitfulness, aiming at a precise goal. In this context, one is director and actor through a continuous
momiorng of one's communicative behaviour and it is very important not to lose the limit between
reality and fantasy.

DECEPTION IN HUMAN-COMPUTER INTERACTION AND COMPUTER-MEDIATED
COMMUNICATION

Bengtsson  (undated:  hup://ctw.cs.umuse/projects/the sodial actorhtml) states that
psychologists and communication scholars have long studied issues of trust, authenticity, and validity.
One broad class of research concemns judgments about the reality of incoming messages. More
specifically, extensive studies have been made on interpersonal deception. Most past research on this
topic has been limited to focusing on non-interactive situations, though. Recently, however, Buller and
Burgoon (1996) have prescnted interpersonal deception theory (TDT), that deals specifically with
discourse and deception as it occurs i interpersonal situations. According to IDT, the goals, priorties,
and task requirements of (possibly deceptive) senders and receivers of messages in an interaction lead
each to process and understand that same interaction in distinctly different ways. IDT offers a
framework for studying which schemes senders may use to perpetrate deception and the extent to

Bengtsson (undated: http://ctw.cs.umu.se/projects/the socal actorhunml) states that IDT

focuses on face-to-face conversations. However, as the virtual communication perspective implies,

state-of-the-art computer-mediated communication blurs the boundaries between interpersonal and

mediated conversations. Moreover, whether a perceived mterdocutor 1s, in fact, human or computensed
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(or both) becomes harder to determine as human and computensed agents converge at the concept of
virtual agents.

Bengtsson (undated: http://ctw.cs.umu se/projects/the social actor.html) therefore proposes
to apply interpersonal deception theory to explore aspects of deception in human-computer interaction
and computer-mediated communication. The purpose of such studies is to investigate the interfaces
impact on users’ ability to negotiate claims of external validity in conversation with virtual agents.
Knowledge gained from this research will be important in guiding the design of digital communication

SYNTHESIS

I propose the following theory to characterise how humans form mental models of their

environment with particular focus on deceptive human interactions.

expertence and inference, underpinned by compliance gaining strategies in the management of interpersonal relationships.

The theory has the following corollaries:

1. Human behaviour is extremely complex and not govemed by predictive rules used in the natural

scences.

2. All knowledge is socially constructed from subjective experience and inference.

3. The somatic marker hypothesis gives a credible account of how people can become distrustful of
other people (Damasio 1996). The hypothesis relates to the fact that memories are laid down while
we are being deceived, and this becomes part of our long-term memory.

4. Conceptual blending is a symbolisation process that selectively interrelates concepts from two

separate cognitive domains, a source space and a target space to concepiualise a2 new perceived
relationship known as a blended space. The process is used in the perception of all kinds of

symbohic interrelanonships (Fanconmer and Turner 2002).

5. Counterfactuality is built into the human language allowing us to make representanons of
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Heunstic processing relies on mental shortcuts. Heuristic processing is based on the application of
deasion rules or heuristic cues that help simphfy the thought process.

Comphance gaining concentrates on mfluence m mterpersonal, face-to-face contexts rather than
one to many contexts focussing on what people do when they want to get something. Speafic
nstances of communication can be ordered along a compliance-gaining continuum that progresses
from cooperation to competition to confrontation. Compliance gaining strategies include rewarding
activity, pumishing activity, expertise, and activation of impersonal commitments (Gass and Seiter
2003).

Cognitive factors play 2 role m the way people behave when lying. Lying requires you to think a lot
harder than telling the truth does. Because lying requires extra cognitive effori, compared to people
teling the truth, hars would take a longer time to respond, pause more when speaking, and deliver
messages with few specifics (Gass and Seiter 2003).

Deception 1s an mteractional phenomenon i which both senders and receivers are mvolved,
stmultanecusly encoding and decoding messages over ume.

Intentional behaviour forms the basis of deception.

Certain types of deceptive behaviour are sanctioned, while others are heavily condemned.

Lyming 1s a complex mter-communicative act, intentionally and hierarchically planned, where the lar
manages a double intentional level The manifest intention is that which the speaker communicates

to the receiver, while the hidden intenton is awareness of decenving the other in order to achieve

one’s goals.

Liars strategically create messages by manipulating the information m their messages, strategically
controlimg their behaviour and managing their image.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter I provided a theoretical framewortk for the study of decepuve behaviour that

enables one to do research on conceptual as well as commurmcative aspects of deception. With regard

to the conceptual aspect of decepoon, I mdicated that Fauconnier and Tumer’s theory of coneceptual

blending presented the appropnate framework to account for a person’s cognitive capacity to mierrelate

and blend concepts extracted from her/his vast conceprual network of knowledge, and to use
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counterfactual reasoning to concepnmlise alternate scenatios of which one could be the true sate of
affairs, while the other one is a plausible, but false state of affairs.

With regard to the communicative aspect of deception, I showed that deception is considered
as 2 mainly vocal and strategic communicatve act, an emblematic example of adapting behaviour m the
management of interpersonal relanonships. 1 then focused on theones of deception and persuasion. 1
dlustrated that we can apply Interpersonal Deception Theory to explore aspects of deception in human-
computer interaction and computer-mediasted communication. In the next chapter 1 will focus on

COMIMURICATIoN.



Chapter 4

COAMMUNICATION

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter | show that communicadon cannot take place unless all three clements of
communicator, medium and recipient are present. I state further that current communication problems
result from bias and musinformanon, as well as from deliberate deception. Taking Shannon and
Weaver's theory as point of departure, 1 show that messages can suffer from 2 pumber of unintended
distortions and interference. I show that symbols are arbitrary burt have the power to shape perceptions
and construct social reahity. I also examine the power of labels and how, oftentimes, through the use of
euphemisms and doublespeak, persuaders attempt to lessen (or strengthen) the connotative impact of 2

word. The chapter also explains speech acts as communicative intentions.

In the fust part of the chapter 1 deal with references that allow me to give a conceptual

characterisation of deccption. {ater 1n the chapter I examine communication aspects of decepaon.

THE COMMUNICATION PROCESS

Skmnmer et al (2004: 73) state that contemporary theory regards communicaton not only as a
dynamic process of exchangmg meaningful messages, but as a transaction between partcpants during
which a relattonship develops between them. From this viewpoint communication is defined as a
warsacnomal process of exchangmg messages and negotating Teaning to establish and mainmin
relationships.

How humans communicate i1s greatdy significant in our lives. Argyle and Trower (1979: 4) say
that more of our time is given over to communication than to any other human behaviour. It is vital to
the development of our personalitics and personal and professional achievement. \rgyvle and Trower
emphasise that 1t is the part that makes all the rest of what we usually regard as human behaviour
possible - because all human behaviour as we know it takes place in socierv.

Willlams (1992: 11) explains that so fundamental is commumcation to human living thar it goes
on virtually the whole ume in ways of which we are quite unconscious. If rwo humans come rogether it
1s virtually mevitable that they will communicate semething to each other. Human bodies are very well
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designied for sending and recetving person-to-person messages. It is the job of the sender to get the
message 10 1S destination and get it understood. In tumn, when the mntended receiver responds, the full
responstbility fafls on that person for his or her message. This prnciple keeps both the responstbility
and the authonty in the same place, always with the sender.

Williams (1992: 11) writes that communication s an activity, not a “thing”. Communication is
what keeps people together just as surely as 1t 1s what draws them togethet in the first place. We believe

therefore that it is one of the most important parts of human behaviour.

Current commurication problems result from bias and musinformation, as well as from
deliberate decepoon. Intennonally, deceptive discourse 1s pervasive with frequent media attention
focussed on the deceptive messages of prominent figures such as politicians. Deliberate deception has
become an effective form of communication durtng political campaigns and diplomatic negotiations.
Decepnive communication is an ancient technique and has been used by human beings as an adequate
response to their environment since the ongin of the species.

CLASSICAL INFORMATION THEORY

Shannon and Weaver's theory, according to Encyclopaedia Brmannica (2004), provides an
explanation for any communication event. [t serves as a springboard for any discussion explaining why
one has to go beyond the hmimations of the General Communication Model i order to deal with
complex and dynamic aspects of commumnication such as the nature of intrapersonal communication
(cogmition) as mantfested in the mdividual and socal construction of meanmng, and partcularly to
account for the differences between cooperauve, compettive and confrontatonal forms of

communicaton.

As the underpmnmg of the theory, Shannon and Weaver developed a very simple, general
model of communication, which 1s constructed against a mathematical framework, as shown in the

figure below. Because his model is abstract, it applies in many situations, which contributes to its broad

scope and power.

Encyclopaedia Brtannica (2004) explains that Shannon and Weaver thus wiselv realised that a
useful theory of mformanon would first have 1o concentrate on the problems associated with sending
and receiving messages, and it would have to leave questions mvolving any mtrnsic meaning of a
message—known as the semantic problem—for later investigators. Clearly, if the technical problem

could not be solved—that 1s, if 2 message could not be mansmutted correctly—then the semantic
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problem was not likely ever to be solved satisfactorily. Solving the technical problem was therefore the
first step in developing a reliable communication system.

Parts of a communication system

The accompanying schematic figure titled "Shannon and Weaver's communication model,” is
adapted from Shannon and Weaver’s work on information theory (Encyclopaedia Britannica 2004). The
model represents the different parts of the communication system when a message is sent from a
sender to a receiver. The model he devised to represent a communication system consists of five major
parts: the information source, the transmitter, the medium, the receiver, and the destination.

Shannon and Weaver’s theory is the mathematical study of these five components, individually
and in combination. Existing communication systems can be studied this way, and new systems can be
designed based on the knowledge gained. For example, information theory can provide a way to
measure the amount of information produced by a source or to measure the ability of a noisy medium

to transmit information reliably.

Figure 2: Shannon and Weaver's communication model: Encyclopaedia Britannica
(2004)

The first component of the model, the message source, according to Encyclopaedia Britannica
(2004), is simply the entity that originally creates the message. Often the message source is a human, but
n Shannon and Weaver's model it could also be an animal, a computer, or some other inanimate object.
The encoder is the object that connects the message to the actual physical signals that are being sent.
For example, there are several ways to apply this model to two people having a telephone conversation.
On one level, the actual speech produced by one person can be considered the message, and the
telephone mouthpiece and its associated electronics can be considered the encoder, which converts the
speech into electrical signals that travel along the telephone network. Alternatively, one can consider the
speaker's mind as the message source and the combination of the speaker’s brain, vocal system, and

telephone mouthpiece as the encoder. However, the inclusion of “mind” introduces complex semantic
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problems to any analysis and is generally avoided except for the application of information theory to

physiclogy.

Encyclopaedia Britannica (2004) explains that the channel is the medium that carfies the
message. The chanmel might be wires, the air or space in the case of radio and television transmissions,
or fibre-optic cable. In the case of a signal produced simply by banging on the plumbing, the channel
might be the pipe that receives the blow. The beauty of having an abstract model 1s that 1t permits the
mchusion of 2 wide vanety of channels.

Encydopaedia Brtannica (2004) states that noise 1s anything that mterferes with the
transpussion of a signal In wlephone conversabons mterference might be caused by static in the line,
cross talk from another hine, or background sounds. Signals transmitted opucally through the air miaght
suffer interference from clouds or excessive humidity. Clearly, sources of noise depend upon the
particular communication systeme A single system may have several sources of noise, but, if all of these
separate sources are understood, 1t will sometimes be possible to treat them as a single source.

Encyclopaedita Britanmica (2004) adds further that the decoder is the object that converts the
signal, as recetved, into a form that the message recetver can comprehend. In the case of the telephone,
the decoder could be the earpiece and its electronic arcuits. Depending upon perspective, the decoder
could also include the listener's entire hearing system.

The message recerver, as demonstrated by Encyclopaedia Brtannica (2004), 1s the object that
gets the message. It could be a person, an animal, or a2 computer or some other manimate object

Encydopaedia Brtannica (2004) reveals that Shannon and Weaver's theory deals pnmarily with
the encoder, channel, nowse source, and decoder. As noted above, the focus of the theory is on signals
and how they can be transmitted accurately and efficiently; questions of meaning are avoided as much

as possible.

An important step taken by Shannon and Weaver, as revealed by Encyclopaedia Brtannica
(2004), was to separate the technmical problem of delivering a message from the problem of
understanding what a message means. This step permitted engineers to focus on the message delvery
svstem. Shannon and Weaver concenirated on two key questions in his 1948 paper: determining the
most efficient encoding of a message using a given alphabet In a nosseless environmenr, and

understanding what addinonal steps need to be taken in the presence of nose.
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Encyclopaedia Brtanuica (2004) explams that Shannon and Weaver solved these problems
successfully for a very abstract (hence widely applicable) model of a2 communications system that
includes both discrete (digital} and continuous (analogue) systems. In particular, he developed a measure
of the efficency of a cormmumications system, called the entropy (analogous to the thermodynamic
concept of entropy, which measures the amount of disorder in physical systems) that is computed on

the basis of the statistical propernes of the message source.

Shannon and Weaver's theory is pomanly a theoretical smdy; nevertheless, it has had an
immeasurable ympact on the design of prachcal dara commumication and storage systems, such as
telephones and computers.

A metaphonic representation of Shannon and Weaver's model shows that interference could be

construed as misrepresentation.

A enfical analysis of Shanoon and Weaver’s model shows that while it is excellent for technical
accounts of how informaton is encoded, transmitted, distorted and decoded in the 1n electronmic
networks (electrons over copper cables), as electromagnetic waves in the radio and microwave
frequencies of the electromagnetic spectrum, or as light pulses (photons through fibre optic networks),
the model cannot give an adequate account of the semantic complexites of interpreting human
language. Because the Shannon and Weaver model 1s not miended as a model of cognition (how neural
impulses arc transmitted through the neural arrays of the human brain to form complex and often

ambiguous concepts, a more appropnate model needs to be devised.

MERSHAM AND SKINNER: COMMUNICATION COMPRISES A TRIAD

Commnunication scientists have adapted a model as a metaphor for the communication process.
It is however, pot possible 1© use the Mersham and Skinner model 10 explin how decepuve
commumication takes place. The model assumes that deception 1s value neutral and that people have the

same power trelationships. Communication is never peutral Communication deals with power

relationships and 15 hardly ever egalitantan or equal

Skinner et al {2004: 74) illustrate that the communication process comprses a trad: a
COMINUIICAtOT, 2 message, and a receiver. These three aspects, together with closely related factors such
as code, medium, context, feedback and mrerference, are the major components of the communication
process. The relationship between the message and the medmum can be compared with the relattonship
between, for example, an apple (the medum) and is puments (the message). Each 1s a part of the
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other-you cannot eat an apple without getting its nuirients, and you cannot get the nuinients without
eating the apple.

Mersham and Skinaer (1999: 18) say that understanding is an active state. One can look without
seeing, hear without absorbmg and receive a message without attaching the sigmficance intended by the
commumnicator. To understand and interpret, the recipient must be just as acive as the communicator.
Skinner et al (2004: 76) state that the message can be described as the information content, which is
transmitted in sach a way as to be sensonly perceived by the recewver. According to Mersham and
Skinner (1999 18) messapes are composed of signs and symbols, which have (for the source and the
recipient) a certain meaning. Encoding is the form of expression by the source of an already concerved

idea into a message appropnate for transmission.

Skinner et al (2004: 76) states that communication codes (communicatton stimult) refer to all
possible signs and symbols used in the communication process to convey the message in such a way as
to be perceived by the receiver’s senses. A distinction is made between verbal and nonverbal codes.
Language 1s the verbal code, while the nonverbal code refers to all nonverbal aspects of human
behaviour. The many cues, signs or signals described as nonverbal stimuli have been defined within
broad categories: proxemics (the unlizaton of personal space and physical environment), body
movement or facial expressions, eye contact or visual interaction, vocalisation or paralanguage and

chronermics.

Mersham and Skimner (2001a: 13-14) define feedback as a response by the reapient to the
source’s message. Feedback may be thought of as a measure of the effectiveness of a previous
communication. The source may take account of feedback in modifyving subsequent messages; therefore
feedback makes communication a dynamic, two-way process. Positive feedback informs the source that
the intended effect of a2 message was achieved; negative feedback informs the source the mtended effect

of 2 message was not achieved.

According to Mersham and Skmner (2001a: 10-11) many failures to communicate are due to
mistaken assumptons by the source or reaipient about the meaning of 2 symbol they have exchanged.
Meanings are relative and open to subjective mterpretation. Meanings are in people, not mn the message.
Words have no meanings in themselves; the source and the recipient assign their meanings.
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Commumnication is a two-way process

Mersham and Skinner's (1999) model includes 2 two-way, or interactive, nature of
commumication. In the figure below, we see how individuals as both the ‘communicator’ and the

‘recpient’ are participating equally in interpersonal communcation.

‘Autobiographical
Circumstances

Desodiog >

Figure 3: A model of the bi-directional communication process. Adapted from
Mersham and Skinner (1999:10)

COMMUNICATOR

RECIPIENT

Socio-cuftural
circumstiances

Socio-cultural
circumstances

Figure 3 is used to describe how the communicator emwdes a message according 1o his/her
socio-cultural and autobiographical crcumstances. This message is then sent to the recipient via a
medinm. The recipient then decades the message according to his/her socio cultural and antobiographical

circumstances.

Mersham and Skinner’s model 1s a typical example of a General Communicatton Model. While
the General Communication Model allows us to make generalisaions about the communication
process, there is a need to show the complexaties of the different forms of communicaton. Gass and
Seter {2003 168), argue that dufferent modes of persnasion may lead persuadees to process messages in
different ways. Human communication is not value neutral Communication manifests as state of
formal dominanon, equality, subordination, or an undecided power relation, which relate to persuasion,
soctal mfluence and comphance ganmg (Gass and Serter 2003).

INTERFERENCE IN MESSAGES

Skanner et al (2004: 76), show that messages are not transmitted and mterpreted in 2 vacuum.
They are given within a complex, unique and dvnamic context in which a number of varables could

influence the course and mterpreration of the commumcaton event.

Encyclopaedia Bromnnica (2004) states that nowse 1s anything that mterferes with the
transmission of a signal in relephone conversanons mnterference might be caused by static m the lme,
cross talk from another line, or background sounds. Signals ransmitred optcally through the air might
suffer interference from clouds or excessive humidiry. Clearly, sources of noise depend upon the
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particular communication system. A single system may have several sources of noise, but, if all of these

separate sources are understood, it will sometimes be possible to treat them as a single source.

Messages between hurman beings can, as revealed by Bok (1978: 8) and Kiesler (1978: 84), suffer
from a number of unintended distortions or imnterference, otiginating either at the soutce, en route or at
the reception. The speaker, for example, may be mustaken, marticulate, or using a language unknown to
the listener. En route, the message may be deflected by outside noise, by atmospheric conditions and by
interruption. At the receiving end, deafness, fatigue, language problems, or mental retardation may
affect the reception of the message.

Bok (1978} goes on to say that any number of appearances and words can muslead us; but only a
fracton of them are mtended to do so. A mirage may deceive us, through no one’s fanlt Our eyes
decerve us all the tme. We are beset by self-deluston and bas of every kind. Yet we often know when
we mean to be honest or dishonest. Whatever the essence of truth and falsity, and whatever the sources
of emor mn our lives, one such source is surely the human agent, receiving and giving out information,
mtentionally deflecting, withholding, and even distorting 1t at imes. Human bengs, after all, provide for
each other the most ingenious obstacles to what partal knowledge and minimal rationality they can
hope to command.

Bok (1978: 13), and Argyle and Trower (1979: 39) add that when we undertake to deceive
others miennonally, we commumicate messages meant 1o mislead them, meant 1o make them believe
that we ourselves do not believe. We can do so through gesture, through disguise, by means of action or

macton, even through silence.

IDECEPTION AND ITS DETECTION

Miller and Suff (1983) propose a model that includes other factors that underscore the view that
deception and its detecuon ke place as part of a communicagon transaction between sender and
recerver. The deceptive message iself 1s at the centre of the transaction. Miller and Saff include both
verbal and nonverbal behaviours a part of the message. On the part of the sender, it is necessary to
consider his or her perceptions of the consequences of getting caught. It is also necessary to consider
the motrration of the receiver to detect deception, so that suspicion becomes a factor and the
consequences to the recetver of detecting deceit (somenmes receivers would rather oot know for sure
they are being hied to). The deceptive transaction, like all communication transactions, takes place in a

socal context.
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According to Miller and Suff (1983: 12), people are able to detect deception only a little better
than chance, with rates of successful detection rarely departing from a range of 45%% to 65 %. One
possible explanation for the relatvely poor ability to detect deception is truth-bias, a bias toward judging

a sender’s message as truthful

Miller and Soff (1983) state that given the generally perceived leanness of electronic media and
the importance of cues in detecting deception, it should be more difficult to detect decepton using
electronic media than otherwise. On the other hand, experienced users should have 2 better chance to
detect deception, compare to inexperienced users, given that expedence should better enable users to

make use of what cues are available to detect decepuion if it is present.
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Figure 4: Model of deceptive communication transactions. Miller and Stiff (1983: 30)

Based on this premise, Miller and Saff's (1983) model has been modified to illustrate the roles

electronic medta and experience could play in deceiving and deception detecton.
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Figure 5: An adaptation of the Miller and Stiff Model (1983)

Miller and Saff (1983) posit that the medium directly affects the ability of a deceivee to
successfully detect decepnion, and 1t also mediated the relavonship between the deceiver and the
message s/he is sending. Mifler and Saff also suggest that experience mediates the reladonship between
decetver and message, directly affects the ability of the deceivee to detect deception and directly affects
the percetved charactenistics of the communication medium. The Miller and Saff framework has been
modified, to inchude combined motvation to detect deception with the consequences of successful
detection, such that consequences are now histed as one of a set of motvations to detect, that also
include suspicion, truth bias, and trust. Social context encompasses all, the parucipants in the

communtcanon exchange, their expenences, the message and the media.

DISTRACTION IN MESSAGES

Gass and Sewter (2003: 212) state that according to Learming Theory, to be persuaded people
must first comprehend a message. Because distraction hinders comprehension, distraction also should
decrease the persuasiveness of a message. For mstance, according to Gass and Setter, m addition to
distraction that is external to a communicator (such as hecklers and loud noises) a second type of
distraction can be minated by the commumicator. For example, someone who stands too close or who
uses intense language might distract yon. When a2 communicator imtiates a distraction, our reacton
depends not so much on comprehension or counter-arguments, but rather on the communicator’s
credibliry. Specifically, when distracted bv a highly credible source, we tend to be more persuaded;

when distracted by a less credible source, we tend to be less persuaded.



SYMBOLS AND MEANING

According to Gass and Seter (2003: 154) what distinguishes us from animals is the fact that we
are the “symbol-using, symbol-misusing and symbol-making animal”. We invent symbols, and through
their use and misuse, we create meaning, define what is real and persuade others. To understand

humans and how they influence one another, it is important to understand the nature of symbols.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 154) define a symbol as something that represents something else.
Names are a good example. It represents who you are just as a “pig” represents an animal with a curly

tall and skumy snout.

One mportant charactenstic of symbols, as told by Gass and Seiter, is that they are arbitrary.
Symbols have no necessary connection to what they represent, although we sometimes seem to forget
this. Gass and Seiter cite the story of a little boy who thought that “pigs” were called “pigs” because
they are so dirty. The word “pig” however, has no direct connection to the curlv-tailed animal, just as

your name, although it may seem to fit, has no necessary connection to you.

Gass and Setter (2003: 154) add that because they are arbitranly connected to what they
represent, a second charactenstic of symbols 1s that they are conventionalised, which means that if we
want to use a symbol to communicate to someone else, we have to agree on the symbol’s meanng,

Without some measure of agreement on the meanings of words, communication and persuasion would

be difficult, if not impossible.

The theory of arbitrary signs is dealt wath in greater detail later in the chapter under the heading
Semniotics — a theory of todes.

CONGRUENCY AND VIVIDNESS

According to Gass and Seiter (2003: 165) vividness mav either help or hinder the persuasiveness
of a message; it all depends on how congmient the vivid image is with the message. When vividness is
congruent with a message (1.e., when the imagery m the message is relevant to its content), it helps us
process the message. This is because vividness grabs our attention and brngs to mund relevant
information that 1s stored in our memones. However, they suspected thar vivid imagery that s
incongruent keeps us from processing a message by priming irrelevant thoughts and undermiming our

mouvaton to think about a message.
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Gass and Setter (2003: 165), state thar Smuh and Shaffer (2000) had srudents read strong and
weak arguments on a varnety of topics {e.g., drnking alcohol 1s dangerous to your health). Some of the
snxdents read vividness messages that were congruent (e.g., alcohol consumption could result in bloody,
bone-crushing accidents), some read vivid and incongruent messages (e.g., when dunking alcohol,
reaction time is slowed to a snail’s pace — note, this has nothing to do with the main argument on health

dangers), and others read pallid messages. Results of the study confirmed the researchers’ suspicions.
Specifically, compared to partcipants who read the mcongruent and pallid messages, those who read
the congruent messages recalled more of the message’s arguments and were better at differentiating
strong and weak argument. Research therefore reveals that vividness can be an effective persuasive tool;

you simply need to know when to use it

CONNOTATIVE AND DENOTATIVE MEANING

Gass and Seiter (2003: 154-155) state that there are at least two meanings for every word. The
first, the denotative meamng, 15 a word’s direct, exphat dicbonary defimbon. Although denotanve
meanings can be problemanc for commumcanon (e.g., when the dictionary meaning changes, as 1t did
for the word “gay”), agreement on the denotative meaning of a word 1s likely.

The second type of meaning, connotative, as told by Gass and Seiter (2003: 154-155), refers to
the thoughts and emotions assocated with a word. Connotations associated with words vary wadely
from person to person. Although all of us might agree on the denotative meaning of the word “pig”
(Le., curly-tailed animal with snout, etc.), our attitudes assoctated with the word may be quite different.
A person who grew up slopping hogs will have a different view of pigs from one who learnt about pigs
from watching movies about cuddly, talking pigs such as Babe from the movie Babe. Jews and Mushms
are forbidden to eat pork, which is percerved as unclean. Not long ago, a woman in [srael was
sentenced to 50 years for depicting Allah as a pig (Gass and Seiter 2003: 155). As persuaders, it 1s

important to recognise that the meanmngs of words are subjective.

THE USE OF POWER IN CONNOTATIVE AND DENOTATIVE TERMS

Gass and Seiter (2003: 155) state that although connotative meanings tend to be more
subjective than denotanve meanmgs, somenmes the connotations associated with certain words are
shared by large groups of people (Le., soceties and cultures). As a result, such words can be powerful
persuastve tools for motivating people. Gass and Seiter (2003: 155) state that Weaver (1953} labelled
them Ulttmate Terms, which include words or phrases that are highly revered, widely accepred, and carrv

special power in culture. According to Weaver, there are three tvpes of Ulomate Terms:



C  God Terms, carry the greatest blessing 1n a culture and demand sacrifice and obedience.
Weaver used terms such as “fact” and “progress” as examples of God Terms. Modemn-
day God Termns include “family values”, “crincal thinking” and “balanced budget”

O Denl Terms are percerved by a culture as associated with the absolutely abhorrent and
disgusting. Examples of Devil Terms include “Communism”, “Nazi” and “Fascist”.
Today terms such as “dead-beat dad”, “racist” “terronist”, “gang member”, “sweat shop”
and “sexual harassment” may be constdered Devil Terms because they represent what is
evil or detestable to 2 culture

O  Chansmatic Terms, unlike God and Devil Terms, which are associated with something

observable, have a power in some ways that 1s mysteriously given.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 156) srates that although God, Devil and Charismasic Terms have
power, their ability to persuade s not stable; the connotations assodated with such terms may change
over ime. For instance, calling someone a commumist today would not have the same impact as it did
in the days of Senator Joseph McCarthy. Similarly, for some people, the term political correctness has
shifted meanings from god term to devil term. Indeed, political correcmess, once a term of posiuve
evaluation, refernng to a position of humanitarian concemns for the poor, homeless, and disfranchised

groups of society has turned to a detisive term surrounded by controversy.

Gass and Sester (2003: 156) add that considering the power of Ulumate Terms, it is not
surpnising that politicians spend considerable amounts of money discovering the “right terms” 10 use
in their advertisements and speeches. By way of example, politictans use focus groups m order to
discover specific words that should and should not be used in campaigns. The people mn such groups
watch advertisement and speeches while moving dials from right to left, indicating when they hke or
dishike what they are heanng and seeing. As a result, pohncians learn an entire new vocabulary of God
and Devil Terms.

In addition to polindans, according to Gass and Seiter (2003: 156), people in the business
world are fond of uwsng Ulimate Terms as persoasion devises. For mswiance, the word
“empowerment” 1s a modem-day Chansmanc Term on which marketers and advisers have
capitalised. Products and services that promise to empower people have become unavoidable. For
instance, as a former suit salesman, one of the authors was regularly asked by customers where the
“power ties” could be found or what was the “power colour” for ties this vear. The Hotel Del
Coronado in Southern Califorma offers its guests “power walk” in the morning. Athletes now have

an alternative to Gatorade: Powerade! Some seminars teach that clients take “power naps”.
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LANGUAGE INTENSITY

Gass and Seiter (2003: 165-166) state that language that i1s intense is emotional, metaphornical,
spinionated, specific, forceful and evaluarive. For that reason, according to Gass and Seiter, Bowers
1964) defined language mtensity as the quality of language, which indicates the degree, to which the
pezket’s attitude deviates from neutrality. Someone who compares “cutting down trees” to “rape” is
ar from neutral in his or her attitudes about the lamber industry. The following are four theones that
ttempt to explain when and why intense language does or does not persuade.

teinforcement Theory

Gass and Serter (2003: 166) state that Reinforcement Theory assumes that people are motivated
o avoid pain and seck pleasure. The same s true when people are being persuaded. If a person
enerally agrees with the posinon advocated by a source, the person will find 1t rewarding and evahuate
he source positively. The reverse is true if the person generally disagrees with the position advocated by
he source. Language intensity s beheved to enhance tus effect. Speafically, if the listener generally
grees with the speaker, when the speaker throws some forceful language at the listener, the histener 1s
ven more motivated to agree. However, a listener who generally disagrees will react even more

iegatvely than s/he normally would when the speaker uses intense language.
-anguage Expectancy Theory

Gass and Sester (2003: 166) stare that we have expectations about whar types of language are
ormal to use when trymmg to persuade other people. For example, we may not think 1t 1s normal for a
peaker to use intense words such as “rape” and “shockingly”. According to Language Expectancy
"heory, when persuaders violate our expectations conceming normal language, those violations can
ither help or hurt the effectiveness of the persuasive message, depending on whether the violations are
erceived in a posifive or neganve way. How viclations are percerved depends on who 1s using the
inguage. Highly aredible sources are granted 2 “wader bandwidth™ of acceptable communication than
1ose with low credibility. As such, scurces with low credibility are likely to be percetved in a neganve
ray when they use language that i1s aggressive and intense. This, mn tum, leads them to be less
ersuasive. The reverse is true for highly credible sources. Empirical research supports this claim. For
xample, based on Language Fxpectancy Theory, Buller and his colleagues found thar safety messages
.¢., hiterature encouraging sun protection) atmbuted to paediamicians (ie., highly credible sources)
cing more persuasive when they used intense language than when they used non-intense language
Gass and Sedter 2003 166).
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anformation Processing Theory

Gass and Seiter (2003: 166-167) state that this theory argues that to be persuaded, you must first
rend to and comprehend a persuasive message. 1f you attend to and comprehend the message, you
an compare your own position on the message to the position that 1s being argued by the source.
Ntimately, you must either accept or reject the source’s posttion. Language intensity affects this process
y making a source’s position on an issue seem more extreme compared to your own position. This can
e good up to 2 point. In general, some discrepancy between a persuader and recerver’s position leads
» increased attention, and therefore, more attitude change. Too much discrepancy may lead a receiver
» reject 4 message Or to scrutinise 2 message so that s/he fails to attend to all of the message’s content.
1 addition, intense language tends to be more speafic and vivid.

ommunication Accommodation Theory

Gass and Seiter (2003: 167} state that when we communicate with others we adjust our style of
yeaking 10 their style in order to gain approval and increase communicanon efficiency. For example,
e may uy to talk the same way others talk so that they will like us better. Gass and Setter state that
une and Kikuchi (1993) conducted a study to see if this theory would predict the effectiveness of
wssages that ather were or were not intense. Specifically, speakers delivered intense and non-intense
1essages to people whose language style could be categonsed as either mtense ot non-intense. Results
f the study supported Communicaton Accommodation Theory. Specifically, speakers using ntense
nguage were most persuasive with people who use mtense language, whereas speakers using non-
ttense language were most persuasive with people who use non-intense language. Speakers who
matched” the style of their audience were also perceived as more credible. In a related study, srong
guments using sports metaphors (e.g, “If you want to play ball with the best, don’t muss this

pportunity”’) were persuasive among people who like sports but not among those who dislike sports.

EMIOTICS — A THEORY OF CODES

Eco (1978: 3-5) claims thar a design for general semiotics constders a theory of codes, a theory
[ sign producton — the latter taking into account a large range of phenomena, such as the common
se of languages, the evolunon of codes, aesthetic communication, different types of mteractional
»mmunicative behaviour, and the use of signs in order to menton things or states of the world.
:miotics studies all cultural processes as processes of commumicagon. Therefore, each of these
rocesses would seem to be permitted by an undedying system of significance.

Eco (1978: 14-15) defined semiosis as an action, an mfluence, which 15, or mvolves, a
>operation of three subjects, such as a sign, 1ts object and its interpretant; this w-relauve mfttuence not
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being in any way resolvable into actions between pairs. Two scholars, Saussure and Peirce, who foretold
the offical birth and sdentific organisation of the discipline, have put definitions forward. While the
definition given by Plerce is more comprehensive and fruitful, Saussure’s definition has done much to

IMProve SCMIOtic AWareness.

Larson (1989: 113) descnbes semiotics as the ‘science of signs’ and of the codes used to
mnderstand them. The word ‘sign’ to the semioticien differs from the same word when used by a
semanticst To the semoncan, 2 sign is 2 larger caregory and contmns both sign{al)s and symbols as
they are used in language and as other conveyors of meaning, for example, logos, colour, light,
surroundings, clothing and many others — frequently nonverbal In order to distingwish the two ways of
using these words, we will follow the approach of the semiologists and use “signifier” and “signified”
instead. Thus the word “running” as a sgrifier can refer to varous sigrified things — running for political
office, water mnning in a stream, someone’s nose is ruaning, running a footrace, getting vour car
running, running a nylon stocking and running from the authorities. The only way we can understand
how the word s bemg used 1s 10 see i not only m a sentence but also from the perspective of the
culture or subculture in which it is being used. The receiver or communication analyst would look at

content, nonverbal aspects of the word, and other culturally imposed patterns.

Larson (1989: 114) adds that semiology takes cultures into account as well as other patterns that
affect meanmgs. One such pattern s what semiotictans call “the code”, or the way of discovening or
tanslating meaning. A simpler code is the use of black and white hats 11 old cowboy movies to indicate
who the good guy was and who the bad guy was. Another would be the filmic code of pages being
blown off a calendar to indicate the passage of tme. A third would be what tvpe of cup a person uses
for thewr coffee a1 the dorm or on the job. Each iype of cup — mups as opposed to Styrofoam cups, as
opposed to fme chma — is 2 signihier and each tvpe of coffee dnriker, consdously or unconsciously, on
purpose or by accident, is conveying a very different kind of message. Yet words are not even involved.
in a semiotic approach to the smdy of meaning, we ry to “read” each message from several
perspectives — from the words that are or are not spoken, from the context in which or from which
they are spoken, and from the other sigmfiers included in and with the message — for example, visuals,

colours and tone of voice.
The communication event as seen by a semiotician

Eco (1978: 3) defines 2 communication process as the passage of a signal (not necessanly a sign)
from a source {through a transmitier, along a chaanel} to a destinadon. In a machme-to-machine
process the signal has no power to signify mn so far as it may determine the desunagon of the swd speae
stimuli.
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Eco (1978: 3-8) adds that when the destination is a human being, or “addressee” (it is not
necessary that the source or the transmitter be human, provided that they emit the signal following a
system of rules known by the human addressee), we are on the contrary witnessing a process of
significanice - provided that the signal is not merely a stimulus but arouses an mterpretative response in
the addressee. This process is made possible by the existence of a code.

The semiotician approaches a communication event as if it were a “iext” to be “read” by the
recetver/analyst. Larson (1989: 114} uses an mterestmg analogy in explumng tns approach at
uncovering meaning. He hkens the semiotic receiver to the famous detective Sherlock Holmes, who
“reads” an event, a room or 2 prece of evidente very analyocally, often uncovenng meaning from the
stmallest detail. Holmes semiotically analyses every aspect of a room by observing the many details that
would easily be ovetiooked by the normal person. The responsible recetver of those many persuasive
messages needs to act ikewise whenever possible.

According to FEco (1978: 58-59) if a liar pretends ro be sick by behaving in a certain way, the
semiofic functioning of this behaviour can be analysed, irrespectuve of the fact that he 1s actually lying.
Every time there is a posstbility of lying, there is a sign-function, which is to signify (and then to
commumecate) sometheng 10 which no real siate of things corresponds. A theory of codes must stdy
everything that can be used in order o lie. The possibility of lving s the propoum of semtosts. Every
time there is a le, there is significanion. Every ime there s signification, there is the possibility of using
it in order to lic. If this i1s true, then semiotics has found new thresholds: between conditions of
significance and conditions of truth in other words, the threshold between an mtentional and

extenstonal semantics.

THE USE OF POWER IN COMMUNICATION

Power is usually considered to be the ability to get things done, as defined by Sanes {1996-

2000a: hipr  wewsvmasmsperencinow.com ncas posverpm). [tocan mvolve cooperadon, outright
oppositon, partal cooperagon and partial opposition, simulated cooperaton, combined with actual
opposition. Gving orders can evoke compliance or refusal, obheying versus resisting, pretending to
obey, or obeying part way. Most relanons involve partal cooperanon and paraal oppositton.

Sanes tlustrates that power also has another common meanmg, which cannor be reduced to the
firse: ir refers to relations of mequality. Power 1s the ability to grve orders and have them obeyved; the
ability to provide rewards and impose sanctions; the abihty 1o siphon resources and rhe resuits of other
people’s work for one’s own use. In this sense, power, hke 1mage, 15 a posiion 1n a socmal network, so

power and position bear 2 dose relagon. ‘there are siruanons that resemble relanons ot wequalire, n
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Eco (1978: 3-8) adds that when the destinaiion is a human being, or “addressee” (it is not
necessary that the source or the transmitter be human, provided that they emit the signal following a
system of rules known by the human addressee), we are on the contrary wilmessing a process of
significance — provided that the signal is not merely a stimulus but arouses an interpretative response in
the addressee. This process is made possible by the existence of a code.

The semiotician approaches a communication event as if it were a “text” to be “read” by the
receiver/analyst. Larson (1989: 114) uses an interesting analogy in explaining this approach at
uncovering meaning. He likens the semiotic receiver to the famous detective Sherlock Holmes, who
“reads” an cvent, a Toom of 2 picce of evidence very amalytically, often uncovering meaning from the
smallest detail. Holmes semiotically analyses every aspect of a2 room by observing the many details that
would easily be overlooked by the normal person. The responsible receiver of those many persuasive
messages needs to act likewise whenever possible.

According to Eco (1978: 58-59) if a liar pretends to be sick by behaving in a certain way, the
semiotic functioning of this behaviour can be analysed, irrespective of the fact that he is actually lying.
Every time there is a possibility of lying, there is a sign-functon, which is to signify (and then to
compumicate) something 10 which 1o real state of things corresponds. A theory of codes must study
everything that can be used in order to lie. The possibility of lying is the proprium of semiosis. Every
time there is a lie, there is signification. Every time there is signification, there is the possibility of using
it in order to lie. If this is true, then semiotics has found new thresholds: between conditions of
significance and conditions of truth in other words, the threshold between an mtentional and

THE USE OF POWER IN COMMUNICATION

Power is usually considered to be the ability to get things done, as defined by Sanes (1996-

WWw.Ira

nsparencynow.com/news/powerhtm). It can involve cooperation, outnght
opposition, partial cooperation and partial opposition, simulated cooperation, combined with actual
opposition. Giving orders can evoke compliance or refusal, obeying versus resisting, pretending to
obey, or obeying part way. Most relations involve partial cooperation and partial opposition.

Sanes illustrates that power also has another common meaning, which cannot be reduced to the
first: it refers to relations of inequality. Power 1s the ability to give orders and have them obeyed; the
ability to provide rewards and impose sanctions; the ability to siphon resources and the results of other
people's work for one's own use. In this sense, power, like image, is 2 position in a sodial network, so

power and position bear a close relation. There are situations that tesemble relations of inequahity, in
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which the one in the dominant position does not have the power to control the other’s behaviours.
These situations are much like what we see in groups of animals in which the one in control must face
or fight other group members down. The two forms of dominance, the ability to control and the ability

Persuasiveness of powerful and powerless messages

Gass and Seiter (2003: 168) argue that different modes of persuasion may lead persuadees to
process messages in different ways. Wnitten messages, they suspected, may favour systemic processing
(Le., carefully scrutinising arguments in 2 message). As such, powerless language may be less distracting
when presented in writing. In contrast, audio and video presentations may favour heuristic processing
(Le., using shortcuts that require littdde thinking whea deciding to be persuaded), and, as such, may cause
people to pay more attention to speaker charactenstics. As 2 result, persuadees may be more influenced
by powerful and powerless speech in non-wrtten formats. The results of the study confirmed these
suspicions, particularly when audio and written messages were compared. That is, when listening to an
audio presentation, people were more persuaded by powerful speech that by powetless speech. When
reading the presentation, however, the degree of power in the speech did not seem to matter as much.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 168), state that the type of powerless language a person uses may
influence how s/he is perceived. Intensifiers, when used together with hesitations and hedges, are
percetrved as powerless. When used alone, however, intensifiers are perceived as powerful.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 168) state that females were persuasive with men when they used
powerless forms of speech, but persuasive with females when using powerful speech. For male
speakers, it did not marter what form of speech was used. This may mean that women, compared to
men, need to be more sensitive about the style of speech they use when trying to be persuasive. The
results of this study suggest that men have negative stereotypes about women who use powerful
speaking styles.

The use of pawer in the construction of “reality”

Sanes (1996-2000b: http://www.transparencynow.com/Overview/confuse.htm) states that the

power to create meanings and stories, and have listeners believe that those stories describe the word,
rather than seeing them as motivated constructions, is essential if we want to have the power to
influence others and shape situations. And we use those stories and meanings, in turn, to maintain our
power. When much of the communication is in disguise or falsifies our view of things, then what we are
looking at is the relationship not merely between power and meaning, but between power and illusion.

73



But, according to Sanes, based on the psychodynamic characteristics of upbringing referred to
earlier, it is obvious that much of the reality we construct for ourselves and each other is none other

than the essential script or fantasy or model that governs our thoughts and motives. Parents convey this
essential fantasy to children by constructing their world and worldview. They create the physical stage
on which a child’s early life is played out, and they fill it with body language. They tell and enact stories
that define who the children are, and what their children are doing. They make claims about what is
positive and negative, and prescribe what is expected and allowed, all as 2 form of action and

interaction.

Sanes (1996-2000b: http://www.transparencynow.com/Overview/confuse. htm) explains that
when we look at the governing groups that control much of the public life of nattons such as America,
mncluding the news and entertainment media, corporations, advertsers and politicians, we find that they
do all these same things. They seek to weave a spell around us, to define our reahty. They use these

techniques to evoke transference and play on it. Just as our parents caunsed us to enter their unconscious

fantasy world through covert communication, so do those in power in society invite us to enter their
fantasy world, a world of deceptions and disguises. Politicians become benevolent parents; while
journalists invite us to identify with them and vicariously play the role of children who will unseat those
who unworthily hold power, and take power for themselves, while denying they are doing so.

Here too, as illustrated by Sanes, all these groups create physical settings and engage in body
language; they tell us stones; make clabms and prescribe what is required and allowed; all to influence
our perception of things. The construction of reality and the effort to instrumentally evoke the
transference have been vastly enhanced with science and technology, and hirned into 2 science of
marketing and entertainment, in which polls and computers play an essential role in shaping rhetoric,
image and propaganda. These governing groups do not merely manipulate physical settings: they
construct elaborate sets and simulations, often full of spectacle; they give shape to complex visual and
auditory images; make use of costumes and props, and rely on professional-quality acting, to draw us
into their invented realities. They similarly hire expert storytellers who analyse each sequence for its role
in the larger effort.

Sanes (1996-2000b: http://www. transparencynow.com/Overview/confuse.htm) explains that
they do all this by playing to our fears and desires, even though, like the hypothetical salesman, they

may not understand many of the psychological processes they are tapping into, or do not care about
them. Even when they offer us obvious hies and manipulations - "5.8 percent interest”; "freell”
"Balanced budget” - they are playing to deeper fantasies - parental love, security, and escape from guilt.
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In doing this, states Sanes, they re-create the more negative aspects of the role of parent, and
they confirm our often-unacknowledged fears about the world. They seek to infantilise the public, to
keep if in a state of unknowing and in a state of symbiosis. They offer us a culture in which power is
used for manipulation and deception, and is by nature corrupt. And as they increasingly bring up
society’s children, with their control of the invented realities of television, movies, the Internet, and the
rest of the entertainment mndustry, they become corrupt surrogate parents in a more immediate sense,
who implant a map of the world in children in which power is used to violate, in which it 1s a form of

hate rather than love.

Sanes (1996-2000b hup:/ /wew.mansparencinow,.com/Oveniew/ confuse. hun) indicates that

n Amerca and similar nations, what one finds instead are many centres of power, all trving to
manipulate our perception of reality and evoke transference out of more limited form of rational self-
interest, to sell product, attain status and so on. In fact, these techniques are now used by virtually

everyone seeking power and money, whatever the specifics of their agenda.

The Power Use Model

According to Bruins (1999: hup:www findarticles.com ‘prarmicles nu mti34] s

155741 54831706/ pe?) the Power Use Model proposes that (provided the tactics are available to the

agent), agents who see the target as an out-group member will use harder tactics than agents who see
the targer as a fellow in-group member. Whether a target is seen as an in- or an out-group member is, in
the model, not simply a matter of predetermined group boundanes as thev can be readily observed in
our ordmary conceptualisation of reality (e.g., mother, father and children are all members of the group
family), but insread, group boundarnies are defined at a psvchological level. As such, the perception of
group boundarnes will depend on contextual characternistics of the siruation.

Bruns (1999) explains that an example would be that when a child 1s misbchaving, parents wiall
be more inclined to see themselves as educators of their children (thereby each perceiving the other
parent as an in-group member and the child as an outgroup member), but when father and son are
planning a hike in the country, the father is more inclined to see the fellow parent as a (gender-based)
outgroup member and the child 2s 2n ingroup member. Despire the fact that group membership is the
only determinant of mfluence tactic choices, this conceptualisanon of perceived group boundaries

makes the Power Use Model extremely flexable.

In the model, as reported by Brums, five differenr vanables are suggested that mav cach in
themselves, ot in combination with other vanables, mediate the relanon between group membership of

the target person vis-2-vis the agent and the kind of influence tacnc the agent will choose o influence
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that target: uncertainty reduction, expected opposition, destre to be liked, assertion of group
membership, and cognitive consistency. In fact, all variables could play a role, each under different

circumstances or in different situations.

Bruins adds that on the consequences side, the Power Use Model suggests that the target's
response (vielding vs. resistance), rogether with the softness versus hardness of the used tactc, affects
the perception of the relationship berween agent and target in terms of group membership. Changes in
this perception in mm affect ¢ es in one or more of the proposed mediating vanables and through

them, the hikelihood of using soft versus hard tactics in a future mwfluence attempt.

LANGUAGE BEHAVIOUR: THE WORDS AND THE WAY THEY ARE USED

Coetzee and Russel (2000: x-ix}, are of the opinion that evervbody has a linguistic code, as
unique as their fingerprnts. This means that people have a unique way of stringing their words together.
When a person is practising decepuon (covertly lying by editing our the parts of the story they wish to
conceal), their linguistic code changes.

Coetzee and Russel state that nobody ever tells you the whole truth anyway — it would take too
long. A recountng of every minute detail of every single thing that happened in an incident would take
as long as the inadent itself. We all have a natural editing process that we use when relating a situation
or inadent. People will tell you what thev think is important, or what they think is important for vou to
know. Either way, 1t is their perception and within this lies one of the fundamentals of truth detection.
‘This natural editing process can also be used to conceal informaton that is embarrassing, shaming
and/or cominal Untl now the listener has had very limited means to interpret or analyse what was

actually being said in order to detect deception and boundaries of the truth,

SPEECH ACTS AS COMMUNICATIVE INTENTIONS

We engage in the type of communicative interaction where we convey what is going on in our
minds. We convev what we see, know, think, believe, want, intend or feel. We convey our mental state
by using words. Whatever we are trying to accomplish within language can be called our wmmunicative
intention. However, Dirven and Verspoor (1998: 163) sav that nor all mlk is meant ro convev mnrentons.

Quite often we ralk just for the sake of rlking.

The actual words that we use o realise a communicauve inrention 1s called a speech ar.
According to Austn (19621 concluded thar whenever we say anything, we alwayvs “perform” a speech
act because we “do” something with words. We smate a belief, we request something of someone, we
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promise something to someone, and we express thanks and so on. Austn 1962: 108 claims that in
uttering a sentence, one concomitantly produces three acts: a locutonary, an illocuttonary and a

perlocutionary act.
Felicity conditions

Searle (1969) also gives a number of conditions for certain particular speech acts thar he
believes should be met if the act is to be fehctous. He states that there should be normal input and
output conditions, that communication 1s supposed 10 be literal and setious, to take place between a
sender and a recetver who are phvsically and physiologically able to communicate. This seemns ro be a
gencral requirement on communication (and this 1s mentioned by Mersham and Skinner). However,

Searle (1969) assumes thar verbal communication normally is literal.

Searle’s {1969} sincenty condition states that the speaker intends to perform the acton his
expressed proposion predicates of him. Most communicative acts by convention conveyv information
about a certain atttude of mind or motve that 1s supposed to be expressed by the communicative act in
question. Further, it is bad to be unethical: not having the amtudes one by convention is supposed to
have i performing a certain communicative act would be 1o deceive, and deception is unethical Thus
thts condition 1s really a general ethical requirement on communication to the effect thar it should not

be deceptive.

Intentionality

Searle (1983: 1) dehines intennonality as that property of many mental states and events by
which theyv are directed at or about or of objects and states of affairs in the world. One example he
quotes 15 that if vou have a fear it must be a fear of something, or that something is going to happen.
He calls this feature of directedness or abourness ‘intentionaliny”. However, he 1s quick to point out that
not all mental states and events have intentonality. He quotes beliets, fears, hopes and anxieties as
mtentional, but a person may feel undirected anxiery or nervousness, which mav have no apparent
cause. These states are accompanied by behefs and desires, which may or mav nor have a cause. They

are therefore not intentional.

He also warns that intendonahire s not the same as consaousness because vou may suddenly
experience a feeling of sadness without knowing why. According to Searle {1983: 2} consaousness must
not be equared with intentonaliry. To Searle (1983: 3} wrending to do something 1s just one form of
wtentonahty along with belief, hope, fear, desire and lots of others. An acr 15 somerhing vou do. Searle

uses the llustraton that it vou are asked "What are vou doing nowr:” and vou repl: "l am now

wondering whether [ can buv land atan auction,” thar wil not be an answer.



Beliefs and goals

Previous accounts of dialogue understanding have assumed that dialogues are cooperative in a
Gricean sense so that the participants are tuthful, informatve but not verbose, relevant and clear.
However, such assumptions ignore the possibility of conflicting beliefs and goals on the part of the
participants. Carberry (1990} says that acts of deception and cases of mistaken belief have distinct belief
conditions, which the hearer can recognise. In using plan recognition to understand the meaning of a
speaker’s utterance, it is essential to first ascrbe the correct set of behefs to the speaker.

Carberry (1990) adds that the understanding of utterances based on either decepoon or a
mistaken belief 1s a form of kevhole recogninon, which is difficult in practice. However, both sets of
belief conditions can be used in the recognition and understanding of conaversatdonal implicature in
cooperative dialogue. If the speaker is atternptng to implicate some additional meaning then s/he must
assume that the hearer will recognise their attempt as such. This is only possible if the speaker is sure
that the hearer can eliminate the possibiliry of deception or mistaken belief on the part of the speaker.
The process of eliminating such cases as possible interpretations forces the hearer to make addigonal

behief ascriptions, which the speaker can rely on to communicate conversational implicatures.

Clearly, sophisticated uses of deception involve more than the flouting of the feliaty conditons
of a single speech act. For example, a speaker may attempt to establish a proposttion earlier in the
dralogue to validate the condinons of the mam deception or atrempt to muslead the hearer by setzing the

mpanve of the dialogue to draw it away from the actual subject of the decepuon.
Speech acts and power relations
Speakers can choose to impart informaton by using mood. Thev can elect to make 2

statement, ask 2 question, give 2 command, or make an expleuve. For example, the following sentences

could all be used to communicate the moods of the people as well as the power relations berween

people on the Titanic as well as what 1s happening to them as it smnks.

The following examples imply that the speaker has more power than the addressee:

&

Interrogative: " Are there enough lifeboats"

Imperadve: "Get a life vest quickly, and put it on!”

0

Exclamatory: “Help myv husband,” screamed a woman. “He cant’'t swim!”

0

In the following examples words are used to perform speech acts i which the addressee has

MOTe POWEr:



¢ Requests: “Tt would be nice if yvou could save my jewellery.”

o Apology: “1 am sorry 1 could not be on ume.”
SYNTHESIS

In this chapter I explan that Classification Information Theory setves as a springboard for the
explanation of the complex and dvnamic aspects of communicaton. | state that because the Shannon
and Weaver model is not intended as a model of cognition (how neural impulses are transmirted
through the neural arrays of the human bramn to form complex and often-ambiguous concepts), a more

appropnate model needs to be devised.

Intentonal deception occurs through gesture, through disguise, by means of action or maction,
even through silence. Communication is not value neutral, and manifests as state of formal dominadon,
equahity, subordination, or an undecided powet relation, which relate to persuasion, social influence and
compliance gamning, Mersham and Skinner’s model as a tvpical example of a General Communication

Model is therefore not suitable to discuss the complexates of human communicaton.

Without some measure of agreement on the meanings of words, communicaton and
persuasion would be difficult, if not impossible. Effect persuaders are aware thar meanings of words are
subjective and artemipt to adapt their messages accordinglv. Research therefore reveals that vividness
can be an effecive persuasive tool. The semiotictan tries 10 “read” each message from several
perspectives — from the words that are or are not spoken, from the context in which or from which
they are spoken, and from the other signifiers included in and with the message ~ for example, visuals,
colours and tone of voice, uncovering meaning from the smallest detail. The responsible recerver of

those many persuasive messages needs to act likewise whenever possible.

Those in power in society invite us to enter their fantasy world, a world of deceptions and
disguises. Power consists of the ability to move people toward certain ends, and command resources, to
get things done. An act of decepdon occurs when a speech act is performed intentionally to
communicate 2 false proposivon. The actual words that we use to realise a communicative intenton are
called sperch acts. Acts of deceprion and cases of mistaken belief have distnct belief conditions, which

the hearer can recognise.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter 1 showed that communication cannot take place unless all three elements of

communicator, medium and recipient are presenr. I smted further thar cumrent communication
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problems result from bias and musinformation, as well as from deliberate deception. Taking Shannon
and Weaver's theoty as point of departure, I showed that messages could suffer from a number of
unintended distortions and interference and thar symbols are arbitrary but have the power to shape
perceptions and construct social reality. I also examined the power of labels and how, oftentimes,
through the use of euphemisms and doublespeak, persuaders attempt to lessen {or strengthen) the
connotative impact of a word. The chapter also looked at speech acts as communicative mtentions. In

the next chapter [ will examine deception in animals.
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Chapiter 3

DECEPTION IN ANIMALS

INTRODUCTION

The core intention of this chapter is to study deception patterns in animals. I will show that
from birth every creamre has an obsession with the continuation of its own kife. Survival requires well-
developed senses. Deception in animals is not intentional, bus a strategy evolved for the preservation of

the species.

Communication evolves because it enables the sender 1o influence profoundly the behaviour of
the receiver. I will discuss how the four levels of decepton, intelligence for complex feeding pattems
and how sodal mampulation requires large amounts of brain power. Influence strategies and courtship
behaviour can be explained in terms of the evolutionary arms race. I will examine how stealth, mimicry,
and other strategies of deception are also mmportant features that are indispensable for survival and
success. The chapter will show that it is the primates that are capable of creanve lying. I will illustrate
with examples that deceit is not unigue to the human race.

ANIMAL COMMUNICATION

Ceail (1983: 7) states that an inbom biological obsession with the continuation of its own life
prevails in every creature at the moment of its birth. This 1s not a choice; it 1s a compulsion. Language 1s
bom out of that compulsion. Once breath itself 15 found, the first incessant, monotonous, compulsive

gestures and sounds from any creature will shout and murmur the need for food and protecuon.

According to Crail grizzly beats speak 1 a roar, birds 10 a tweet, but such signals as thev have
denved from a common need: survival Despite the common contention that animals other than
humans lack language, there are basic ideas connected to survival that nearly all animals can transmit i

one form or another.
Crail (1983: 7) states that when prey grew scarce, but tounsts common, western coyotes in the
national forests convert themselves into beggars. They often approach tounsts with submissive sounds

and gestures, looking for a handout. To those who love the covote and its wild wavs, this 1s a sign of the
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amimal’s degradation through human contact. It 1s also a sign that the coyote adapts its communication

system to the nature of changing times.

According to (Bailey (1994: 14{) one of the most sophistcated forms of communication is the
danang of honeybees. Returning from the search for food, a forager performs a dance on the comb in
the darkness of the hive which conveys not only the type of flower found, but also its direcnon and
distapce from the hive. The other workers sense the informanon through the vibranons and sounds
created by the angle of the dance on the comb, the whirning of the dancer’s wings and the wiggling of
her abdomen. The dance is also adjusted to allow for the changing position of the sun and the direction
and speed of the prevailing wind.

Sounding the alarm

Branson (1993: 104) and Bright (1984 11) state that an animal has communicated with another
when it has transmitted informanon that nfluences a listenet’s behaviour. For example, if a blackbird
should see a cat in the garden, it gives an alarm call, and all the other birds in the neighbourhood flee
for cover. The bird that has spotted the cat has conveyed information to the rest, which were able to

take evasive action. Each bird’s behaviour was influenced by the sound.

Bright (1984: 12) adds that the birds in the area benefited. They received an early warning that 2
cat was about. The spotter benefited too — it escaped in the mass confusion. Modern approaches to
animal behaviour wamn researchers to beware of mutual benefits. If a bird spots a cat and gives a crv, it
draws attention to itself and mav nsk being caught itself. A bird that cheats by remaining silent would
not run the nsk, but might take advantage of other birds that do crv out. There must be direct benefit to
the bird that sounds the alarm. There s also benefit to the recipient or 1t would not respond to the call.

Communication as manipulation

Bnoght (1984 12) states that Krebs and Dawkins of the University of Oxford propose that
communication evolves because it enables the sender to influence profoundly the behaviour of the
recetver. Signals from actors manipulate the behaviour of the reactors. At the same time there 1s the
evolution of resistance on the part of the receiver who is being manipulated. Krebs draws on the
cuckoo nesthing being fed by foster parents as an example of this continuous tug-of-war. He feels that it
1s not helpful to consider the young cuckoo’s gaping mouth as communicating something usetul to the
sedge warbler. Rather, the cuckoo 1s manipulating the sedge warbler’s behaviour, to the advantage of
the cuckoo and to the disadvantage of the warbler parents. During the course of evolunon there has

been an evolutionarv race berween sender and recerver. At this point n ume, the cuckoo is leading.



Krebs maintains that in say 10 000 years the sedge warbler may have developed the capacty to

discniminate against cuckoos.

Brght (1984: 20) states that in order for communication to take place, the recerver must be able
to hear the sound. There must be an organ for converting sound waves nto vibrations, and in turn into
nerve impulses, which represent the original signals and register in the bramn. Such an organ is the ear,
bur ears need not be on the head Crckets hear through their elbows, spiders detect vibrations through
their feet and fruir flies through their antennae.

SYSTEMS OF ANIMAL COMMUNICATION NOT FOR DISSEMINATION OF TRUTH

The above examples amply demonstrate that deceit as an influence strategy is neither new nor a
human invennon. Rather, the amimal precedent 1s quite clear: Trivers (1985: 395) explains that one of
the most important things to realise about systems of animal communication is that they are not
systems for the dissemination of the wruth. This is the result of a vast amount of research on animal
communication. Cronk (1991) suggests following the example of antmal behaviour studies in seeing
communication more as a means to manipulate others than as a means to mform them. Bailey (1994:
82) states that much of the diversity of life on our planet today has evolved 1n response to the need to

eat and to avoid being caten.

THE IMPORTANCE OF SOUND

From the tme an infant is born, s/he is able to manipulate her/his parents with her/his crving.
Subile vananons will indicate to the parents whether the child 1s uncomfortable or hungry, in pam or
frightened. According to Bright {1984: 9) a sunple cry will carry informaton about his emotional state
or his identity. Crying is the child’s ink to the outside world. By crving he elicts or not a parent’s
response, and begins to share a concept of the environment, developing patterns of competence ot
helplessness that may persist throughout his hife. The child, like so many other animals, gets what he

wants with sounds.

Brght (1984: 11) adds that animals use sounds to attract, inform or wam. Thev can inform
others where they are, what state they are in, where food mav be found, that thev should not come
nearer, that thev mav approach closer, that they are stronger and weaker, or that they are closely related.
Sound can also inform predators, so it must be carefully controlled. It may be in compettion with the

sounds of others. To avoid interference and confusion in a notsv environment, sounds need 10 be

highly spectfic and used in particular behavioural contexes.



Bright (1984: 13) believes that a2 pamary reason for using sound 1s that an animal can get far
more information packed into a signal for a given unit of ume. If a conversaton depended on, say,
smell, it would be difficult to get rid of the first part of the message in order to send the next bit. There
is httle a sender could do to mampulate the signal, and it would be extremely laborious to send a long
message. The same is true for visual signals. The rapidity with which even a semaphore-type of signal
can be changed does not compare with the speed with which a sound can be turmed on and off. Sound
can also go around corners. At night sound and smell have obvious advantages over sight (unless an
individual can make its own light), but scent is likely to linger and attract predators. Sound also enables a

creature to announce its termtonal rights without having to visit all parts of its domain.

THE AXON AS MESSAGE CARRIER

Branson (1993: 606) states that the mamn part of a nerve 1s the nerve cell or neuron. In most
animals, nerve cells have the same basic build. There 1s a cell body that contains the nucleus, and 2 long
thin extension like a wire known as the axon. The axon acts like a wire carrying signals along its length.
At its up, the axon splits mto branches. Each branch ends in a button-shaped pad that almost touches
the next cell, which may be another nerve cell or a muscle cell. At the other end of the nerve cell,
projecting from the cell body, there are also many branches called dendrites that receive messages from

other nerves. The axons of some nerve cells are more than one metre Iong.

Branson (1993: 66} states that the thicker the axon of the nerve cell, the faster the message
travels along it. In many animals, special thick axons carry messages that may mean life or death,
making the animal take evasive action. For example, in the squid, giant axons run from the brain to the
muscles that shoot water from its body, when the animal needs jet propulsion to escape from its

enemies.

FIGHT OR FLIGHT RESPONSE

Branson (1993: 72 state thar the “emergency reactions” that take place in a frghtened person
prepare the bodv for fleeing or fightng the danger. The airwavs widen and breathing increases, the
surface blood vessels contract and make the skin pale, and more blood is sent to the muscles. More
sugar 18 released into the blood to provide easily used energv. The heart skips up 1ts work. We notce
other reactions, like the hair on the back of our necks standing up.

Branson (1993: 72) adds that similar reacions rake place m amumals. \ frighrened cat’s heart
beats faster and its fur stands on end. These “fight or flight” reacnions are caused bv a chemical,
adrenaline, flooding through the body. It is made 1n special glands, the adrenals, and 15 released into the
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bloodstream in times of stress. The chemical travels rapidly around the body in the blood and affects
just a few “target organs” such as the heart and lungs.

DOMINANCE HIERARCHIES

In chapter 4 1 examined power relationships in humans power as a state of formal domination,
equality, subordination, or an undecided power, to move people towards a parficular goal. Grzimek
(1977: 389-390) states that whether one anmimal 1s superor to another depends on the place and
sometimes also on the time of an encounter. This is called relagve social hierarchy. On the other hand,
when an animal is always dominant regardless of place and nme, this is regarded as absolute social
hierarchy, generally known as rank order or dominance hierarchy.

Aside from the defence of temtordes and individual distances, the formaoon of social
hierarchies 1s yet another source of aggressive interactions. Under normal conditions we find this kind
of organisanion almost exclusively among members of soaal species; but in forced communines as 1n
captvity, even normally solitary ammals will create dominant and submissive ranks. Physical strength 1s
not the only factor that determines position in the hierarchy. Low-ranking females may nise in status
when paired with high-ranking males. Female baboons attain a higher position when 1n heat or when
they have young. The dominant males in a baboon troop do have to earn their rank mainly by physical
force and endurance, but after that they keep it by virtue of intelligence and experience even when they

grow old and weak.

Function of aggression and dominance

Grzimek  (1977: 391) states that the stronger and healthier individuals are selected for
reproduction in their compettive fights for females, terriionies and socal dominance, providing the best
guarantee for offsprng, capable of surviving. This kind of selecton through mtraspecific conflict has
led to the natural breeding of particularly strong anmmals, especially males well able to defend
themselves. Fights may serve to obtain certain objects (espedially territories), 1o maintain indvidual
distance, and to gain a position of dominance. The prvileges of high-ranking animals with regard to
food and sleeping places ensure that at least those animals remain well fed and rested that are required
to fulfil special functions within the group and in the group’s defence.

DECEPTION IN ANIMALS: FOUR LEVELS

Slater (1986: 32) Hlustrares that most antmals are in potennal danger ot being eaten by another

animal at some ame in their hives but they all have evolved ways of diminishing this danger. Fvolunon
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has produced deceptive mechanisms. Heilmann (undated: htip://www.a3.com/mysclf/ truthppr.hum)
lists four levels of deception:

Level one is permanent appearance, for example a butterfly whose tail looks like a head, so it
can escape when a bird attacks its tail thinking it is its head, or animals that look like wasps or other
unpalatable species (in humans level one might occur in the form of fat on woman's hip to look like a
bigger space for babies or the low male voice).

Level two 1s coordinated action. Examples are fireflies that mimic the mating flashes of the
female of another firefly species in order to prey on the males. It also includes bird's injury feigning in
order to distract predators from their nest. (An example of this in humans could it be infatuation: a
male that truly believes every week that he will forever love the woman he met this week.)

Level three involves learning, like in a dog that feigns injury because he has been petted more
when he had a broken leg. Deceit may depend on the deceived organism's learning, too: a blue jay
learns to avoid a palatable butterfly after expeniencing the nausea of eating the similar looking distasteful

one.

Level 4 mvolves planning: a chimp who misleads about the location of food, by looking the
wrong way or purposefully walking past it, rather like a human who lies on purpose. Conscious
planning of deception requires a "theory of mind"”, an understanding of what goes on in other
individual's minds. In animals it is hard to show that an action involves conscious understanding and
planning.

SENSES AND SURVIVAL

Bailey (1994: 130) states that the senses are the link between an animal and its environment, and
between one animal and another. Simply to survive requires well-developed senses. Food may be
located by smell, taste sight or even sound. In large groups, or even among strangers, young animals
recognise their parents, and parents their young, by the calls they make or by their distinctive smell. For
animals such as wolves, chimpanzees, hunting dogs and meerkats, body postures and facial expressions
are vital socal signals, helping to bond the group together and reduce aggression.

According to Bailey, to make this range of nonverbal communication possible, many animals
have sensory capabilities that far outstrip those of humans. The surpnsing feats of navigaton and
migration accomphished by some animals — from small birds to huge whales — often involve unexpected
senses: animals may recognise such signals as infrasound and the Earth’s magnetic field.
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Bailey (1994: 130) adds that senses are crucial in every stage of life. The earliest cells that grow
to form an animal can detect gradients of various chemicals, which determine which parts of the cells
develop into the different organs of the body. Some of the strongest sensory signals are sent in
couttship. In competing for mates, territory and food, the amimal that sends the strongest signals is
usually the most successful.

INTER-SPECIES SIGNALLING

Branson (1993: 104) states that the wamning coloration of venomous animals 1s an example of
one species getting a message across to another. Waming growls and banng of teeth are common
expressions of aggressive behaviour among mammals, and are understood across the species divide.
Waming displays are used as “keep off” notices by some nesting birds. These can communicate a
deceptive message. The Cutthroat finch of Afnica is small and harmless, but if disturbed on 1ts nest 1t
will open its mouth and writhe its neck about in an intimidating, snakelike display which is usually
enough to put off any curious intruder.

INTELLIGENCE IN PRIMATES EVOLVED BECAUSE OF SOCIAL MANIPULATION

Heilmann (undated: http:/ /www.a3.com/myself/truthppr.htm) states that there are two
theories about why primates evolved such a high intelligence:

Complex feeding patterns, like processing nuts and finding fruits in the forest and knowing
which fruit is npe at which place and what nme requires higher intelligence than just eating grass and
leaves. As support, frugivorous monkeys have relatively larger brains than leave eaters. While this might
have given brain development an extra boost, it is not convincing that this is the main reason for
primate brain size. Small-brained animals like birds and bees find complex food sources that are
distnbuted in time and space. Squirrels have pretty good location memory for what they buried.
Therefore, the second theory is much more convincing.

Heilmann (undated: hirp:/ /www.ad com/myself rruthpprhim) explains that the complexities
of socal manipulation require large amounts of brainpower. There are many group-living animals, but
their social hierarchy is quite simple and interactions among individuals are imited. Only primates have
complex social manipulations and intrigues. They can play off one individual against another, conspire
and plot successfully, or retaliate against relatives and allies of attackers.
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SYSTEMS OF ANIMAL COMMUNICATION NOT FOR DISSEMINATION OF TRUTH

The above examples amply demonstrate that deceit as an influence strategy is neither new nor a
human invenuon. Rather, the animal precedent 1s quite clear: Tovers 1985: 395 explains that one of the
most important things to realise about systems of animal communication is that they are not systems
for the dissemination of the truth. This s the result of a vast amount of research on animal
commumication. Batley (1994: 82) states that much of the diversity of hife on our planet today has

evolved in response to the need to eat and to avoid being earen.

SIGN LANGUAGE IN GORILLAS

Crail (1983: 22-23) stares that rwo gonlilas tramned in American Sign Language appeared to go
much further than dolphins or chirnpanzees have ever gone. The trainers depicted the gonilas as slangy,
decertful and capable of making up lively epithets. One of the gonllas supposedly called the
photographer who dogs their footsteps a “devil toilet”. Francine Patterson, the Stanford tramned
developmental psychologist who onginated the gonlla training, described gonllas as burstung with
unexpected thoughts. She stated that Michacl, the voung male, reported a dream 1n which covotes were
attacking the Gonlla Fountain his (trailer-house home). She believes he tried to tell them (gonlla signs
have to be mterpreted) that if anvthing hike that happens; he is ready and will fight off the coyotes to

save the humans.
Creative lying

Crail (1983: 137-138) states that Penny Patterson. 1n stanng that gorillas lie, directly confronted
the assertion that even though animals mav signal ingemously, thev are not capable of creanve thinking.
Whatever the objections to them, hies are creative. They fall within that part of language, which is “half
art”. Lies are different from memonsation or mirmicking. Thev call for a concluston on the animal’s part

that 1t would not like to get caught or that 1t would like to talk vou out of something.

Cradl (1983: 137-138) says thar Patterson descobed an inadent in which Koko the gonlla “was
caught in the act of frving to break a window screen with a chopstck” she had stolen from the
sitverware drawer”. She put the chopstick in her mouth to do some of her pretend-smoking, a game she
likes to play. The incident suggests thar, aside from hving, gonlias also steal from the silverware drawer
aad conceive fancy ideas for pmmying wimdows.

When the kitchen siok gave wav a few inches when Koko sat on it, she seemned to feel guilty.
When Koko was asked if she had done that, her relv was to fix the blame on Patterson’s deaf assistant
by saving “Kate there bad™.
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INFLUENCE STRATEGIES AND COURTSHIP BEHAVIOUR

According to (Heilmann undated: htp:/ /www.a3.com/myselt/ wuthppr.hum), a lot of human

behaviour, like influence strategies and courtship behaviour can be explained in terms of the
evolutionary arms race. Arms races are extremely frequent in evolution. They occur between spedies,
like the cheetah and the gazelle dniving each other to ever increasing speed records. Unpalatable and
poisonous animals often provide a niche for imitators who free nide on the respect predators confer on
the orginal poisonous species. A three-way arms race occurs between the predator who tres to
distinguish between the impostor and the original, unpalatable animal that gains from truly advertising
its impalatibility and being clearly discernible, and the impostor who can only survive by being
indiscernible.

DECEPTION AS A SURVIVAL STRATEGY

In the animal world it is usually the survival of the fittest. The following are strategies in
animals, often deceptive in nature, designed to ensure the survival of the species.

Fakine ini
Cherfas (1991: 25) describes how the parent bird of the plover flaps away awkwardly as if it is
injured and unable to fly if it sees an enemy approach the nest of a ringed plover. At the same time it is

leading the enemy away from the young birds in the nest. Once the enemy is well away from the nest,
the plover flies up suddenly and escapes. It returns to the nest later when the danger has passed.

The plover deceives the enemy and fakes injury as a survival mechanism. She carries out and
modifies her charade only when there is an interested audience, someone who looks as if he might
poach her eggs. If the potential predator approaches but looks away from the nest, the plover will most
likely sit still. But if the predator approaches with eyes directed toward the nest, then the injury-feigning
display begins n full. The plover appears sensitive to the predator's behaviour and has, at her wing tips,
a suite of staged moves to pull off the bluff.

Caterpillars on the rampage

The very survival of the eyed hawk-moth caterpillar depends on an inborn behavioural act.
Tinbergen (1969: 97) explains that the colouring of the caterpillar is such that when it hangs from the
underside of a twig, the light coming from overhead gives it a uniform shade and makes it hard for
hungry birds to see. But if turned over, the caterpillar immediately becomes visible. If it is put in this

position, it hurries to get back under the twig, since its normal behaviour is to rematn upside down.
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Many caterpillars feed at night when they cannot be seen by hungry birds. Others that are active
during the day protect themselves with bastly poisonous hairs that birds find distasteful, and to prevent
themselves being pointlessly killed, they advertise the fact with brght colours. Burton (1990: 20) and
Chinery (2000: 22) state thar the caterpillar of the elephant hawk moth has two large patches on its
head, which look just like eyes. When a bird wants to eat the caterpillar, it lifts up its head to show these
‘eves’ and the bird is scared away. Pretending to be much bigger or fiercer than you really are is a good
way of frghtening your enemies and making sure they do not press home an attack. Displaving large
eye-like markings is a particularty good form of bluff, especially when the markings are revealed
suddenly. Stll others rely on camouflage and render themselves invisible by taking the colour of either
the leaf they have destroyed or the twig to which they are dinging. The match 1s so close that the best
chance you have of finding them 1s to look, not for the insects themselves, but for the mutilated leaves
they leave behind. Hunung birds, it seems, adopt the same technique. At any rate, many caterpillars go
to considerable trouble to dispose of their lefrovers, carefully snipping off damaged stalks or partially
eaten leaves and letting them fall to the ground. Others take care not to rest after meals near where they

have fed but clamour away to a distant twig.

Not what they seem

Branson (1993: 100} states that some predators deceive prey by mmmicking the appearance and
mitial behaviour of harmless species. On the coral reef there are small predatory fish that resemble
cleaner fish and imitate their behaviour. When an unsuspecting fish comes up o be cleaned the
predator dashes in and bites off a chunk of flesh. The Zone- tailed hawk of North America uses a
similar deception. It often soars in the company of vultures. Small mammals feel no danger from

vultures and remain unaware of the hawk undal it 1s too late.

Camouflage and mimicry in the world of the spider

Sterry {1996: 61) states that many spiders have clearly decided that it 1s berter to avoid detection
in the first place than to have to defend themselves against atrack. Whether in leaves, bark, twigs,
flowers or even bird droppings, if vou search long and hard enough, there 1s bkelv to be a spider that
either blends inio or resembles its camouflage. Many of these examples of camouflage or mimicry serve
a dual purpose, not only hiding the spider from potennal predators, but also concealing it from
potential prev. A few examples of camouflage, usually accompanied by approprate behaviour, appear to

have only a defensive function.

Sterry (1996) adds that tropical spiders spend much of their tme resting on bark. These spiders
will generally have markings and coloraton 1o suit a particular tree species and a flattened body fringed
with hairs. These hairs serve an important function m that they reduce or almost eliminate anv shadow
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that might be cast by the spider’s legs and body. Maay species of the crab spiders are coloutful and use
their camouflage to good advantage. They are difficult to spot both by potential prey and by predators.

When they choose the wrong colour flower, however, they become an easy target.

Spiders employ a varety of stratagems to protect themselves from predators to conceal
themselves from potential prey. Neary (1977: 26) explains that a number of species have become
masters of decepnion. Some have perfected a natural camouflage called cryptc coloration that enables
them to blend into the background, where they hide or hie in wait. Others bear 2 protective resemblance

to inert objects common in the environment such as lichen or bird droppings.

This differs from mimicry. A rmuimuic spider assumes the physical appearance of different, less
vulnerable animals. Some spiders go undetected by seeking refuge in cover provided by their
surroundings, such as rocky crevices or leaves. If distutbed, however, a spider will quickly abandon its

concealment or drop its assumed identty and simply flee for its life.

Sterry (1996: 27) describes a sunny summer day in a woodland clearing where colourful
wildflowers abound and ate constantly visited by the nectar-feeding insects filling the air. One flower in
particular looks especially inviting and attracts the attenton of a passing fritflary butterfly. Lured by the
prospect of sugar-nich nectar, the unsuspectung insect gets more than it bargained for: a perfectly
camouflaged crab spider grabs it mn a deadly embrace. For about half an hour, the butterfly and spider
rematn locked together, the butterfly seemingly indulging in an unrvalled meal, but it 1s the spider that
15 feasting, and when 1t finishes its meal, the intact but drained remains of the butterfly flutter in the

wind and fall lifeless to the ground.

Sterry (1996: 27) states that although not every species uses this form of deception, a great many
crab spiders do, and some exhibit the most remarkable camouflage. Pink spiders sit on pink flowers and
yvellow spiders on yellow ones; some even show a remarkable similanity in terms of shape to the petals

on which they are found.

Sterry (1996: 30) states further thar the spiders grasp the flower on which thev are sitting with
the two hindmost pair of legs, leaving the long front two pairs — which are armed with spines — pointing
skywards in the antcipation of a vicim. When a buttetfly or other mnsect settles on the flower to feed,
the legs clamp shut and grab the vicam; the mternal contents are drained. If the butterfly happens to
Iand too far away on the flower to be caught, the spider will slowly and carefully shift its posifion to a

more favourable one for capturmg its prey.
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Deceptive hunting techniques

Bailey (1994: 90} states that chase is not the only way a solitary hunter can operate. Birds such as
bee-eaters and flycatchers simply wait for an insect to pass, then dart out and catch it Lizards and
jumping spiders do ikewse. Foxes and cars pounce on mice in long grass. Tree snakes hang motionless
from branches, like rigid vines, as they wait for birds to pass by. The archerfish spits well-aimed streams
of water droplets at insects on overhanging branches to knock them into the water.

Bailey (1994: 90) adds that many hunters wait for the prey to come to them. Praying mantises,
chameleons, frogs and toads all wair almost motonless for long periods untl unwary animals come
within reach of their long arms or long, sticky tongues. Successful ambush usually involves camouflage,
which 1s used by a vanety of hunters from chameleons and mantses to octopuses and flatfish, which
can also change colour to keep m tune with their background. Other hunters stalk their prey; adopting
special body poses to make themselves less conspicuous. Polar bears stalk scals on the sea ice where
there 1s no cover at all Crocodiles hurk just below the surfaces of lakes and mvers, with only their
bulging eves and nostrils showing, edging closer and closer to the shore when the prey come to dnnk.

Bailey (1994: 90) sates that a lure helps to draw the prey to the predator. Anglerfish have lures,
which are modified spines of the first dorsal fin. The lure dangles in front of the angler’s mouth and
wnggles like a worm, attracting the attention of small fish. Once a fish is within reach, the angler
suddenly opens its huge mouth, and the prey is sucked in with the in-rushing water. Deep-sea anglerfish
use luminous lures that glow in the dark. The snapping turtle has a fleshy pink wormlike lure 10 the
floor of its mouth, and young copperhead snakes have a sulphur vellow dp to their tail, which they wave
to entice frogs within stnking distance.

Bailey (1994: 90-91) states that there are more elaborate traps. Spider silk is used to construct a
whole range of traps, from orb webs that catch flying insects to funnel webs for unwary insects and
silken-trap lines which tell the trapdoor spider when to pounce. The net-casang spider makes a small
rectangular sheet web, which it dangles, just above the ground, ready to throw over any insect that
passes beneath. The ant-lion larva makes a funnel-shaped depression in the sand and waits for passing
mnsects to fall in, bombarding them with sand to help them fall. There are floating traps too: the trailing
tentacles of jellvfish, armed with barbed threads for stinging.

Adaptive fancy dress

The rortoise beetle has developed some unique devices to protect itself during each stage of its
meramorphosis. Neary (1977: 70) explains that when tortoise beetle larvae have undergone their first

moult, instead of discarding their doed skins like most moultng insects, the grubs collect them on a
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kind of fork at the end of their tail, piling up skins from successive moults and forming a fancy-dress

umbrella that may serve as camouflage and protect them from such predators as parasitic wasps.

As the beetles enter their pupal stage, the mass of dead skin is finally discarded. Although
during this ime the pupae hang motionless within their mummy-like cases from the undersides of
leaves, they undergo dramatic internal changes that result in 2 shimmering indescent adult form. As
adults, tortoise beetles resort to a different defence tacuc. When threatened, they drop to the ground,

where they play dead, feet in the air, until the danger has passed.

The masqueraders

Cherfas (1991: 10) states that many animals go to extraordinary lengths to look like something
they are not. Neary (1977: 110) and Cherfas (1991: 10) detail how Kallima butterflies alight onto a low
bush, close their bright hind wings exposing the drab under-surface and freeze mnto an uncanny
imitation of dry leaves. The remarkable disguises of burterflies, moths and their caterpillars have taken
three forms:

1) Protective resemblance, assuming the shape of something else, like a moth that poses as a
thomn
2) Mimicry, imitating dangerous or poisonous creatures that are shunned by predators, and

3) Crypsis, or camouflage, melung into a natural background such as moss, leaves or lichens

Cherfas (1991: 10) adds that such masquerades are not conscious or deliberate changes wrought
by the insects; they are the result of natural selection. When a mutant butterfly happens by chance to
take on protective colounng or form and survives, while its undisguised brethren perish, the changes are
passed on to some of its offsprng, and after many generations become charactenistic of the species - a
masquerade that is a sriking example of the survival of the fittest.

Sbordort and Foresuero (1984: 208) state that cyespots are another form of signal for
disonenting predators. They resemble large eves and either mnmidate the predator or draw its attention
to parts of the body that are less vulnerable than the head. This kand of highly conspicucus signal 1s
tound on the hind wings of many butterflies and moths and on the thorax or abdomen of caterpillars of
several families. The false eves are often large and lens-shaped, with a senes of paler concentric dngs
around a dark, pupil-like centre; the result 1s that they always resemble the eve of a vertebrate. Eyespots
are most effective when exposed suddenly and directly to the source of danger. .\ predator then
receives the impression of being stared at and threatened by some kind of vertebrae.
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The orthopteroids are set apart as the master masqueraders among the msects. Neary 1977: 48
llustrates that the walking sticks look encugh like twigs to fool any predator. They remain apparently
motionless during the day and move slowly about in search of vegetation under the cover of darkness.
Their relatives, the leaf insects, are equally remarkable in their disguise as bogus leaves, which have
convinced natives of tropical lands that these animals actually began life as buds on trees or bushes.
Neither the stick nor leaf insects wall drop their disgmse under duress; even when handled, they usually

remzain motonless.

Neary (1977: 48) states that certain tropical mantises are clever mimics posing in flowerbeds and
nodding their brightly coloured heads in the breeze, in unison with real flowers, untl some insect
approaches. Indeed, “preving” mantids might be a better name for the oddly constructed praying
mantises, for they are rapacious killers that are esteemed by many farmers for consumption of crop-

destroying insects.

Usefully deaf

Branson (1993: 50) states that some creatures that are otherwise well equipped with sensory
organs, such as the octopus and squud, lack true ears. However, this may be useful. Some of their main
predators are toothed whales such as the Sperm whale, which are thought to stun their prey with
incredibly loud bursts of sound. No squid could escape such a powerful noise at close range, but

deafness may protect it while the predator is some way off, and let the squid escape.

SYNTHESIS

In the animal world it 1s usually the survival of the fittest. Deceptive strategres hike faking injury,
camouflage and mimicry are designed to ensure the survival of the species. To make this range of
nonverbal communicaton possible, many animals have sensory capabilies that far outstrp those of
humans. This chapter has revealed that while animals use body language 1 faking mjury, camouflage
and mimicry, humans use 2 combination of nonverbal and verbal communication to manipulate and

deceive others.

CONCLUSION

The core mtenton of this chapter was to studv deception patterns in amimals. T showed that
from birth every creature has an obsession with the continuatnon of its own life. Survival requires well-
developed senses. Deception in animals 1s not intentional, but a strategy evolved for the preservaton of
the species.
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Communtcation evolves because it enables the sender to influence profoundly the behaviour of
the recetver. I discussed how the four levels of deception, intelligence for complex feeding patterns and
how social manipulation, require large amounts of brain power. Influence strategies and courtship
behaviour can be explained mn terms of the evolutionary arms race. I examined how stealth, mimicry,
and other strategies of deception are also important features that are indispensable for survival and
success. The chapter showed that 1t 1s the primates that are capable of creaave lying. 1 llustrated with

examples that deceit i1s not unique to the human race. In the next chapter I will focus on self-deception.
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Chapter 6

SELF-DECEPTION

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, I will discuss how self-deception forms an integral part of social reality. I will
show that when we are self-deceived, we have false behefs about ourselves. Self-deception is assumed to
be an integyal part of one’s psychic defences, to be a crtical constituent of normal {although not thereby
desirable) personality make-up. 1 look at how psychological factors affect the will to believe, and
provide examples of cases where peopie, though confronted with evidence, refuse to athrm their
condition. The false self develops at the eatliest stage of object relations when there is not good-enough
mothenng, when the mother does not meet and implement the omnipotence of the infant. I will then
look at the effect of the environment on the development of the false self, focussing on self-deception
enhancement and self decepton denial. 1 will focus on the Johan window, desnbing how the mind will
at times protect one from the anxtety of dissonance by creaung a blind spot — a zone of blocked
attention and self-deception. 1 will then illustrate that self-deception has plaved a largely positive role in

human evolution.

THE TERM SELF-DECEPTION

Microsoft Encarta Reference Library (2002) states that when one 1s self-decerving, one is usually
refusing to recognize the truth, usually because ro do so would be painful or difficult. Whar goes wrong,
when we are self-deceived, is that we lack self-knowledge; or, more accurately, since one can lack
knowledge without falling into error, what goes wrong is that we have false beliefs about ourselves. Not
anv kind of false belief about oneself; I am not self-deceived when I mistake my shoe size. Rather, self-
decepnon requires false beliefs about the kind of subject matter that, were one to get it right, would
constitute self-knowledge.

Gur and Sackheim (1979: 147) define seffdeception as the mouvated unawareness of one of rwo
conflicing cogninons. They required that
©  The indrvidual holds two contradictory beliets (p and not-p)

C  These behefs are held simultaneously

©  The individual 1s not aware of holding one of the beliefs {for example p) and
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O The mental operaton that determines which mental content is and which is not subject

to awareness is motvated

Goleman (1998b: 12) states that self-deception, by its very nature, is the most elustve of mental

facts. We do not see what it is that we do not see.

Gur and Sackheim (1979}, state that the term self-deception functions at three levels. First, on
the descriptive level, we may speak of people’s actions as self-deceived. We tnay believe that a person’s
current passion is in marked contrast to his long-enduring life patterns, and conclude that his actions
are an nstance of self-deception. At the same time, this designation informs us of the psychological
basis of the conduct. Self-deceived action must, by definition, be the result of a process by the same
name. To say that one is “self-decerved” is to say something about one’s moral character. Person
description geperally operates in such a way as to hold persons responsible for their actnons. 'To
describe therefore tends to render the person vulnerable to praise and blame (posinve and negative

social sanctuons).

SELF-ESTEEM

According to Goleman (1998b: 98), information that threatens the self — that does not support
the story one tells oneself about oneself — threatens the self-esteem. Such threats are a major source of
anxiety. For antmals, stress is most often in the form of a threat to life or limb. For humans, though, a

challenge to self-esteem is enough to brew anxiety.

Baumeister et al (2005: 86} state that self-esteem is a helpful artribute. It improves persistence in
the face of failure. Individuals with high self-csteem sometimes perform better in groups than do those
with low self-esteem. Also, a poor self-image 1s a nsk factor for certain eanng disorders, especially
bulirma.

According 1o Baumeister er al (2005: 86) most investigators just ask people what they think of
themselves. The answers are often coloured by the common tendency to want to make oneself look
good. Physical attractiveness was found to have a strong comrelaton with self-esteem. Those with high

self-esteem are gorgeous in their own eyes but not necessanly so to others.
.\ paraliel phesnomenon aftects those with low selt-esreem, who are prone

foccnauamhbipilification, a highfalutin word (among the longest in the Oxford English Dictonary),
which 1s defined as “the action or habit of esumanng as worthless” (Baumeister et al 2005: 87).
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People with low self-esteemn are not merely down on themselves; they are negative about
everything. ‘This tendency has certainly distorted some assessments. Baumeister et al have come to the
following conclusions about self-esteem:

O  Self-esteem is viewed as 2 communal problem for Amencans, who worry that inadequate
self-esteem leads to varnous undesirable behavicurs

O  Bullies, contrary to popular perception, do not typically suffer from low self-esteem
Neither do those who become sexually actuive at an early age, nor do those prone to
abusing alcohol or illicit drugs

O Raising self-esteem is not likely to boost performance i school or on the job

O People with high self-esteem tend to show more initiative and appear to be sigmficantly

happier than others

Baumeister et al (2005; 87) state that the fatlure to contmbute sigmficantly at school or at the
office would be easily offset if a heightened sense of self-worth helped someone to get along better with
others. Having a good self-image might make someone more likable insofar as people prefer to
associate with confident, posttive individuals and generally avoid those who suffer from self-doubts and

. e,

According to Baumeister et al (2005: 90) a few studies have shown that high self-esteem s
associated with frequent alcohol consumption, but another suggests the opposite. They found some
evidence that low self-esteem contnbutes to illicit drug use. Baumeister et al (2005) state that Andrews
and Duncan of the Oregon Research Insttute found mn {1997) that declining levels of academic
motivation (the main focus of their study) caused self-esteem to drop, which in tum led to manjuana
use, although the connection was rather weak. Interpretation of the findings on drinking and drug abuse
1s probably comphicated by the fact that some people approach the experience out of cunosity or thall
seeking, whereas others may use it to cope with or escape from chronic unhappiness. The overall result
is that 0o categotical statements can be made. The same is true for tobacco use, where a study-by-study
review uncovered a preponderance of resulis that show no influence. The few positve findings
unearthed could conceivably reflect nothing more than self-report bias. Another complication that also
clouds these studies is that the category of people with high self-esteem contains individuals whose self-
opmions differ in important ways. Yet in most analyses, people with a healthy sense of self-respect are,

for example, lumped with those feigning higher self-esteern than thev really feel or who are narcissistic.
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THE PROBLEMATICS OF PSYCHIC DEFENCE

Generally, the capaaty to notice or perceive threatening vents is identified with the state of
consciousness. Gergen (1985: 232) adds that such events are registered 1n consciousness, and corrective
action is initiated. One consciously notices the oncoming taxi and intentionally steps aside. Yet in the
case of self-deception we have corrective action (the erection of defences) occurrmg without conscious
awareness of the impulses (beliefs, desires) against which defences are erected. The result is that the
theorist is logicaily pressed into developing yet another form of consciousness, one that perceives ot
registers the undesirable impulses of the unconscious, sets defences in motion, but does not report its
acuvities to conscious awareness. In effect, one must posit a subceiving agency operating below the

level of conscous awareness, vet serving the interests of the conscious mind.

THE ENTRY OF THE TERM “SELF-DECEPTION” INTO THE COMMON VERNACULAR

Gergen (1985: 228) maintains thar it is difficult to ascertain the eathiest onigins of the concept of
self-deception. During the past several decades, however, psychoanalytic terminology has ceased to be
the rarefied argot of a professional clique and has entered full force into the publc language. The
prohferation of analytic concepts into the common vernacular has meant that sclf-decepton, a key
character of all Freudian mechanisms of psvchic defence, has become widely accepted as a fundamental
constituent of mental life. It is not unusual to hear others (but seldom oneself) portraved as “fooling
themselves”, “lying to themselves”, “not facing the truth about themselves”, or otherwise engaging in
vanious forms of sclf-dissemblance. Such discourse has increased the common accessibility to other
descriptive forms in which one’s psyche is said to be divided against itself. The Marxist concept of
“false conscousness”, in which one 15 superficially committed ro a systemn antthetical to one’s more
basic narure, and “self-alienation”, in which one lives an impoverished emotional life cut away from
one’s frue and natural potental, continue to possess strong rhetorical vale. Concepts of “inner
conflict”, “man against himself” and “inauthenucity” are also rendered mote felicitous by the entry of
self-deception mto the common vernacular.

SELF-DECEPTION AS PART OF THE PSYCHE

Gergen (1985: 228-229) states that self-deception is assumed to be an integral part of one’s
psvchic defences, to be a cnical consuatuent of normal (although nor rthereby desirable) personality
make-up. All people defend themselves against their natural impulses; defences are erected to prevent
such mpulses from reaching consciousness. Psychoanalysis 1s devoted in large measure to opening the
conscious mind to that which is hidden but trulv desired, in effect, to reduce the magnirude of self-

deception.
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THE SELF AND MEMORY

According to Goleman (1998b: 95), memory and attention, are vulnerable to skews. The
relationship between attention and memory is intimate. Memorty is attention in the past tense: what you
remnember now is what you noticed before. Memory is in double jeopardy, for apart from an initial skew
in what s noticed, there can be later biases in what is recalled. One’s ambitions reorganise one’s
recollections. Even when one tries to tell the truth, one cannot help overemphasising one’s own role in
every event. A different man in the same position might have observed more dispassionately, reflected

on his experiences more thoughtfully, and reported them more accurately.

Goleman (1998b: 96), states that memory is the autobiography; its author s the “self”, an
especially potent organisation of schemas. Sometimes also called the “self-system™ or “self-concept”, it
15 that set of schemas that define what we mean by “I”, “me” and “rune”, that codify 2 sense of oneself

and one’s world.

Goleman adds that the self 1s built up slowly, from childhood on, as perhaps the most basic
grouping of schemas the mind holds. lis origins are in the interactons between parent and infant; its
development runs along lines carved by the contours of relatonships with parents, family, peers — any
and all significant people and events in one’s life. The self-system sculpts the way a person filters and
interprets expenence; it invents self-serving readings of past events. In doing so, the self has in its
power all the tools — and temptations — of a totalitarian state. The self acts as a censor, selecting and

deleting the flow of information.

Goleman (1998b: 97) states that as the central observer and recorder of life, the self stands in
the role of histonan, bur impartiality 1s not one of its virtues. The past 1s remembered as if it were a
drama mn which self was the leading player. The self fabncates and revises history, thercby engaging in
practices not ordinarily admired in histonans. Egocentricity pervades mental life. Facts are better
remembered the more they have to do with oneself, or, most people in a group feel that they are the
centre of acavity. In internatonal politics, decision-makers perceive the acts of distant nations as aimed
at themselves, when in fact they reflecr local conditions. People see their own acts as accounting for

chance events, such as winnmng a lottery tcket.

Goleman (1998b: 97), states that people take credit for success, but not for failure, another
form of egocentric bias. Language reveals this bias, as seen in a driver’s explanation of an accident 1o an
msurance company: “The telephone pole was approaching. I was attempung to swerve out of its way

when it struck my front end”
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Goleman adds that a telling sign of the selfs egocentnaty is the faslure of schemas to
accommodate new information. This hias becomes manifest in science, for example, as the inchnation
of researchers to disregard results inconsistent with their theories. People hold to beliefs of all sorts in
the face of evidence and arguments to the contrary. These self-deceptions and biases are so pervasive
because they are highly adaptive; they protect the integnty of the self’s organisation of knowledge. 'They
all reflect the self’s propensity to encode information around a central organising principle: what matters
to the self. Without such an orgamising structure, knowledge and behaviour would be linked willy-nilly;
with it new mformanon is assimilated 1 an orderly and useful fashion, indexed m the way that will be

easiest to find.

SELF-DECEFTION AND PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL-BEING

Self-deception refers to a monvated attempt to avoid confronting undesirable aspects of
oneself. Brown (1998: 271-272) suggests we have vet to consider the relationship between sclf-
decepion and  psvchological well-being.  Self-deception enhancement occurs  when  individuals
unreabistically atiribute positive charactenistics themselves; self-deception denia/ occurs when mdividuals

unreabistically deny possessing negative charactenstics.

Brown (1998) states that people who score high in self-deception enhancement describe
themselves in terms that seem too good to be true {e.g., “I always know why 1 like the things I do” and
“I am fully in control of my fate”). People who score high in self-deception denial disavow possessing
common negative qualities or traits (I never get jealous over the good fortunes of others” and “I have

never done anything that I am ashamed of™).

Brown (1998: 272) states that Paulhus and Reid (1991) devised a scale to measure these two
forms of self-deception. Scores on the two scales are onlv thodestly cotrelated, indicating that the
tendency to attribute positive characteristics to oneself is somewhat independent of the tendency to
deny that neganve attnbutes charactense oneself. The rwo forms of self-deception also exhibit different
correlation with psychological adjustment. Scores on the self-decepton denial scale tend to be
uncorrelated with psychological adjustment, whereas scores on the deception enhancement scale are

positively related to psvchological well-being.

TRUE SELF AND FALSE SELF

St. Clair (2000: 67 illustrates truc self and false self as both developing from the child’s
interaction with the environment. Through the infand’s impulses (met and confirmed by the mother),
the infant discovers the environment and the nof-me world and the establishment of the me. Object
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relating comes about when the mother lets the baby find and come to terms with the object (breast,
bottle and so on). The true self has a e and a not-me cleatly established.

The caning mother must also protect the infant from comphicatons and impingements from the
world that the infant cannot understand. If the environment 1s not safe, the mfant may respond with
compliance. The compliance could lead to the solation of the infant from its own spontaneous and life-
giving core. The false self develops at the earliest stage of object relanons when there is not good-
enough mothering, when the mother does not meet and implement the omnipotence of the nfant.
Should the infant’s gesture be repeatedly missed, the mother substitutes her own gesture, which is met
by the mfant’s compliance.

THE SELF-SYSTEM: GOOD-ME, BAD-ME AND NOT-ME

Goleman (1998b: 102) states that schemas change continually through life, as do images of the
past. Vanous points and stages 1n hfe accrue overlapping selves; some congruent, others not. A new
self-image emerges and becomes dommant: a gangly, isolated adolescent can become a svelte,
greganious thirty-year old, but the svelte self does not completely eradicate traces of the ganglv one.

Goleman (1998b: 103) states that the range of the mother’s disapproving acts, from mild
repnmand to utter anger, produces a2 matching, graduated range of anxiety in the child. This amxaety
gradient more or less directs the course of how the child develops. The child’s history of praise or
censurc comes to define his expenence of himself. The personificatdon of the three phases of what will
be me are “good-me”, “bad-me” and “not-me”.

In the “good-me”, satsfactions have been enhanced by a reward of tenderness. The good-me
emerges as the sense of self we gamner from all those umes we have felt happy at being a “good” lirde
gil or boy, at being loved:; it propels much of its behaviour all through hfe.

The “bad-me”, according to Goleman {1998), entails expeniences in which varving degrees of
disapproval have generated like levels of anxiety in the child. The bad-me 1s the sense of self, connected
with the anxiety, guilt, and shame at being naughty. Anwiety of this sort is interpersonal; the naughty
child feels love withdrawn, which in turn generates anxiety. The bad-me anses in the mind in tandem

with those things we do or have done about which we feel regrets or remorse.

Goleman (1998b: 104} adds that the “not-me” bears on a realm of expenence of a different
order. Although the bad-me arouses anxiety, its contents — the speafics of what arouse thar anxiety —

remain in awareness. Not so with the not-me. The not-me evolves from feeling of terror and dread so
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powerful that they disrupt the ability to comprehend what is happening. Uncanny emotion overpowers
the mind, blasting what caused it out of awareness. Because such intense anxiety shatters the ability to
comprehend what is happening, it registers as inchoate confusion. These experiences of anxiety alter
that orgamising punciple in awareness, the self-system. The self-system performs its mission by

operting on expentence itself, and protects us against anxiety by skewing attention.

FEAR AND PERCEPTION

Wolman (1992: 75) explains that human behaviour is guided not by things as they are bur as
they are seen. People may possess a great deal of power and have many powerful fnends and be
unaware of all that. Power and acceptance as perceived by the individual are the main determmants of

behaviour. An individual who is aware of his own power and of his allies is reasonably well prepared to
cope with dangers.

Wolman (1992: 75) states thar an overestimation of one’s own tesources combined with an
underestimation of the potental threat may lead to a maladjustive lack of fear, and hyper optimistic and
overcontfident attitude may bring self-defeat. Fear 1s 2 normal reaction that helps survival provided it 1s
realistic and based on a correct esimate of the potential threat and the power one possesses himself, and
the dependability of one’s allies. Fear is adjustive if it corresponds to the real situation.

According to Wolman fear is rational when it is based on the awareness of overwhelming
threats; it is irational when one overesimates the power of the threatening forces and/or
underestimates one’s own powers. Overestimation of one’s own powers makes one vulnerable, but
underestimation of one’s power makes one fear nonexistent dangers. Acute states of fear create morbid
physiological reactions such as trembling, profuse perspiration, faint feelings, weakness in jounts and
muscles, nausea, diarrhoea, and disturbances in motor coordination. A frightened individual may seek
escape when none is needed Unrealistic, irrational fears can have a crppling effect on human

behaviour. People obsessed by iranonal fears are unable to use their resources and defend themselves

against enemics.

DEPRESSIVE REALISM

Brown (1998: 273) atgues that depressed individuals are less positively biased than non-
depressed individuals and are less prone to self-deception than are non-depressed mdividuals. One
explanation for this finding is that depression involves a breakdown in self-enhancing dlusions. From
this perspective, not so much that depressives are negatvely biased, but thar they lack self-protectve
positive biases.
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The relative lack of self-enhancement biases dunng depression also suggests that depressed
individuals may possess accurate self-knowledge. Freud (1957: 246) declares that the melancholic may
have a keener eye for the truth than other people who are not melancholic. When in his heightened self-
caticasm he describes himself as petty, egoistic, dishonest, lacking in independence, one whose sole aim
has been to hide the weaknesses of his own nature.

Goleman (1998b: 99), states that self-defeating thoughts are the hallmark of depression, the
chronic activation of negative schemas. In milder depression a person will have negative thoughts about
herself/himself, but retain some objectivity about them. As the depression worsens, her/his thinking
will become increasingly dominated by negatve thoughts about herself/himself. The more such
negative self-schemas activate, the more distorted his thinking becomes and the less able s/he is to see
that her/his depressing thoughts may be distortions. At its most severe, a depressed person’s thoughts
about herself/himself are completely dominated by intmsive, preoccupying self-condemnations,

completely out of touch with the situation at hand.

MENTAL HEALTH

Wolman (1992: 137) states that one crterion of mental health is related w the validity of
cognitive functons. An erroneous perception, an oversight of danger, an inability to distinguish fantasy
from reality seriously jeopardises one’s existence. A realistic perception of what is going on in the outer
world and in one’s own hfe mcreases one’s chances for survival and helps in optional adjustment. The
mentally disturbed individual is unable to properly utilise his mental capacities because of a malfunction
in the realm of feelings. The more one is disturbed, the poorer his contact with reality.

Wolman (1992) states that the situation can become quite sertous when the picture of the outer
wotld is distorted. An individual who consistently misconstrues or musinterprets what he perceives is
said to be delusional. For example, when a mentally disturbed individual flees a policeman who simply
wants to check his driver’s licence, in fear that the policeman will arrest him for a non-commurted crime,
or when he ascribes hostile feelings to his foends who ate loyal and wustworthy, his reality testng is
practically nonexistent. Whereas delusions are distorted perceptions, halluanations are creations out of

nothingness.

HALLUCINATIONS

Slade and Benull (1988: 8) state that in hallucnations evervthing happens in the mind. The

visionanes, the ecstatics, are people who suffer from hallucinanons, dreamers while they are awake. The

14



activity of the brain is so energetic that the visionary, the person halludnating, ascribes a body and an

acruality to images that the memory recalls without the interventon of senses.

Slade and Beatall {1988: 4) state sensory deception is commonplace and often represents the
norm or expected normal experience in a given situaton {for example, magic tricks and standard
illusions). Hallucinations are neither commonplace nor rare. They represent a frequent (and distressing)

experience for minonty of individuals but also a rare {and perhaps positive) expenence for many people.

Slade and Bentall (1988) state thar the phenomenon of sensorv deception vares in terms of
both its nature and extent and also in terms of its personal and social consequences for the individual.
The history of ideas about hallucinatory experences reflects both changing conceptions about the

nature of mental disorder and shifting attitudes towards those who suffer as a result.

Sensory deception, according to Slade and Bentall (1988), whether deliberately engineered by an
external agent such as 2 magican or ansing indirecdy from within in the case of a halluanating panent,
is usually viewed as a passive expenience. The mdividual does not usually mrend the experience
concerned, although the response of the indiwidual 1o expenience may be either positive or negatve. In
general, the passive experience of halluanations tends to have a negative emotonal impact on the
indrvidual concemed. Passively recerved hallucinatory expedences are generally negaavely valued,
whereas comparable activelv sought expenriences are usually posiively valued. Auditory hallucinations
take many forms. For example, some are nonverbal, consisting of noises and music, and others are

exclustvely verbal.

According to Slade and Bentall (1988: 49-51) Schneider (1959) developed a set of pracacal
diagnostic critera for schizophrenia which have been partcularly influenual and which all involve some
form of delusional or hallucinatory expenence. The three specifically hallucinatore “first-rank
symptoms” described by Schneider are: {a} the patient hearing a running commentarv on his or her own
actions; (b) voices speaking abour the person n the third person; and {c} the patgent heanng hus or her
own thoughts spoken aloud — “Gedankenlavrwerden™.

The content of psvchotc hallucinations vanes considerably from individual to indridual
Sometimes the voices of padents wlk disjointedly or menton odd phrases, which seem to have no
relevance to their lives. At other umes the voices may ratk about the panent’s private thoughts or gulte
secrets. Quite often, the auditory hallucinatons of patuents diagnosed as schuzophrenic, whether thev
consist of short phrases or more extensive monologues, are abusive 1n nature. Patents mav hear

negabve judgemenss about any decisions they mayv have made. Less frequently, the vowces may be
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neutral m attitude towards the patient or even reassuring. Such voices are most often heard by
chronically disturbed patienis who have a long history of psychiatnc disorder. Visual hallucinanons are
equally vanable in content but are again usually effect-laden (Slade and Beneall 1988: 51).

HYPNOTIC AND POSTHYPNOTIC SUGGESTION

For the psvchology of the end of the 19® century, the phenomena of hypnotic and
posthypnotic suggestion constituted an mterestung challenge. Valsiner (1998: 140-141) argues the fact
that under hypnotic conditions it is possible to suggest to the patient something obviously untue of the
reality in the given actual context, which would not be remembered when the patient is awakened from
the hypnonc sleep (Le, hypnotic suggestion). This was known m psychuatric literature since the
beginning of the century. Likewise, the phenomena of deday of execution of the suggestions made during
the hypnotic sleep, but actuahised after the patent 15 awakened (Le., posthypnotic suggestion) were

descnbed around that tme.

Valsiner (1998) states that besides their chnical importance (e.g., the possibility of curing mental
illness through the use of posthypnotic suggestion), these phenomena were of significance in the socio-
polincal sphere. As with the possibilities for behavioural modelling in contemporary social learning
theory, post-hypnotic suggestion could be used by interested partes for making dramatic socio-political
impacts. The dangers were serious: a person could be made into an assassin, even of a government
leader or other pubhc figure by suggesting to him or her under hypnosis to underrake the killing after
waking up and to forger the fact that this course of acuon was suggested by the hypnotiser. If such
scenarios were posstble, much power for politeal change was suddenly in the hands of persons who
could hvpnotise others. Such a possibility could be both homifving and appealing to people who

occupied political posidons.

The Johari window

A model, which helps to assess the amount of information we disclose, is the Johan window.
This is the conceptual model designed by Luft and Ingham 1955 for desnbing the different wavs self-

awareness can be expenenced

Mersham and Skmner (2001a: 124) stare that the self-disclosure 1s abour revealing mformaton
about the private self o other people. It is essennal in the development of close interpersonal
relationships. Revealing information to another that s/he already knows is not self-disclosure. Self-

disclosure relates to our deepest feelings or inamate thoughts. There are some relatonships in which we
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are comfortable enough to allow people access to our most intimate thoughts, and others in which we
keep our thoughts and emotions to ourselves.

Figure 6: The Johari Window Lufi and Ingham (1955)

The open pane is the most public area. It reflects openness to the world and a willingness to be
known. It comprises all the aspects that are known to you and others.

The Arena

Mersham and Skinner (2001a: 124) state that the region most conducive to effective
mnterpersonal relatonships and communication is termed the Arena. In this setting all of the
information necessary to carry on effective communication is known to both the communicator (self)
and the receivers (others). For a communication attempt to be in the Arena region, the parties involved
must share identical feelings, data, assumptions and skills. Since the Arena is the area of common

understanding, the larger it becomes, the more effective communication is.

The Blind spot

According to Mersham and Skinner (2001a: 124) when others know relevant information but
the self does not, a blind spot area results. This constitutes a handicap for the self, since one can hardly
understand the behaviours, decisions, and potentials of others if one does not have the informaton on
which these are based. Others have the advantage of knowing their own reactions, feelings, perceptions
and so forth, while the self is unaware of these consequently interpersonal relatonships and

communications suffer.

According to Goleman (1998b: 237) the dynamic flow of information within and among us
points to a particularly human malady: to avoid anxiety, we close off crucal portions of awareness,

creating blind spots.
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The Fagade

Mersham and Sknner (2001a: 124) stare that when the self knows information, but this
information is unknown to others, a person (self} mav react with superficial communicadon, that is,
present a false front or facade. Information that we perceive as potentially prejudicial to a relationship
or that we keep to outselves out of fear, desire for power, or whatever makes up the facade. This
protective front, in um, serves a defensive funcdon for the self. Such a simation is particularly
damaging when a subordinate knows” and an immediate supervisor ‘does not know’. The facade, like
the blind spor, diminishes the Arena and reduces the possibility of effecuve communication.

The Unknown

According to Mersham and Skinner (2001a: 125) this region constitutes that porton of the
relationship where neither the self nor other parties know the selevant information. As is often stated:
“l don’t understand them, and they don’t undemstand me” It is easy to see that interpersonal
communication is poor under such drcumstances. Circumstances of this kind occur in organisations

when individuals in different specialtes must communicate to co-ordinate what they do.
Exposure

Mersham and Skinner (2001a: 125) add thar increasing the Arena by reducing the facade
requires that the individual be open and honest in shanng information with others. The process that the
self uses to increase the informaton known to others is termed exposure because it sometimes leaves

the self in a vulnerable position. Exposing one’s true feelings by ‘telling it kke it 15’ ofen involves nsks.
Xposing :

Feedback

Mersham and Skinner (2001a: 125) state further when the self does nor know or understand,
morc effective communications can be developed through feedback from those who know. Thus, the
bhnd spot can be reduced, with a corresponding increase m the Arena. Of course, whether the use of
feedback 1s possible depends on the individual’s willingness to ‘hear’ it and on the willingness of others
to give it. Thus, the individual 1s less able to control the provision of exposure. Obtaining feedback is
dependent on the active cooperation of others, while exposure tequires the acave behaviour of the

communicator and the passive listening of others.

The four panes of the Johan window are interdependent. A change in one pane will affect the
others. You may discover things vou did not know about vourself from others. This information then
moves mto the open area. The open pane enlarges and the hidden pane s reduced. It is rewarding and

satisfying to learn more about vou and therefore gain self-insighe.
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COGNITIVE DISSONANCE

Sternberg (1998: 463) describes cognitive dissonance as a person’s disquieting perception of a
mismatch between his or her atitudes and his or her behaviour. When you are in a state of cognitive
dissonance, your mind gets more and more focussed on one thing — resolving the apparent
inconsistencies. Eveniually your mund will start working overtime —~ sometmes to the pownt that it

becomes an obsession.

Lord {1997: 276) states that according to cognitive dissonance theory, people change their
atatudes to reduce the aversion arousal they experience when they have two cognons thar contradict
each other, or are dissonant. Fesunger’s 1970 theory of cognutive dissonance provides some 1nsight into
the minds ability to create and protect blind spots even in the face of conflicing cvidence. Festinger
1970: 3 states that the extstence of dissonance, being psychologically uncomfortable will motivate the
person to try to reduce the dissonance and achieve consonance. When dissonance s present, in addidon
1o trying to reduce it, the person will actvely avoid situations and information which would likely

increase dissonarnce.

Goleman (1998b) believes the mind’s ability to create blind spots or a zone to blocked arenton
and sclf-deception is partly due to an innate biological function inherited in our survival gene pool. We
naturally behave and percetve in a wav that helps us avoid embarrassment or threat. We have developed
sophisticated techniques that defend us from the cognitive anxiety that comes from exposure. Goleman

{1998b: 226) states that the mind will at imes protect one from the anxiety of dissonance by creanng a

blind spot.

THE VIRTUES OF SELF-DECEPTION

Goleman (1998b: 241) states that self-decepuon has plaved a largely positive role m human
evolution. For example, in one argument, the male who 1s the most successful genencally is the one
who impregnates the most women. The best strategy for doing so is to convince cach one that he wall
be loyal to her, helping raise the children of their union. That is 2 lie, since his interest 1s to love her and
leave her. However, he will be most likely to succeed if he is earnest in his assurance of lovalty. His best

chance for thar is to believe his own lies — that is, to first decenve himself.

According to Goleman {1998h: 242), there are many vanants of this argument to the
evolunonary virtues of self-deception. In another, two hypothetical prehistoric hunrers and gatherers
are out m barren terrain, scarching for bermies or some small animal. One convinces the other that
would fare better on a distant hill, when in fact the best chances are where thev stand. This lie, although
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unethical, has grear genetic value. If two people are searching for food in a place where there is barely
enough for one of them alone, either one might raise his own chance of survival by persuading the
other to search elsewhere. The usefulness of believing such lies oneself becomes evident To lie well,
one must first believe one’s own lies — a2 maxim whose truth should not be lost on any modern

salesman or poliiczan.

Self-deception, according to Goleman (1998b: 242), can swrengthen social bonds as well as
manipulate them. The mother who wlks to her baby as though he understood her might be fooling
herself, but by interacting with him that wav — meetng his eyes, gesturing, speaking with expression and
giving special intonation to her words — the mother gives him the expentences he needs to gradually
learn to understand all those things. If she did not act as though he understood, she might deprve him
of those crucial experiences. Better for evolution to have erred on the positive side, tricking parents into
being the tutors of an infant whom they treat as though he knows more than in fact he does. In this

way he is sure 1o get the lessons he needs.

Self-deception can also lead to all sorts of virtuous deeds. Goleman (1998b: 242-243) cites the
example of the heroism of one Spicer Lung on Pan Am flight 925 from Miami to Houston. According
to newspaper reports, Lung broke up an attempt to hijack the plane to Cuba. In moments of heroism
such as this, where a rational weighing of odds would argue against doing anvthing, bravery may well
depend on the varety of self-deception summed up in the words “I'm not scared of a weapon.™ A
mundane form of the same positive self-decepton is seen in the tennis plaver who assumes a more
confident manner after winning a point against a better opponent, or the salesman who gives himself a
pep talk before making a tough sales call, when a ranonal weighing of odds would be discouraging.

SYNTHESIS

In this chapter 1 examined self-deception where the self s the subject matter of the decepdon.
What goes wrong is that we have false beliefs abour ourselves. Self-decepuon s a form of psychic
defence, which is accepted as a fundamental consttuent of menial life. All people defend themselves
against their natural impulses; defences are erected to prevent such impulses from reaching
consciousness. Psychoanalysis 1s devoted in large measure to opening the conscious mind to thar which
is hidden bur truly desired, in effect, to reduce the magnitude of self-decepuoon. Self-deceprion
enbancement occurs when individuals unrealisaically aunbute positive characteristics to themselves; self-
deception denia/ occurs when individuals unrealistcally denv possessing negative characteristics.
Depressed individuals are less positively biased than non-depressed individuals and are less prone 1o
self-deception than are non-depressed individuals. One explanaton for this finding is that depression
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involves a breakdown in self-enhancing illusions. Unrealistic, irrational fears can have a coppling effect
on human behaviour. People obsessed by irratonal fears are unable to use their recourses and defend

themselves even against enemies.

A model, which helps to assess the amount of information we disclose, 1s the Johan window; a
conceptual model designed by Luft and Ingham (1955) for descnbing the different ways self-awareness
can be experienced. We nawurally behave and perceive i a way that helps us avoid embarrassment or
threat. We have developed sophisticated techniques that defend us from the cogpitive anxiety that
comes from exposure. Goleman (1998b: 226) states that the mind will at times protect one from the
anxiety of dissonance by creating a blind spot — 2 zone of blocked attention and self deception. I add
further that self-deception has plaved a largely positive role in human evolution.

CONCLUSION

It chis chapter, | discussed how self-deception forms an mntegral part of soaal reality. 1 showed
that when we are self-deceived, we have false beliefs about ourselves. Self-deception is assumed to be
an integral part of one’s psychic defences, to be a cnacal consuwent of nomnal (although not thereby
desirable} personality make-up. I looked at how psychological factors affect the will to believe, and
provided examples of cases where people, though confronted with evidence, refuse to affirm their
condition. The false self develops at the earliest stage of object relations when there 1s not good-enough
mothenng, when the mother does not meet and implement the omnipotence of the infant. | then
looked at the effect of the environment on the development of the false self, focussing on self-
deception enhancement and self-deception denial I focused on the johan window, describing how the
mind will at imes protect one from the anxiety of dissonance by creanng a blind spor — a zone of
blocked attention and self-deception. I then illustrated that self-deception has plaved a largely posiove

role in human evolution. In chapter 7 T will focus on decepuon.
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Chapter 7

DECEPTION

INTRODUCTION

This chapter consists of two parts. The first part deals with deceptive practices between
indrviduals in handling everyday human relanonships, while the second part concentrates on covert

communicaton in times of war.

In the first part of the chapter, I will discuss how our capacity to think grves us a cruaal survival
advantage. [ will look at instances when 2 he is clearly jusnfiable. 1 will discuss how our earhest
experences have raught us that when we tell the truth, we are often punished. I will focus on hars’
motvatons for teling lies, the vanous deception strategics, the complex nature of deceptive
behaviours, and sodal influence on children’s cognitive development. Studies show that at least some
children as voung as three or four will deliberately hie. I will explain that the reason relationships
involving authority relate to lying is that generally these types of relationships mvolve a lot of scrunny.
“Duping delight” involves a sense of accomplishment and exhilaration, a feeling of power and
achievement. My study will demonstrate that few people, children or adults, feel guilty about telling
trivial lies and that males tend to be more successful at lying than females. 1 will explain the distinction
between lying and other forms of deception, ciung Bill Clinton as a master of deception by omission. |
will focus on the lies of sdence, lies thar may be acceptable, white lies, the use of placebos, deception as
therapy and the damage done by benevolent lies. 1 will then look at romantic deception, truth bias and
cogmtive dissonance. 1 will examine the Machuavellian personality, Munchausen by Proxy, the principle

of veracity, normative judgements and deception in research.

The second part of the chaprer will focus on the specialised varieties of language that are often
used when the purpose is to be secretive, or to deceive. I will look at how prisoners communicated at
every opportunity, keeping each other advised on the enemv's tactics and sharing anv knowledge they
had on any subject. I will discuss spving and espionage as methods wused to garher and communicate
mtelligence. 1 will discuss covert channels of communication as placing emphasts on the concealment of
identity of sponsor rather than on concealment of the operaton. I will then discuss the American Ciail
War and World War 1 showing how code-breaking (cryptography) began to ke on the grear
importance that it has in intelligence-gathering today.



I will discuss the Enigma machine, as onginally designed to protect the secrecy of business
messages, as the fastest and most secrer communications possible. [ will then examine code-breaking,
encrypton, and steganography and the role of Navajo Code Talkers durning World War 11.
Manipulation by governments, the failure so far 1o find weapons of mass destruction in Iraq, Enron’s
deception, Yengeni’s fraudulent act, the Schabir Shaik tmal, abuse on Pitcairn Island, paedophile

accusations against priests will receive attention in the latter part of the chapter.

SOCIAL INTELLIGENCE IN HUMANS

Goleman (1998a: 201-199) and McCrone (2002: 50-61) descnbe humans as primordial team
players: our uniquely complex social relationships have been a cruaal survival advantage. Our
extraordinary sophisticated talent for corporation culminates in the modern organisation. One great
apatomical legacy of the human need ro. band together is the neocortex, the brain’s topmost layers,

which gives the capacity to think.

Goleman (1998a: 201-199) adds that operaung in a coordinated band demands a high level of
social intelligence, skill in reading and handhing relationships. If the more socially inteligent have the
greatest number of surviving offspring — and therefore are the most “fit” - then nature would select for
changes in the human brain that better handle the complexities of living in groups. In evolution, as
today, group members had to balance the advantages of cooperation in fending off enemies, hunting
and foraging and carng for childsren with the disadvantages of compeation within the group for food,
mates or other Iimited resources, pargcularly in times of scaraity. Add to thar having to compute
hierarchies of dominance, socal and kinship obligations, and quid pro guo exchanges, and the exchange
was a staggeringly large amount of social data to track and use well.

Goleman (1998a) states that therein bies the evolunonary pressure to develop a “thnking” brain
with the capacity to make all these social connecpons instantly. In the animal kingdom, only mammals
have a neocortex. In this view, social intelligence made its appearance well before the emergence of
rational thought; the abstract thinking abilites of the human speaes piggybacked later onto a neocorrex
that had imually expanded to deal with the immediate interpersonal world The neocortex, however,
evolved from more ancient structures in the emotonal brain, like the amygdale, and so is heavily laced

with circutry for emoton.

According ro Goleman (1998a) the neocortex, with 1ts sophisticated understanding of group
dynarmics, must interpret its data in attunement with emononal signals, Indeed, every act of recogninon
(“That’s a stranger’”) has embedded within it an emotional reacton (*...and | do not like him so I will

pretend I do not see ham).
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Goleman adds that the same bramn arculiry lets us know mamediately, for mstance, whom
among those standing near us in an elevator we should greet and whom not (*The boss looks like she is
it a bad mood today — 1 think | will not bother her”). Moreover, it forges every detail of the corporate
working relationships that are the key to survival in today’s organisations.

Even as we pass the drest mnformanon back and forth, our neural monitors for emotional
nuance are reading innumersble racit clues — tone of voice, choice of words, subtleties of posture,
gesture, timing — for the textured messages that give that information its emotional context. These
emotional signals have the power to keep the conversation — or the group — on track or not. Smooth
coordination depends on this emotional channel as much as on the expliait, rational content of what 1s
said and done.

THE MIND IN SITUATIONS THAT CALL FOR CHOICE

Damasio {1996: 170) considers a situation thar calls for choice (faced with the choice of
proceeding or not with a particular deed, for exaraple, the child who 1s faced with the problem of what
to tell the dangerous looking stranger knocking at the font door). The brain of a normal, intelligent and
educated adult reacts to the situation by rapidly creating scenarios of possible response optons and
related outcomes. To our consciousness, the scenanios are made of multple imaginary scenes, not really
a smooth film, but rather pictonal flashes or key images in those scenes, that jump out from one frame

to another, In quick juxmapositons.

Examples of what the images would depict include being assaulted by the murderer, the house
being burgled, the Iives of evervone at home being in jeopardy; safeguarding the familv’s possessions,
never seeing your parents again. The point the Damasio stresses is that our mind is not blank at the
start of the reasoning process. Rather, it is replete with a repertoire of images; generated to the tune of

the situation we are facing, entering and exiting our consciousness, a show too rich for us to encompass

fully.

Many parents teach their children to lie if telling the truth would put the child in danger. Most
children do not see telling a stranger that their parents are asleep when in fact they are not at home, as a
lie. They call it a white lie or a fib, believing that if they did not sav the lie, the stranger would hurt them.
Ekman {1989: 17) does not believe thar this is a white lie or a fib. He reserves those terms for cases in
which the ke s without much consequence. Telling the muth or lving 10 a dangerous looking stanger
about whether you are home alone has senous consequences. 1t 1s a e, but most of us would approve

of it. Many parents also approve of less serious lies, in which the lie benefits the target of the lie.
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Bok (1978: 39) explains that there are tmes when truthfulness accuses or fails to avert such
great harm that a lie is clearly justfiable. One such time is where a life is threatened and where a lie
might avert the danger. The traditional testing case advanced by the absolutist position is that discussed
by Kant himself, where a would-be murderer inquires whether “our friend who is pursued by him had
taken refuge in our house.” Mere silence or evasion will not satisfy the assailant. This case will certainly

weaken one’s resistance to all hes.

Bok (1978: 40} adds that most others have argued that, in such cases, where innocent lives are at
stake, lies are morally justified, if indeed they are lies in the first place. Kant beheves that to lie is to
annihilate one’s human dignity, yet for these others, to reply hogestly and thereby berray one’s friend,
would in itself constitute a2 compromise of that digpity. In such an isolated case, they would argue, the
costs of lying are small and those of telling the truth catastrophic.

Similarly, Bok explains, a captain of a ship transporting fugitives from Nazi Germany, if asked
by a patrolling vessel whether there were any Jews on board would, for Kant’s cntics, have been
justified in answerng “No”. His duty to the fugitves, they claim, would then have conflicted with the
duty to speak the muth and would have far outweighed it. In fact, in times of such cases, those who

share Kant’s opposition to lying clearly put innocent persons at the mercy of wrongdoers.

TRUTH AND CONSEQUENCES

According to Speace (1995: 533) there is a valid biological explanation why all cultures past and
present hoist honesty to the top of the moral totem pole. Those who lie to us put us in jeopardy. We

can protect ourselves from assault, but not from the undiscovered lie.

Spence (1995: 60) states that our earliest expetiences have taught us that when we tell the truth,
we are often punished. If we tell the truth, we often lose, or we are rejected or banished. 1f we rell the
truth about the wrong we have committed, be it ever so petty and innocent, we are often punished. If
we tell the tuth about how we feel, about our fear, we are scomed. I we reveal our yearmngs, we are
mocked. If we admit our love, we are sometimes rejected. If we expose our dislike, we are ostracised. 1f
we reveal our anger, our opponents stiike back wirth anger. We leamn to shy away from the outh. We
build around it We create myths that blind us from its glare. We avoud the truth hke the pox. We have

been taught that truth-tellers are naive suckers, fools.
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MOTIVATIONS FOR TELLING LIES

To understand what deception entails conceptually, scholars have atternpted to outline several
types of communication that might be considered decepuve. Gass and Seiter (2003: 260) state that most
attempts to do so have focussed on hars’ motivations for telling hies. Gass and Seiter (2003: 260) discuss
two forms of deception: benign fubrications, which are engineered in the mterest of the person contained
by them or, if not quire in his interest and for his benefit, then at least not done against his iterest and

excploittve fabrications, which are motivated by the private interests of the deceiver.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 260) state that although some motivarions for lying are self-evideat,

others are less obvious. Varous researchers have postted all of the following reasons for lying:

O Lie to benefit other. Because she knows that her husband does not want to be disturbed,
Babbs tells a door-to door salesman that her husband is not home

O [e to afftliate: Butly wants 1o spend some time with her father, so she tells him she needs
help with her homework even though she i1s capable of doing 1t herself

O Lie tp avoid invasion of privacy: Muffy tells a co-worker that she is younger than she really 15
because she believes her age is o one’s business but her own

O Lie to aroid conflict. Biff tells his neighbour, who has called to complain aboutr Biffs
barking dog, that he cannot talk at the moment because dinner’s on the table

O Lie to appear better: To impress a date, Rex tells her that he was captain of hus football
team, when, in reahty, he was only vice-president of the Lann Club

Lse to protect self Trudy breaks her mother’s vase but tells her the cat did 1t

O

O Lie to benefit self Favio tells his parents he needs extra money for textbooks so that he can
go to 2 Lamp Biskit concert with the money
O Lie to harm other. Barney’s m a bad mood so he points in the wrong directon when 2

motorist asks him for direcrions

According to Lyle (1993 74) the reasons for lving can be broken down into the following
general categories:

O Eixpedience: the sodal lie, inchuding harmless flartery, lovalty and belief

O Newessity. the professional lie, used in acting and entertainment, espionage, the law, and

Withholding. playing tor time in situadons where you need to evaluate the facts betore

O

commiting vourself, Suppressing negative or hostile reactons to mamntain the status quo
g 3 PP g nega i

o}

Feur. whete telling the muth could result in punishment - for instance, if coime has been

committed, fears of losing love, friendship or emplovment mught also prompt a lie
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©  Defence: unwillingness to admit to faults in yourself, or in someone you love
©  Crime. confidence tricksters are pracused deceivers, and the best are pathological lars

because they actually believe what they are saying at the tirne.

Ekman (1989: 33) cites the following as different motives for lying by children:

¢ To avoid being punished

o 'To get something you could nos get otherwise

o To protect friends from trouble

¢ To protect vourself or another person from harm
0  To win the admiranon or interest of others

0 To avoid creating an awkward social situation

¢  To avoid embarrassment

@]

To maintan privacy

0 To demonstrate your power over an authorniry

Ekman adds that these are not the only mouves for lying, but they are among the most
common ones reported by children, parents, teachers and experts who have studied or speculated about
why children ie. None of the mottves for lving 1s unique to children; they also motvate adulr hes. Some
of the motives, however, do become more important than others in older children. While there are
various motives, there is as much varety to the reasons why some children develop a greater propensity
for lving than others. Some of it has to do with a child’s personality. Some of it has to do with the

environment in which the child is growing up. Some of it has to do with age.

Gass and Setter (2003: 261) state that 1 addition ro looking at people’s motvations for hving,
another approach to conceptualising deception is to view it as a strategy for manipulating information.
This perspective distnguishes three deception strategies: diworfion (or equivocation), emssions (or
concealment) and falsffication (outnght falsehoods).

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN IQ AND LYING

Ekman (1989: 34-41) states that tests conducted with children found that below average 1(Q was
more common among lars than honest children. Among one third of those children with the lowest
1Q)s, hed and cheated. None of those children with the highest IQs lied or cheated. Even in berween
these two extremes, the figures consistently show that the higher the 1Q), the lower the percent of
children who he.
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Ekman (1989: 64) is of the opinion that children who lie are a lot more maladjusted than those
who do not, and lying as a child does predict a greater chance of later trouble with the law. But most
children who lie do not get into trouble later in life. There 1s some evidence that lying is part of a more

general personality problem, most often and most ably performed by children who manipulate others to
their own ends.

Some children — not all — that lack parental supervision lie more often. Children are influenced
to lie by friends who lie or engage in antisocial behaviour that they lie to avoid being punished. The
adolescent boys who respected their father were less suscepuble to peer pressure.

DECEPTION STRATEGIES

Gass and Seiter (2003: 261) state that deception occurs when speakers alter the amount of
information that should be provided (Le., quantity) and the zerazty of the informanon presented (Le.,
quality), the relevance of the information provided, or the darity of the information provided. People can
alter the amount, veracity, relevance and the clarity of mformation all at the same tme or in different

combinations,

In the concept matrix below, I present correlations between the vanous deception strategies. An
analysis of the matrix reveals that most deception strategies are deliberate, with an intention to mislead
and are uvsed for personal gain. The intention of the commumicator is to deceive, create a false

impression, make a false claim, to confuse and to lead the listener in a wrong direcuon.
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The following mble gives the meanings of the commonly used words, which describe varous
ways in which people deceive one another (Microsoft Encarta Reference Library 2002).
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Word

Meaning

To win and hold somebody’s attennon, interest, or devotion
To mislead or deceive somehody

bluff

X

To pretend to have strength, confidence, or the intention of doing something, In
order to decerve somebody
To trv to deceive other players in a card game about the frue value of your hand

camoutlage

bk

The concealing of things, espeqally troops and military equipment, by disguising
them to look bke their surroundings, for example, by covenng them with
branches or leaf-clad netiing

The devices that amimals use to blend mto their environment in order to avoid
being seen by predators or prey, especially colouration

Something that is intended to hide, disguise, or ouslead

B

Something that is intended to hide, disguise, or mislead

To break the rules in 2 game, examination, or coarest, In an attempt 1o gain an
unfair advantage

To have 2 sexual relanonship wath somebody othet than a spouse or regular
sexual partner

conceal

-

To put ot keep something or somebody out of sight or prevent the person or
thing from bemg found
To keep something secret o1 prevent it from being known

confuse

To make somebody unable to think or reason cleady or act sensibly

confound

To puzzle or confuse somebody
To cause a2 confused situation to become even more confused

decerve

To muslead somebody or hide the truth deltberarely
To convince vourself of something that 1s not true
Ta be sexually unfarthful to a spouse or sexual partoer

disguise

bt Bl Sl S Rl S el B S

To make changes 1n the appearance of somebody or something 10 avord being

recogmzed
To hide fechings or facts from other people

distort

Give an inaccurate report of something
To desertbe or repor: something in 2 way that is inaccurate or masleading

dupe

To persuade or induce somebody 1o da something by tnckery or deception

exaggerate

el Sl R el 1A

To state that something is better, worse, larger, more commen, er more
mnportant than is true or usual

fent

(=3

W e

A mock atrack by a military force, intended to draw the enemy’s attention away
from the true artack

A deceptive move tn 3 competitive sport

A deceptive action made 1o disguise what js reallv intended

fool

I

Speak in jest fo say something jokingly or not sedously, or pretend, jokingly, that
something false is true
To tnck or deceive somebody

To decewve or dupe somebody, espedally by inckery

hoodwink

To say something that 1s not true in a conscious effort 1o decetve somebody
To give a false impression

To lead somebody in a wrong direction or nto making a mistake

rmuslead

bat Sanl A Bud Hal 8

Teo cause somebody to make a mistake or form a false opimion or belief, either by
employiog deliberare deception or by supplying incorrect informaron

msrepresent

To give an inaccurate or deliberavely false sccount of the nanure of somebody or

something

pretend

b9

bt

To clam untruthfully or exaggeratedly to be or to have a particular thing, or o
tmply something in this way

To act in a way intended to make people believe something untrue or misleading
about somebody or something

To make an untruthful or dublous claim of ownership or the nght to something,
especally something valusble, admirable, or presngious formal)

mck

WP e

A cunning actiog or plan that 1s intended 1o cheat or decerve
A prank, joke, or mischievous action or plan to cheat or decenve somebody
To cheat or deceive somebody

1

Figure 8: Meanings of words commonly used to describe ways in which people
deceive each other Microsoft Encarta Reference Library (2002)
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Which technique a hiar chooses, depends upon what the circumstances require. Ekman (1989:
15) emphasises that concealing is no more justfiable, no more moral or proper than falsifying. They are
just different techniques for lying. Fveryone, child or adulr prefers to conceal the truth tather than say
something false. It is easier. The concealer does not have to remember to defend a false hne, and
concealing does not seem as bad. [t feels worse to both liar and target alike to be the vicim of a false
statement: “You lied nght to my face?” than concealment. Ekman (1989: 15) argues that concealing is
no more justifiable, no more moral or proper than falsifying. Concealment and falsification are different
techniques for accomphishing the same objective. The issue is the motive, not the technique employed
to accomplish it. If the motive 1s to muslead, then the choice between falsifying or concealing is simply a

matter of which technique will work better in a given instance.

THE COMPLEX NATURE OF DECEPTIVE BEHAVIOURS

Gass and Setter (2003 267) state that some research has been sceptical about certain
assumptions contained in Interpersonal Deception Theory and the Four-Factor Model as discussed in chapter 3.
In some cases, telling lies may be less cognitvely difficult and arousing than telling the truth. For
example, imagine what you would do if a dose friend asked yvou how you bked her new hairstyle.
Imagine also you thought the hairstyle looked hideous. In such sitwations, rather than creating a truthful
and tactful message that would preserve your relationship and your friend’s feelings, it might be less
cognitively taxing and less stressful to tell your friend that you loved her hair. In shortt, underlying

differences berween truth and lies may not be as simple as some models make them out to be.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 267), state that the complex nature of persuasion provide us one of the
most compelling reasons for studying it Telling different tvpes of lies may lead to different types of
behaviour. For example, the notion that decepuon leads to arousal may apply less to fibs and white hies
than to more senous forms of decepnon, such as cheating on a spouse or denying a crime. Fabricaong
lies may require more imaginaton and mental effort than telling the truth, but only when lies are

narmtive 1o nature (eg., when explainmg the events of a cnme you may or may oot have winessed).

SOCIAL INFLUENCE ON CHILDREN’S COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT

Social learning theory proposes that children learn by observing and imittng others. Meadows

(1993: 344), argues that children do patumally imutate, that social reinforcement motivates this, that

models to be imitated are usually socually desirable (for example, in being more competent cognitively

than the learner, and that thus children will often leam through observaton and imitanon of more

skilled cogninon than their own. In this account of learning, the person who s imitated may not be

dehberatelv modelling behaviour, so the “socal’ component of the learning process 15 in the social
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reward outcomes of imitaton and the social desirability of the model, rather than in the process of
learming or in social nterpretation between imitators and imitated.

It is helpful to be retinded that children do learn by imitaton of ‘accidental’ models, models
that are not seeking to teach them. An adult may turn people away by asking a family member to state
s/he is not at home, adults may offer compliments each other while not meaning a word of what they
are saying, or even try 1o pep up 2 sick patient by saying how well s/he is looking.

LYING AT DIFFERENT AGES

According to Ekman (1989 92-93), parents should be aware of the stages and where their child
fits in as stated in the mble below. Using reasoning that is based on the stage where that child 1s ar will
enable parents to have more impact when explaining to her/him why lyving is wrong. According to
Ekman, not everyone reaches stage 4. Many adulis never go beyond stage 2. Even when children or
adults progress to stage 3 or 4, they will not always think in those terms. When they are feeling strong
emotions, they may move back to an earlier stage.

Age | What is Right Reason to be Good

Stage 0 4 Getting my own way Get rewards and avoid
Fairness is my way punishment

Stage 1 5-6 Doing what you are told Not get into trouble
What grownups tell you

Stage 2 6-8 Do onto other exactly what What 1s in it for me
they do to you

Stage 3 812 Live up to others’ So others think well of me and
expectations so I can think well of myself
Please others

Stage 4 12+ Fulfil obhgations to society Keep society from falling apart;

be a good cizen

Figure 9: Lying at different ages Ekman (1989: 93}

Ekman (1989: 93.95) explams children’s amitudes about bing at each smage. In stage 0,
preschoolers think mostly in terms of what they want, and whatever that is, 1s fight. For them, lying in
itself 1s not bad if it gets them what they want. At this stage Ekman (1989: 93) believes that parents
should let their children know that they are happy when they (the children) tell the truth, and that they

do not want them ro he.

Children in stage 1| are impressed by the supentor power of grown-ups. They are a lot more
cooperative, but the cooperation is based not on understanding the rules but on wantng to obey adults.
This the peniod when children believe parents can always rell when they are lying.



In stage 2, children no longer think pareats are always nght Their noton of faimess is the
golden rule, an eye for an eye, tit for tat. It 1s difficult for children at thus stage to see that lying harms

anyone.

In stage 3, the child wants to live up to the expectations of others. A period of conformity, this
phase underscores what has been called the “good boy” or “good girl” morality. Teenagers m this stage
care so much about the approval of their fnends that other moral concerns may be weakened if they
coanflict with what they think their peers expect them to do. This is a ime when a conscience emerges,
in the sense that children are mouvated not just to avoid punishment, but also to live up to their own
self-image. Children will lie at this age to avord displeasing their parents, and to avoid ridicule and win
approval from their peers.

Teenager who reach stage 4 become concerned with being good members of their community,
school or sociery. Now they may comprehend the real conflict between loyalty to a friend who has

committed a transgression and obligation to a society threatened by thar transgression.

According to Fkman (1989: 67) in another study, mothers and educators of four-year-old
children were asked if children of different ages would deliberately tell a lie. The percenr that reported
that children lied increased with the age of the child. The table below shows the findings:

Age | Percentage of parents and educators who said children of this age lie |
3 33

4 75
5 90
| 6 160

Figure 10: Percentage of adults who said children lie at the different ages Ekman
(1989: 65)

According to Ekman (1989: 68} these studies show that least some children as young as three or
four will deliberately lie. The issue addressed was not whes children lie, but whether children of such
voung ages can lie under any conditions. Untl this work, most scientists beheved thart three- to six-year
olds were not considered able to disunguish between unintennonally making a rustake and deliberately

saying something true.

AUTHORITY RELATED LIES

Ekman (1989: 104-105) states that the reason relanonships involving authority relate to lving is
that genenally these types of relationships involve a lot of scrutiny of the infenior side of the relationship
from the superior side. Because much of what the infenor party does in this relatonship is questioned,
watched after, and regulated by the superior party, the opportunity to he comes up often. The infetior
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party lies about what he has done and the supedor party (although much less often), lies to pacify the
inferior party to fulfl a duty, whatever it may be. Another commeon reason adults lie to children is to
cover up somecthing or to keep the children from knowing something thar they are not old enough to
know or should not know about. This is a form of protective lying.

Ekman (1989: 107) adds that children he about other things for which they would not get
punished because they want 1o keep a litile bit of prvacy. They want to keep away things they are
embarrassed about, things that they are shamed of, and things they simply do not want their parents to
know about. Children do not tell their parents much of anything about their relationships with the
opposite sex. This is usually because most children would either be embarrassed or ashamed to talk to

their parents about these matters, so they resort to lying.

Ekman {1989: 108) stares that most children are more reluctant to lie to their educators than w0
their parents because educators are harder to talk to if you get caughr and the educator is responsible
for grading you, which gives her/him a lot of power. Since educators are always checking on their
students (like parents check on children), there will always be some deceit on the children’s part just

because of the superior/inferior relationship that arises between leamers and educators.

A SIGN OF TROUBLE

Ekman (1989: 63) states that lying is in iself a step, perhaps a pivotal step, in leading the child
into a pattern of anosocial behaviour. Lving may be one of the earliest signs that a child is headed mn a
bad direction. Dodging responsibility, learning vou can get away with things, sneaking to succeed may
teach the child to break other rules. Lying may be the first sign that wrouble is brewing. If a child gets
away with Iving, this might lead the child to take the risks involved in other anusocial acts.

PREPARING THE LINE

Ekman (1989: 84-85) states that lies fail not only because emotional signs — guilt, fear, and
duping delight — betray the liar. They also fall when the hiar does not prepare ahead of time. Lics are
easier when the har knows beforehand exactly when s/he will need to he. That advance notice allows
the har time 1o invent a credible false line and rehearse ir, time to anticipate questons and devise
answers. Practice makes a perfect liar. The more often yvou tell 2 ke, the better you tell ie. This 1s partly
because vou learn that you can get away with it and your budding confidence deflates any fear of being
caught. The question of whether Iying is nght or wrong usually comes up the first time one
contemplates telling a lie. That is when guilt can interfere with the success of a lie. After the first tme,
lying becomes easier with each successive nme. By the second or third time the same lie has been told,
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less consideration is given to moral mmifications or possible negative consequences. Lawyers refer to

this pattern of sliding into increasingly fllegal acts as the “slippery slope”.
DUPING DELIGHY

Ekman (1989: 83) calls the sct of feelings that can betray a lie “duping delight”. It includes the
excitement of fooling sotmeone, meeting the challenge of “pulling one over on someone”. There may be
a sepsc of accomplishment and exhilaration, a feeling of power and achievement. An adult deceiving a
spouse or a child misleading a parent may feel it. In adolescence, this challenge and exercise of power
can be an imporant factor motivating the decision to ke. Exven at younger ages children may think of
lying as a kind of enjoyable game. In fact, many games for children and adults involve lying. Poker is a
perfect example. So is a game called “Who has the button?” Playing such games develops and exercises the
skills mvolved in tying.

Flkman adds that in its own way duping delight can motivate a confession when the lar wants
to win someone’s admiration. Craminals are often caught because they cannot resist boasting about how
clever they were in a particular scam. Children may be tempted to share their accomplishment by telling
a friend how easily they misled Mom or Dad. A child is less likely to feel duping delight when lying to a
parent, morse often when putting one over on a gullible frend, particularly if some friends are around to
enjoy the performance.

GUILT ABOUT LYING

Fkman (1989: 80) states that not all children {eel guilty when they he. At younger ages most
children believe lying is always wrong. By adolescence, most kids are no longer convinced that all lie are
bad. Ekman states further that his research on adults suggests that people do not feel gutlt about Iving
10 2 farget they do not tespect and with whom they do not share values. Chuldren are less Wkely to feel
guilty about lying to parents who impose what they think are unjust, harsh and inflexible rules just as
adults do not feel guilt about lying to an employer they think has been uafair to them, Guilt about lying
1s strongest when the liar shares vahues with the vicum of the lie.

Ekman (1989: 81) adds that preadolescents claim that there may pot be guilt when the lar
believes that everyone else s lving. Ekman suspects this is one reason why adolescents are hars that are
more successful They feel less guilt about lving to their parents or teachers. Rejecung parental values,
one form of rebellion, noticing clay feet that aurhoniy stands upon, 1s common in many adolescents.
For some, lying may be one way of eswblishing their own identty, of separating and achieving
mdependence — a necessaty stage of adolescence.
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According to Ekman (1989) few people, children or adults, feel guilty about trivial lies. When
the har believes the ke will not burt anyone, not even the target of the lie, guilt is relatively absent. Even
when the lie is of great consequence, liars do not feel guilty when lying is authorised. Spies feel no guilt
about their deceit because lying has been authorised by the country for which they are workmg. If
someone in authority tells the child to lie, there is little likelihood the child will feel any guilt about the
act. Lymg ts easter without guit.

GENDER DIFFERENCES AND LYING

Gass and Seiter (2003: 268-269) state that the results of two meta-analyses found that males
tend t be more successful at Iving than females. Such gender differences arc small, perhaps because the
deceptive strategies of men and women both have shortcomings. Specifically when they are lying, men
tend to restrict their nonverbal behaviour. Although this may prevent them from leaking deceptive cues,
if they overdo it, they run the tisk of appeanng suspicious. Women, however, tty 1o appear more
involved in conversations. As a result, this greater activation may cause them to leak more arousal cues

and appear more nervous than usual

THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN LYING AND OTHER FORMS OF DECEPTION

Ekman (1989: 69) states that up to about eight vears of age, children consider anv false
statement 2 lie, regardless of whether the person who said it knew it was false. Intention is not the issue
— only whether informaton is true or false. The defimiton of lying as 2 communication act allows,
furthermore, to extend its comprehension to informatonal approach, borrowed from pragmatics and
conversation analysis, through analysis of fale message and of some of its dimensions such as truth/falsity
and clearness/ambiguity.

According to Ekman the intent of the liar 1s one of the wo criteria, which s/he uses to
distinguish lies from other kinds of deception. The liar deliberately chooses to mislead the target. Liars
may actually tell the truth, but that is not their intent. Truthful people may provide false information—
bad advice from a stockhroker—but that i1s not their intent. The liar has a choice; the har could chose
not to lie. We are all tempted to lie, but we do not always do so. Lying is not irresistible; it is a
conscious, considered choice. S/he does recognise that lving can become a habir and then performed
with litde consideration, but, ar least inigally, all such habits began as considered choices about whether
or not to do so. Presumably, a pathological liar is compelled 1o lie and by her/his definition, therefore,

15 not a har,
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Ekman (1989} maintains that the second critedon for distinguishing lies from other deceptions
is that the target is not npofified about the liar’s intention to mislead An actor is not a har, but an
impostor is. Lef the buyer beware 15 one example of an explicit warning that products or services may not
be what they are presented to be. (Of course, that waming does not appear in advertisements, nearly all
of which are designed to convey the opposite message) Poker is still another situation in which the
rules of the game sanction and notify the players that deception will occur, and, therefore, one cannot
consider bluffing to be 2 he.

Ekman (1989) goes on ro say that sometimes notfication of an ntention to mislead ts imphcit
in the framing of the situaton. In real estate transactions, the potential buver is implicitly notified that
the seller’s asking price is not the actual prce the seller would accept. Various forms of politeness are
other instances in which the nature of the situaton notfies the target that the fruth may not be spoken.
The host would not properly scrutinise the dinner guest to determine if the guests claim to bave
enjoved the evening 1s true anymore than the aunt should worry whether the nephew is lying when he
says that he appreciated being given a tie for Christmas. Deception is expected; even if the target might
suspect that the truth is not being told, it is improper to question it. Only certain types of deception
may be allowable: the poker player cannot use marked cards; the home seller cannot conceal a known

defect.

In courtship, # is ambiguous whether the parties should expect truthfulness. The saying “all’s
fair in love and war” would seemn to wam lovers not to believe all they are told. Recent public opinion
polls suggest that lies that downplay the number of previous sexual partners are common among
college-aged adults. Ekman (1989} explains that lovers want to believe in the tuthfulness of their
parters. Many popular songs tesnfy to the betrayal felt when hes are discovered (although some do
warn that lies may be expected). Romantic love requires collusive efforts to develop and maintain myths
about each other and the nature of the relationship.

Fkman (198Y) adds that concealment is just as much a lie as falsification, if there 1s an
expectation that information will be revealed. When filling out a job applicanon that asks for a listing of
all previous emplovment, omitting the one from which one was fired would be a concealment ke, for
there is an obligation to reveal. In personal relationships it is not always so clear-cut, and the lar, once
discovered, and the target of the lie may disagree about whether or not an obligation to reveal the

concealed mformanon was in force



THE LIE BY OMISSION

Coetzee and Russel (2000) state that there 1s a fundamental difference between omussion of the
trivial and unimportant truths and omission of facts ke s/he has bad breath, we are sexually artracted
to his wife, we are hoping he will die so we can inherit his apartment, or that we took the bigger piece
of the pie for ourselves than the one we gave to him.

Coetzee and Russel (2000: 16-17) state that Bill Clinton is a master of deception by omission.
Most people know that Presidenr Clinton denied having had sex with Gennifer Flowers. In a televised
interview, a journalist asked the President the very direct queston: “Did vou have sex with Genaifer
Flowers?” President Clinton responded: “I um so #ired of that question” He did not answer the question.
This is an evasion, because the alternative is to tell a barefaced lie — something we would all rather not
do. It leaves the door open (in a strange way) to be able to say: “Well, I never said | didn’t!”

Two more rules of statement analysis ate:

©  If the subject did oot answer the queston, then s/he did!

©  There is a short way and a long wav to answer a queshon — the long way 1s deceptive

Coetzee and Russel (2000: 16-17) add that when a queston requires a short answer and the
subject gives a long answer, the queston was a sensitive one for the subject. Further, when the subject
does not answer the question s/he violates two rules of statement analysis, and the correct assumption
can be drawn that the question is extremely sensinve for the subject. The listener can deduce that
President Clinton did have sex with Gennifer Flowers. He could not brng himself to commit to saying
‘No’, which was later shown would have been a lie. We can say that President Clinton is a truthful man.
He does not lie overtly. He simply fails to tell the truth, or rather, the whole truth.

Coetzee and Russel (2000: 16-17) elaborate that when another inquiring joumahst asked
President Clinton: “Did vou have sex with Monica lewinsky?” the president had to consider his
previous tesponses to similar questions. His best response this time was: “I did nof hare sex with that
woman ... [pause] ... Monica Lewinsky.” ln order to analyse the President’s response, remember that he
had already given his definition of ‘sexual relations” and that his definidon excluded oral sex. Therefore,
in his mind he did not have sex with Ms Lewinsky. Further, by placing 2 lengthy pause between ‘that
woman” and ‘Monica Lewinsky” the President evaded the associaton. He is denying having sex with
‘that woman’ only. “That woman’ could be anybody in his mind at that ame. Monica Lewinsky’ is
voiced after a lengthyv pause, as if to separate the name from the activity in question, and as if it were a

sepm:ate Statement.
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Coetzee and Russel (2000: 16-17) go on to say that the concept of distance i1 a statement
indicates a relative artitude shift and distance in reakity as it concems the subject. Where seemingly
mnappropriate (subjective) distance exists, it 1s there for a reason. The subject put it there. The reason in
reality may well be an indication of deceptive behaviour and tells us more than the subject realises about

their relationships and the events, and/or people in the events described in their stories.

According to Coetzee and Russel (2000: 16-17) another of President Clinton’s evasion
techmiques was highlighted when an investugative journalist asked him: “Did you ever smoke
Manjuana?” President Chinton answered: “I have never broken any of the laws of my country.” (It was
the right answer 10 the wrong question!) The journalist then asked: “Did you ever break the laws of any
other country?” at this point President Clinton knew where the joumalist was going and wisely elected
to answer the first question, albeit with the cavear: “Yes, but I never inhaled”

Ovwming the question mark

Coetzee and Russel (2000: 18) state that as much as investigators will seek to conmol the
question mark, they will also simve to control the full stop: the subject is required to place a full stop at
the end of each sentence, and not a question mark or even an exclamation matk. A sentence ending

with an exclamation mark such as: “Oh, for Pete’s!” 1s not an answer and the question must be asked

agamn.

Coetzee and Russel add that evasion techniques are common in radio and television interviews
and the trained broadcaster sees them coming from a mile off. The classic diversionary tactc that steers
the inexperienced interviewer away from dangerous ground is the gratuitous compliment followed by
an answer that does not answer the question being asked — while the inexpedenced interviewer preens

from the crumb of acknowledgement from the rich and famous.

The interviewer asks: “More and more pegple are walking the streels or in search of work with little prospect
of finding it. Mr politician, what are you, as Minister of Emiployment going to do abont the rising ievel of joblessness?”

My Politician answers: ‘I very glad that you asked me that question. [t is an excellent question and I can
assure you that the governsent Is very conscious of the situation and iy working very hard fo recttfy tt. But before I answer
that question let me turn your attention for a moment 1o thes Government’s record in housing where we hare...” (Coetzee

and Russel 2000: 19)

Coetzee and Russel (2000: 19) state that the right course of action is ro reclaim the queston

mark, even at the risk of rudeness: “I'm afraid we don’t have the ume o go down that road, Mr
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Minister. What are you going to do about unemployment?” The look on the interviewee’s faces will tell
the mterviewer they know the game is up — and the interviewer gamns the psychological advantage.
Polificians usually lie by omission, which 1s just another way 10 get around a difficuit question.

LOVING LIES OF SILENCE

According to Hayford, Ecclesiastes (3: 7) states that there is a2 time to keep silent and a nme to
speak. We have to consider whether there is a tme for silence that tells a lie. Smedes (1983: 243-244)
cites the example of when you are m a group when boring old Harry asks, “Is aavone going o
Pinetown?” and you keep your mouth shut even though you plan to take off to Pmerown in five

minutes. Your silence 1s a bald-faced he.

Smedes adds thar we are not morally bound to tell the truth whenever we have a chance to blurt
it out. I do not need to tell a friend my son has graduated with distincnon when I know his son just
dropped out of college. No mother needs to tell her daughter she is ugly. No student 1s obligated to tell
a retiring professor that his lectures were platitudinous harangues. Silence can be golden.

According to Smedes we get into murky moml waters, however, when we ask whether we
ought to tell silent lies to people who do have a normal fight to our truthfulness. Some of our
relationships depend on open truthfulness; we make covenants that are kept alive by truth and are
broken by deceit. Marriage is a covenant like this. Yet — mn life’s brokenness — may 1t ever be necessary

to deceive precisely for the sake of keeping the covenant?

Smedes (1983: 243-244) ates the example of Karen Naidoo who 1s a mamed woman with a
strong belief in the permanence of marnage with a great need for passion. She has just ended a
passionate love affair with another man; and she is now determined to rescue her marmage. She intends
to tum it, if she can, into a loving, as well as permanent relationship. She is certain that her husband
Dillon would leave her and call the mamage quits if he ever found out about her affair. So, torn
between her dedication to marnage and shame at being a silent har, Karen chooses a policy of loving
silence.

Karen believes that she 1s Iving abour the past to honour a duty about the present. The
important duty of the present is this: she ought to save her marrage. The truth abour her affair is a
truth about a past infidelity. Her duty to her lasung covenant overtakes her duty to the facts abour an
affarr that is over.
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Karen acts out 2 weak sort of ke; keeping one’s mouth shut does pot have the same sort of
moral wallop that bald-faced lies do. But, weak as it 1s, her silent decert puts that same shackles on
Diflon that a “robust lie” would. He is kept from making his own free response to important facts that
have invaded his hife. He is denied Ius night to truthfulness. Karen is sure he will use his nght to
truthfulness to prevent her froru having a second chance to save their marriage, so she opts for the
strong value of marriage and pays for it with the prce of a weak sin.

The simation is laced with an irony that afflicts a lot of morality in a fallen kfe. Marriage is a
kind of relanonship that needs truthfulness as its essence. Since adultery always threatens 1o destroy a
marnage, lving about it usually is required to save the marmage. Therefore, the offence itself guarantees
the “aght to he”. The irony Is too great.

LIFS THAT MAY BE ACCEPTABLE

According to Coetzee and Russel (2000: xi) there is no question that there are times when a lie
i called for. We all indulge in ssal fing. Social lies can cover a lot of remtory, from harmless bragging
and embellishment of one’s social status, to Iying for the sake of preserving relationships. Fkman (1989:
105) states that this type of lying is more serious when used by adults, as in cases of infidelity. Coetzee
and Russel (2000 add that in the course of our soaal interaction we lie and are lied to regulatly — and
quite acceptably. Is it okayr Does it hurt anyone? These are questions the perpetrators will ask
themselves. One of the primary reasons that leads a lot of people to lie is to protect the image they have
of themselves. 1t is far easier to say, “‘We deaded to go our separate ways’ than ‘1 got dumped’. We can
live more easily with ‘T decided to go and look for 2 bigger challenge,’ than ‘T got fired”.

Lyle (1993: 74 stresses that social lies and less-than-sincere flattery also seem to be necessary to
maintain harmony, friendships, and jobs. The phrase, ‘lets have lunch sometime’, is 2 well-known social
lie, which, while apparendy offering a friendly meenng, rarely results in such an encounter. Yet it setves
a useful purpose by enabling two people to cooperate in a harmless he, and remain acquaintances - if
not genuine foends.

Similarly, according to Lyle (1993), complimenting someone on his or her cooking or
appearance — when both might be dreadful - allows everyone to sustam a reasonably civilised social
front and avoid obvious conflict. Politicans are often adept hars, not from a destre to deceive, but from
loyalty to their party’s policies and leader, from ambinon to be elected, or from a need to conceal

sensitive informaton from the public.
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Lyle (1993) adds that women make better he detectors than men, perhaps because they are
encouraged to rely on intuition and emotional gur reactions. They are also more expressive expogents
of body language - and so practised at interpreting it accurately. Men are often wary of what has been
called ‘feminine intuttion’.

Tact

Goleman (1998b: 222} sates that tact ~ in the form of discreet inattention — is a keystone of the
socal alliance to hopour the integrity of the frames we share. Sykes (1983: 1087) defines tact as intuitive
perception of what is fitting, especially of the right thing to do or say in order to avoid giving offence or
to gain goodwill, adroitness in dealing with persons or crcumstances. Ekman (1989: 6) characterises
tact as requiring evasion, embroidery and sometimes saying something that is completely untrue.
Politeness often requires some fabrcation. “That meal was absolutely delicious,” is 2 common
statement by a guest to a hostess who may not be a very good cook. When the real reason is that we
want to avoid what is expected to be a dull, boring or disastrous evening, we make all sorts of excuses

like saying we cannot find a baby-sitter, we have a prior armangement or we are not well.

Pokite hes

Smedes (1983: 232) dites the following examples of polite lies:

0 A woman is invited to a party she does not want to attend. She responds that she would
love to come, but she is engaged on that particular date.

© A\ crude guest leaves after an insufferable visir and his hostess says to him that she looks
forward to seeing him again.

O A person begins a letter to a man he despises with, “Dear Seelan,” and ends it, “Cordally

*y

yours.

All of this deceppon is well meant, not to decerve a neghbour, but to keep unpleasanmess from
becoming impolite.
Exaggerations

Smedes (1983: 232-233) adds that we often inflate our words, not to hurt anvbody, but to make
them feel better and, maybe, to spice up our own conversation. An average woman becomes a
“beaunful person”. An ordinary sermon becomes an “mspiration”. Someone tries rather hard and he is
credited with an “incredible effort”. We spankle complhiments to our fnends with “Sensavonall” and
“Fantastic!” to describe what are only passable performances. Anything less than “terrific” has these
davs become a failure.
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Acconding to Ekman (1989: 29-30) boasting or exaggerating is a very common ke in both
childrea and adults. The motive is to increase one’s status, to appear more important, glamorous and
excting to others. The exaggerated account is usually interesting, and more flattering than the
vadomed one. In exaggerations, there is a shred of truth that is embellished and paraded, in fakery, the
clim is completely untrue — the boast is about something that never happened.

Glosses

Stmedes (1983: 23) states that when we put a hittle phoney lustre on an ugly reality, or pull a false
cover over @ wretched fact, we are plossing. The company has suffered disasttous losses; but the
president tells the stockholders: “The company is n good shape after some seasonal reverses”. A child
15 being told she was adopted; her mother tells her, “You are special, because you ate a chosen child”.
We make life alitde easier for the people we deal with by making believe, for a moment, that the walls

are offwhite when, in fact, they are a sad grey.

Euphem isins

Gass and Seiter (2003: 158) sute that euphemisms are inoffensive terms substututed for
offensve ones A eaphemism is a figure of speech that is used to describe something disagreeable,
temfying or offensive in a vaguer, milder or more indirect way. Smedes (1983: 232) declares that in a
world of rough edged-reality, we like to soften the comers with words that do not cut so easily into the
flesh. When someone dies, we say, ‘He passed away’. In Victorian times a leg was very delicately called a
imb’ ind underwear was referred to as ‘unmentionables’. Today politicians often use euphemism to
hide the truth. For exarnple, soldiers who die in wartime activities are called ‘casualties” and bloody riots
are referred to as ‘unrest-related incidents’. We ‘terrminate a pregnancy” instead of ‘kill a foetus’. We have
“‘meaningful reltionships’ instead of ‘commit adultery’. Pomographers cover up the ugliness of their
business by calling their shops “adult bookstores’. The ultimate euphemism was calling the Naz killing
of six million Jews ‘the final solution’. As Smedes (1983: 232) states, one could atgue that euphemisms
arenotreally ies, but, as Mary Poppins sang, the ‘spoonful of sugar’ that ‘helps the medicine go down”.

The wse of euphemism to hide the truth is demonstrated at its best in the world of advertising

and in the property market.
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HQUSE FOR SALE
Quiet living in the dead centre of town.

Lovely garden for nature lovers with large
tropical fish  pond unusual
Natural face-brick finish

and
landscaping.
accentuated by genuine antique doors.
Sunken lounge with sky roof and water
feature. Owner still gives it TLC. A house
you could die for! A steal at only R260 000

HOUSE FOR SALE
Next door to cemetery. Garden fallen to

rack and ruin — mole tunnels everywhere.
Swimming pool cracked and overgrown
with algae. Plaster on exterior peeling off.
Rotten doors need replacement. Sunken
floorboards are the result of foundation

collapse. Leaking geyser made big holes mn
parlour roof. Owner murdered tragically in

the house — still haunts the place. A rip-off
at R260 000.

Figure 11: The use of euphemism to hide the truth Grade 10 worksheet

Lies to protect our equals

Smedes (1983: 235) cites the example of an incompetent colleague, professionally marginal but a
fine character, would not be promoted if we told our supervisor what we knew about him. So we lie for
him, not grandly, just enough to get him by. A physician does needless spinal surgety, and botches ir.
He is sued; his colleagues on the staff cover for him by repairing his damage with follow-up surgery,
and they lie for him on the stand.

A munister 1s playing sexual games with admiring women in his congregation. A few
parishioniers are getting suspicious and one or two of his colleagues know for sure; but when the

presbytery investigates, the colleagues lie to give the man of God another chance.

A trial lawyer defends his rich client with a batrage of lying legalese. After all, we have to stick
together and protect our own. A little lying may be the last we can do for our brothers and sistets in the

trade

Lies to protect our lessers

Smedes (1983: 235) states that people in power often think that ordinary people cannor cope
with the truth. So they lie in order to protect us. They act as out parents who decide when their children
are ready for the truth about life.

Political leaders tell Lies for the good of multitudes. They “know” that the little people cannot be
trusted with the truth. The great lie of 1964 according to Bok (1978: 182) was that of Lyndon Johnson
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who “knew” that his own election was for the supreme good of the nation. One way to secure it was to
portray his opponent, Barry Goldwater, as 2 man who would expand the war in Vietnam himself as the
man of peace and restrint, so he promised to restrict the US role in the war, all the while planning
behind the scenes for massive bombing of North Vietnam. The President lied for the “good” of his

children, the people.

According to Bok (1978) leaders are often high-minded people. Indeed, the higher-minded
they are, the more they assume they “know” what is good for people. We may assume that Franklin
Roosevelt felt that he was gently nurturing his nation; family when he promised he would never send
their sons to foreign wars. We may guess that Richard Nixon had a patronising motive when he lied to
cover his tracks through Watergate to “save the Presidency”. “Noble lies” scem at the time to be
necessary for the good of the little folk. However, as high-minded as they are, lying leaders are deciding

for the rest of us when we may know the truth.

Lies to protect the suffering

Smedes (1983: 236-237) says that few people enjoy the supenonty over people that a doctor
does over his patient. Doctors take an oath to relieve suffering; surely, any doctor may guess, obeying
the oath comes before pety scruples about truthfulness. The physican decides whether the sick and
dying will be told the truth about his condition. Reasons for Iying to the sick and dying are reasons of
compassion, of course. They anse from the weakness of the people whom the doctors serve. Sick
people often need protection from truthfulness.

First, it 1s said, the truth will hurt them. Smedes (1983) states that the truth hurts sick and dying
people in almost every concervable way. It hurts just because it 1s the truth about painful reality. If you
are dying of leukaemia, it may hurt more to hear about it than it does to die of it. {t hunts a woman with
cancer to be told that her days are numbered, because the information may take away her will to bive. A
doctor cannot know for sure how a patient will react 1o bad news. How can he be certain that the man
who is told he 1s soon going to die 2 painful death will not go berserk and jump out the window o fall
into a depression? Truthfulness can be a dangerous weapon. Sometimes it may be better to put it in a

drawer and use a tender lie instead. There are it seems, tender reasons for deceiving people.

According to Smedes (1983) a second reason is that the truth is too hard to tell. For one thing,
the truth about Hliness is very complex, and it can be told accurately only in technical medical jargon. No
doctor can make it all understandable. Besides, there is so little ime; there are other patients warting, To
make it harder, many patients are very lirnited. In large cities many pattents may comprehend very hrtle

Enghsh. The truth about a doctor’s fees is simple; we can put that on a computenised mvoice. However,
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telling 2 person the truth about the one thing that touches him most — whether he will live or die —is
often too hard evea for a graduate of medical school. Every doctor knows, however, that truthfulness is
not the same as truth. Truthfulness requires honesty — even when it cannot dehver clanty and
completeness. We are talking here about lying as deception — which 1s different from inability to make
everything clear. The question is whether it is good to deceive whenever it is hard to explain.

Third, the truth may be unwanted. Physicians may assume that patients do not want ugly and
painful truthfulness. Perhaps it is only healthy people who are certain that they want to know the truth
if they were fatally ill. In the time of their own illness, the same persons may be comforted by 2 le.
From this philosophical obsetvation many doctors conclude that most people who face terrble news
about their illness would really rather be Lied to than given the truth. In any case, the physician decides
whether any specific sick person wants the truth; no doctor asks a patient whether he wants to be lied

to.

Smedes (1983: 238) adds that the answer depends to some extent on whether, on balance,
loving lies are really helpful — more helpful, anyway, than harmful — over the long term. The
commandment pushes us into the field with a bias against lying on the ground that truthfulness is of the
essence for a human community. In order to overcome tus bias, the champion of the loving lie must
show that benevolent lies save us from needless evil while causing at worst, only “minimal harm”. It 1s
pot enough to claim that a loving lie helps the individual being lied to; we need to be shown that the
practice of loving lies is not harmful to the community. T will now examine the “minimal harm” of

benevolent lying.

WHITE LIES

Ekman (1989: 101) descubes a white lie as one that benefits someone or any lie that is told to
make a situation easier to deal with. It is intended to have no major repercussions. Bok (1978: 58) adds
that other white lies are told in an effort to flatter, to throw a cheerful interpretation on depressing
circumstances, or to show gratitude for unwanted gifts. In the eyes of many, such white lies do no
harm, provide needed support and cheer, and help dispel gloom and boredom. They preserve the
equilibrium and often the humaneness of soc:l relationships, and are usually accepted as excusable so
long as they do not become excesstve. Many argue that such deception is so helpful and at times so
necessary that it must be tolerated as an exception to a general policy aganst lymg.

Bok (1978: 57) charactenises white hies at the other end of the spectrum of deception, from les

in a serous cosis. They are the most common and the most tnvial forms that duphaty can take. The
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fact that they are so common provides their protective colouring. And their triviahty, when compared

to more threateninge lies, makes it seem unnecessary or even absurd to condemn them.
ming lies, ary

Bok (1978: 59) states that another kind of lie may actually be advocated as brnnging a more
substantial benefit, or avoiding a real harm, while seeming quite innocuous to those who tell the Les.
Such are the placebos given for innumerable common ailments, and the pervasive use of inflated grades

and recommendations for employment and promotion.

Bok (1978) adds that a large number of lies without such redeeming features are nevertheless
often regarded as so trivial that they should be grouped with white lies. They are lies told on the spur of
the moment, for want of reflection, or to get out of a scrape, or even simply to pass the time. Such are
the hies told to boast or exaggerate; the many lies told or repeated in gossip; lies told in order to say
something; the embroidering on facts that seem too tedious in their own right; and the substitution of a
quick lie for the lengthy explanations one might otherwise have to provide for something not worth

spending time on.

Smedes (1983: 233) states that we must judge the “white lie” in terms of its tendency, its
cumulative impact on people, not just in terms of a single lie. There are trade-offs involved. Here are

some possible negative factors, according to Smedes (1983), when we try to justify the harmless lie.

Erosion of our “sense of truthfulness”™

According to Smedes (1983: 233) the person who uses the harmless lie as an escape route from
every uncomfortable conversation can scon become addicted to lying. If you always try to make people
around you feel good by exaggerated praise; if you always soothe anger by glossing over whatever it was
that made you feel angry, if you always rescue yourself from socially tight situations by lying about your
feclings, you are likely to develop a habit and you risk losing your feel for being aruthful, the sense of
claim truthfualness has over you.

Evasion of reality

Smedes (1983: 234) adds that the white lie is to communicaton what Valium is to seress. Used
in emergendcies, they might be detours around trouble we are not equipped to cope with today. Butas a
habit, they become patterns of evasion. We use them, not to give us time to catch our breath so that we
can confront trouble tomorrow, but to live as though trouble did not trouble us. The habituval white liar
is 2 person who “cops out” of risk and unpleasantess; he deals with interrelatonal pain by freezing
persons into the numbness of habitual hypocrsy.
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Moral handcuffing

Smedes (1983: 234) states that the “white lie” ties the deceived person down to the le and
prevents her/him from a free response to zeality. Preventing a small pain for now, the “white lie” often
causes more pain later on. A writer gets 2 manuscript back from a publisher with the gentle hie: “your
work is too sophisticated for our readers”. The “white lie” is just enough of a bromide to discourage the
wiiter from the painful job of rewriting a boring book. A wife/husband passes through twenty years of
secret misery in her/his marriage, afraid to share the truth of her/his discontent with her/his
husband/wife. Finally s/he leaves him/her, never having allowed him/her the freedom of painful
encounter with the truth about himself/herself. White Lies that start out as sodial crutches tend to
become shackles.

Nurture of cynicism

The white lie as a way of life gradually creates cynicism in both liar and deceived. Gradually
nobody trusts the othert to tell the truth. When we have told “white lies” often encugh we assume that
others do the same to us. The game of life we assume, calls for both people in a conversation to be
gentle Liars. But does it stop there? Once you assume that I lie in polite circles, can you trust me in

business or politics?

The utilitarian’s view

Bok (1978: 59-60) explains that utilitarians often site white lies as the kind of decepton where
their theoty shows the benefits of common sense and clear thinking. A white lie, they behold, is trivial;
it is either completely harmless, or so marginally harmful that the cost of detecting and evaluating the
harm 1s much greater than the minute harm itself. In additon, the white lie can often actually be
beneficial, thus further tipping the scales of utlity. In a world with so many difficult problems
utilitarians might ask: why take the time to weigh the minute pros and cons in telling someone that his
tie is attractive when it is an abomination, or of saving to a guest that a broken vase was worthless? Why
bother to define such insigpificant distortions or make mountains out of molehills by seeking to justify

them?

Bok (1978) states that the harmlessness of lies 1s notoriously disputable. What the liar perceives
as harmless or even beneficial may not be so in the eye of the deceived. Also, the failure to lock at an
entire practice rather than at their own isolated case often blinds liars to cumulative harm and
expanding deceptive activities. Those who begin with white lies can come to resort to more frequent
and more sertous ones. When some tell a few white lies, others may tell more. When lines are so hard to

draw, the indiscriminate use of such white lies can lead to other deceptive practices. The aggregate harm
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from a large number of marginally harmful instances and may, therefore, be highly undesirable n the
end — for hars, those deceived, and honesty and trust more generally.

According to Bok (1978), utilitatians often fail to look at pracices of deception and the ways in
which these multiply and reinforce one another. They tend to focus rather, on the individual case, seen
from the point of view of the individual liar. Lies tend to spread. Disagreeable facts tend to be
sugarcoated, and sad news softened or denied altogether. Many ke to children and those who are il
about matters that are no longer peripheral but quite central, such as birth, adoption, divorce and death.
Deceptive propaganda and misleading advertising abound. All these lies are often dismissed on the
same grounds of hatmlessness and triviality used for white lies in general There are practices where lies
beleved trivial are common. Triviality in an isolated lie can be more clearly seen to differ markedly from

the costs of an entire practice — both to individuals and to communities. One such practice is that of

giving placebos.

PLACEBOS

According to Bok (1978: 61-68) the common practice of prescribing placebos to unwitting
patients illustrates the two miscalculations so common to minor forms of deceit: ignoting possible harm
and failing to see how gestures assumed to be trivial build up into collectively undesirable practices.
Placebos have been used since the beginning of medicine. Bok (1978) states that they can be sugar pills,
salt-water injections — m fact, any medical procedure which has no specific effect on a patient’s
condition, but which can have powerful psychological effects leading to relief from symptoms such as

pain or depression.

Placebos are prescribed with great frequency. Exactly how often cannot be known, the less so
as physicians do not ordinarly talk publicly about using them. At times, self-deception enters 1n on the
patt of the physicians, so that they have unwarranted faith in the powers of what can work only as a
placebo. As with salesmanship, medication often involves unjustified belief in the excellence of what is
suggested to others.

The denvaton of “placebo” as cited by Bok, from the Latin for “I shall please”, gives the word
a benevolent mng, somehow placing placebos beyond moral criticdsm and conjuring up images of
hypochondracs whose vague ailments are dispelled with adroit prescnptions of beneficent sugar pills.
Physicians often give a humorous unge to mstructions for prescnbing these substances, which helps to

remove them from senious ethical concern. Health professionals argue that placebos are far less
dangerous than some genuine drugs.
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Howevet, according to Bok (1978), placebos may actually prevent the treatment of an
underlying, undiagnosed problem. Moreover, even if the “placebo” wotks, the effect is often short-
lived; the symptoms may recur, or crop up in other forms. Very often, the symptoms, of which the
patient complains, are bound to go away by themselves, sometimes, even from the mere contact with a
professional. In those cases, the placebo is unnecessary; having recourse to it merely reinforces a

tendency to depend upon pills or treatments where none is needed.

Even apartt from financial and emotional costs and the squandering of resources, the practice of
giving placebos is wasteful of a very precious good: the trust on which so much in the medical
relationship depends. The trust of those patients who find out they have been duped is lost, sometimes
irretrievably. They may then lose confidence in physicians and even in bona fide medication, which they

may need in the future.

Bok (1978) adds that the patients who do not discover the deception and are left beheving that
a placebo remedy has worked may continue to rely on it under the wrong circumstances. This is
especially true with drugs such as antibiotics, which are sometimes used as placebos and sometimes for
their specific action. Many patents, for example, come to believe that they must ask for the prescription
of antibiotics every time their child has a fever or a cold. The fact that so many doctors accede to such
requests perpetuates the dependence of these families on medical care they do not need and weakens
their ability to cope with health problems. Worst of all, those children who cannot tolerate antibiotics

may have severe reactions, sometimes fatal, to such unnecessary medication.

Such deceptive practices, by their very nature, tend to escape the normal restmints of
accountability and can therefore spread more easily than others. There are many instances in which an

innocuous-seeming pr.acticc has grown to become a large-scale and more dangerous one.

Bok (1978) says that reports of deceptive practices mevitably leak out, and the resulting
suspicion is heightened by the anxiety, which threats to health always create. Therefore, even the health
professionals who do not muslead their patients are injured by those who do; the entire institution of
medicine is threatened by practices lacking in candour, however harmless the results may appear in
some individual cases.

Deception by placebo can also spread from therapy and diagnosis to expenmentation. Much
expettmentation with placebos is honest and consented to by the expertmental subjects, especially since
the advent of strct rules govemning such experimentation. But gnevous abuses have taken place where

placebos were given to unsuspecting subjects who believed they had recerved another substance.
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Bok (1978: 67) cites the example of a number of Mexican-American women who applied to a
family-planning clinic for contraceptives. Some of them were given oral contraceptives and others were
given placebos, or dummy pills that looked like the real thing. Without fully informed consent, the
women were being used 11 an experiment to explore the side effects of various contraceptive pills.
Some of those who were given placebos experientced a predictable side effect — they became pregnant.
The investigators neither assumed financial responsibility for the babies, nor indicated any concern
about having bypassed the “informed consent” that is required in ethical experiments with human
beings. One contented himself with the observation that if the law had permitted #, he could have
aborted the pregnant women.

According to Bok the failure to think about the ethical problems in such a case stems at least in
part from the innocent-seeming white lies so often told in giving placebos. The spread from therapy to
expenimentation and from harmlessness to its opposite often goes unnoticed in part secause of the
triviality believed to be connected with placebos as white lies. This lack of foresight and concern is most
frequent when the subjects in the experiment are least likely to object or defend themselves, as with the

poor, the institionalised, and the very young,

This is not to say that all placebos must be ruled out; merely that they cannot be excused as
innocuous. They should be prescribed, but rarely, and only after a careful diagnosis and consideration of
non-deceptive alternatives; they should be used in experimentation only after subjects have consented

to their use.

DECEPTION AS THERAPY

Bok (1978: 221 — 225) cites the example of a forty-six year old man, coming to a clinic for a
routine physical check-up needed for insurance purposes, is diagnosed as having a form of cancer likely
to cause him to die within six months. No known cure exits for it. Chemotherapy may prolong life by 2
few extra months, but will have side effects the physician does not think are warranted in this case. In
addition, he believes that such therapy should be reserved for patients with a chance of recovery or
remission. The pattent has no symptoms gtving him any reason to believe that he is not perfectly
healthy. He expects to take a short vacation in a week.

Bok (1978) adds that for the physician, there are now several choices involving truthfulness.
Qught be to tell the patient what he has leamnt, or conceal it. If asked, should he deny it? If he decides to
reveal the diagnosis, should he delay doing so unnl after the patient retums from his vacations Finally,
even if he does reveal the senous nature of the diagnosis, should he mention the possibility of
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chemotherapy and his reasons for not recommending it in this case? Or should he encourage every last
effort to postpone death?

According to Bok (1978: 221 — 225) in this particular case, the physician chose to inform the
patient of his diagnosis right away. He did not however, mention the possibility of chemotherapy. A
medical student working under him disagreed; several nurses also thought that the patient should have
been informed of this possibility. They tried, unsuccessfully, to persuade the physician that this was the
patient’s right. When persuasion had failed, the student elected to disobey the doctor by informing the
patient of the alternative of chemotherapy. After consultation with family members, the patient chose

to ask for the treatment.

Bok (1978) adds that doctors confront such choices often and urgently. What they reveal, hold
back, or distort will matter profoundly to their patients. Doctors stress with corresponding vehemence
their reasons for the distortion or concealment: not to confuse 2 sick person needlessly, or cause what
may well be unnecessarily pain or discomfort, as in the case of the cancer patient; not to leave a patient
without hope, as in those many cases where the dying are not told the truth about their condition; or to
unprove the chances of cure, as where unwarranted optimism is expressed about some form of therapy.
Doctors use mformation as part of the therapeutic regimen; it is given out in amounts, in admixtures,

and according to iming believed best for patients. Accuracy, by companson, matters far less.

Bok (1978: 221 — 225) states that lying to patients, has, therefore, seemed an especially excusable
act. Some would argue that doctors, and anfy doctors, should be granted the right to manipulate the
truth in ways so undestrable for politicians, lawyers, and others. Doctors are trained to help patients;
their relationship to patients carries special obligations, and they know much more than laymen about

what helps and hinders recovery and survival

The two fundamental principles of doing good and not doing harm - of beneficence and non-
maleficence - are the most immediately relevant to medical practiioners and the most frequently
stressed. To preserve life and good health, to ward off illness, pain and death — these are the perennial
tasks of medicmne and nursing. These principles have found powerful expression at all times in the
history of medicine. In the Hippocratic oath, physicians promise to use treatment to help the sick, but
never with a view to injury and wrongdoing,

Bok (1978: 221 — 225) mentons that the Hippocratic oath makes no mention of truthfulness to

patients about their condition, prognosis or treatment.
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THE DAMAGE DONE BY BENEVOLENT LIES

Smedes (1983: 238-239) cites the following as damages donte by benevolent lies:

First, it casts the deceived i infantile roles. Somebody else is deciding for them when they are
strong enough to bear up under the truth and when they cught to be deceived.

Second, benevolent lying robs the deceived of their right to truth. Someone else has decided
that people who are mere atizens or patients do not have an intrinsic nght to trust people to speak
truthfully to them.

Third, lying to help someone robs the deceived of freedom. No one can be free who is forced
to make decisions on the basis of false or misleading information. People who are lied to for their own
political or physical good are, by that lie, being held in bondage. They cannot make their own response
to the bad news about their own reality.

Fourth, such lies rob a person of his touch with reality. It would seem to be important for a
human being to be in contact with the reality. It would seem to be inportant for a human being to be in
contact with the reality of himself and his environment. To lose contact with reality is, in some measure,
to lose orientation, to lose rationality, and lose a dimension of one’s self. A person who lives with
falschood is living in an unreal world, and to force someone into that world by benevolent lies is to

demean him.

Benevolent lying cotrodes the character of the liar

Smedes (1983: 238-239) states that few people in our sinful condition can long resist the
corrosive effects of patronising lying. The sheer arrogance of assuming that you have a right to decide
when other people should be lied to is morally destructive No one can play this godlike role for long
without thinking that s/he personally matches the role. The loving liar who begins by lying only in an
emergency for the other person’s good, soon comes to believe that s/he really has the wisdom to know
when anyone deserves the truth. Furthermore, people in power have a hard ume keeping clear the ume
between what 1s good for the public and what is good for the liar. The patronising politician becomes a
liar whenever s/he needs to lie to cover her/his own flanks. The patronising medic begins to tell lies
whenever lying helps her/him escape a painful encounter with her/his own medical failure. Benevolent
lies, habitually told, corrode the character of the patronising lar.
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Benevolent lying breaks community

Smedes (1983: 238-239) adds that patronising lies tend, in the long run, to erode the trust
people need for common life. Lies told by politaaas for the public good eventually create 2 cyniasm
about government, which pull people out of participation in democracy. Lies told to help incompetent
colleagues survive, and tend to erode the community’s confidence in professional people. Lies told to
protect the suffering undermine the trust a community has a right to have in the leading professions.
On the har’s side, benevolent lying becomes a tool for manipulating people. The har destroys
communication because s/he uses it as a tool to get what s/he needs from the weak. No community

can exist as a community of rational and canng people in an atmosphere of patronising deceit.
The good achieved by lying tends to be short-range good

Smedes (1983: 239) states that when we lie to spare people pain today; our lying may prevent
them from doing something about the cause of pain in the future. We lie to protect our colleagues and
friends; but we do not give them a chance to correct their faults, and we foist them instead on
unsuspectng victims of their incompetence. Lies are almost always told for today’s good without due
regard for those who must pick up the pieces tomorrow.

Lies 1o save lives

Smedes (1983: 240-241) states that this may be a wotkable test: i I can save another person’s
life only by telling a hife, I am justified in lying. In addition, by the law of self-defence, if I may hve to
save a neighbour’s life, I should be allowed to lie to save my own. In short, when a human life is pitted

against truthfulness, let life have the day.

We feel confident about lying to save life because we have an undeniable intuinon that
destroying a human life is far worse than lying. Most of us simply feel that when it comes to life, we
may lie boldly and grandly, and without qualms. We do not need an argument; we rely on our primitive

sense for what counts.

According to Smedes (1983) lying to save a life, however, is often a gamble. We are not dealing
with legal contracts, as a rule, as if your life can be guaranteed by my lie. Situations in which a person
lies to save a life are not always cut and doed. The Gestapo 1s at the door; you have two Jews mn your
attic and the Nazis are hunting them. You lie, because you &now that if the Gestapo finds them, the Jews
are dead. But consider an armed man trapped in a bank. He takes everyone in the bank hostage and
threatens to kill them all You tell him that he will be allowed to go free if he puts down his gun and
surrenders. You lie; you know he will be arrested. You Lie with only a hope that your lie will save a life.
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You do not even have favourable odds — yet human life is so much more important than truthful words

that even a reasonable chance of saving a life would seem to justify the Le.

MENTAL RESTRAINT

Bok (1978: 35) explains that “mental reservation” or “mental restraint” took its lead from St
Augustine’s definition of lying as having one thing in one’s heart and uttering another, but it &f o#t the
speaker’s intention as part of the definition. It thereby allowed the following argument: If you say
something misleading to another and merely add a qualification to it in your mind so as to make it true,
you cannot be responsible for the “misinterpretation” made by the listener. Some argued that such
mental reservation could be used only for 2 just cause and when there was a chance for the deceived to
make the correct inference. Others went very far in expanding its usage — to the pomt where a clever
person could always find the convenient mental reservation for any falsehood he wanted to convey.
Needless to say, this doctrine aroused intense controversy, both within and outside Catholic circles.

Bok (1978: 36-37), adds that since oaths in court were originally sworn in the name of God with
the fear that He might strike down those who took his name in order to support falsehoods, some
argued that a silent reservation, audible to God but not to the court, might avoid this fate. Thus an
adulterous woman might swear that that she had not wronged her husband, adding silently that at least
she had not done so that week, or at a certain house, thereby escaping her husband’s wrath and a certain
death, while not believing herself perjured in the eyes of God.

Bok (1978: 36) explains that resorting to mental reservations and other internal disclhimers to
outward acts has been a matter of life and death in those many periods when religious persecution has
raged. In the sixteenth century, for example, the so-called Nicodemites, who had converted to
Lutheranism or Calvinism, tried to escape persecution by concealing their religious views and by
participating in the Mass. They sought to justify this behaviour on religious grounds, but Calvin
condemned them in the harshest terms, advising them to emigrate from Catholic areas rather than to
take part in “papist ceremonies”.

Bok (1978: 36-37) says that menmal reservation is not altogether a thing of the past. We sdll

swear to omit it in many official caths of citizenship and public office.

ROMANTIC DECEPTION

Caldwell (2000: 14) defines romantic deception as the unrestrained misrepresentation of

significant facts in the context of an intimate relationship. Truly skilled romantic liars use all sorts of
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techniques to paint a false picture. They tell straight-out lies, but they also engage in overstatement and
understatement. Sometimes romantic liars lie through their silence, and sometimes they deceive with the

help of friends. Some actually say very little, but misrepresent a lot. Among the vanous forms of
misrepresentation available to a romantic liar are the following:

o Falsification
o Concealment

o Diversion

0 Exaggeration

o Understatement

In forming relationships, there needs to be some form of certainty about progeny. In the initial
phase of romantic deception, couples go through a stage where there is an understanding that probing

questions will not be asked, and each strives to present the best imptession of herself/himself.

In the second phase, which is the self-revealing phase, intimate details about themselves,
relatives and other relationships are revealed to test how seriousness of the relationship and to give the
other party an opportunity to step back from the relationship if s/he so wishes. The person revealing

embarrassing details of the unadorned self seeks to see to what extent s/he can trust the partner.

Blair et al (2001) analysed how different forms of deception functioned in different types of
intimate relationships. The intimate relationships considered were married couples, engaged couples,
dating partners, and fnends. Deception within these intimate personal relationships functions differently
than in socal situations because of its target-specific nature and descnbed target-specific as referring to
when an individual in an mntimate relationship tends to know which deception strategy will be most
successful. In short, the operating factor that differentiates deception within relatonships from
deception in social settings is its person-specific nature made possible by partner intimacy. One of the
main goals was to determine if particular types of deception were favoured in different types of intimate
relationships. If parmers were intimate, there was a greater chance that a falsification or distortion
would be revealed. Falsification (ie., contradiction) was found to be the most frequently reported

deception strategy followed by omission, with distortion as third.

Blair et al (2001: 58) state the research was based on the premise that the central function of
deception in relationships is to protect the harmony of the relatonship. However, depending on the
146



type of relationship (marriage, engaged, dating, or frendship) the specific motivation behind a
deception was found to differ according to relationship type. Some, deception motivations were found
to be more prevalent in certain relationship types. For example, in marriage the reason for deception
was concern for one’s partner, as the pariners assume continuation of the relationship. Conversely, in
dating relationships, the reasons for deception focused on maintaining continuation of the relationship,
rather than concem for one’s partner. This is because continuation of the relationship is not as certain
in dating relationships as it is in marrages. In addition to deception, power is another relatonship
dynamic that functions uniquely in the context of romantic relationships.

Power struggles

The questions of who has power and how to attain and maintain power have been explored by
many past researchers. Blair et al (2001: 58) add that power struggles exist on many levels, including
societal, political, industrial, and personal levels. Examining the concept of interpersonal power-over,
this study explored possible connections between deception use and the attainment or mamtaining of
power in romantic relationships. Interpersonal pouer-over is defined as one person having the power to
influence another when both are members of a specific relationship (ie., mantal and personal
relationships). Power-over has been analysed in reference to four constructs: interpersonal, societal,
organisational, and individual

Blair et al (2001: 67) state that Keenan, Galhzp, Goulet, and Kulkarni (1997) discussed a theory
about sex differences in mating strategies. The concept, derived from evolutionary theoty, is that men
want to mate with as many women as possible, and that women want a mate who will be committed to
help them protect and provide for their children. The different mating goals of the sexes bring their
mating strategies into conflict with each other. Men and women both have resorted to deception to
enhance their chances for obtaining a mate. Men engage in deceptions that make them appear to be
more committed and financially successful to women. Women engage in deceptions that help them
appear more physically attractive to men. Pethaps one possible explanation as to why the deception
evalnted in this study’s deception scenarios did not predict self-differentiation for men is that
deception serves as an mntegral part of men’s mating strategy. In short, regardless of their level of self-
differentiation, men might still employ deception as a mating strategy.

Truth bias

Caldwell (2000: 43) explains that as much as the truth bias is embedded i society, socalisation
1s embedded in us as individuals. It is the process of socalsation that gives us the cultural knowledge
we need if we are to function as 2 member of society. At times we rail against it, but it is with us, in us,

and around us from cradle to grave.
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According to Berger and Burgoon (1995: 81) conceptuahised as a cognitive heuristic, the truth
bias implies that as relationships become more intimate, partners develop a simple decision rule for
judging each other’s behaviout, ie., “My partner has been truthful in the past, therefore s/he is being
truthful now.” This deasion rule substitutes for careful scrutiny of a partner’s messages and becomes
chronically accessible through constant activation. Operation of the truth bias is consistent with the
conception of heuristic message processing and suggests a causal process in which relational intimacy 1s
positively related to the truth bias, which in tum is positively related to judgements of truthfulness and

negatively related to detection accuracy.

Betger and Burgoon (1995: 81) state further that although the truth bias heunstic is available in
well-developed relationships, it was speculated that situational charactedstics of deceptive transactions
might serve to offset the operation of this heuristic and lead people to engage in more active message
processing.

Cognitive dissonance and suspicions

If your intuition does not warn you, your logical faculties probably will. Eventually there will be
some things you can probably point to — things about your partner’s behaviour — that do not make
sense. Caldwell (2000: 123) states that this 1s what social psychologists refer to as cognitive dissonance —
an mnternal state that results when reality does not line up with your expectations of reality. Gur natural
tendency is to work toward a resolution of the dissonance. Unfortunately, we sometimes take the easy
way out. Instead of holding firm to our expectations of reality (e.g., if this is an honest relationship, then
this is what would be happening), we downplay, minimise, or even deny the contradictory evidence. We
put aside the reality by altering our perceptons.

Caldwell (2000: 6) states that romantic deception, but its very nature, is cloaked in secrecy,
mantpulation and lusion. A romantic liar is not the man who tells you 2 litde white lie now and then to
keep your spints up or fals to tell you the whole truth because he wants to spare your feelings.
Similarly, a romantic liar is not the man who adds an embellishment here or there just to make a good
impression on you when you first meet. Omissions and enhancements like these technically constitute

lying, but they do not qualify as romantic deception.

Caldwell (2000) adds that masters in the art of romantic deception get away with the game
because they are just that — masters. They know what to do and how to do it When a romantic har is
operating in top form, you probably will not have a clue about what is going on. Some romantic hars
specialise in concealing the fact that they are married, while others have a flair for posing as doctors or

lawyers when they are not. Some romantc liars like to present themselves as decorated war heroes;
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others go a step further by impersonating mntelligence agents for the federal govemnment. As a rule, only

his imagination and the immediate circumstances Limit a4 romantic har.

Romantic liars commonly lie about:

O Marital status — lies about whether he is married, how many times he has been married,

and what happened to his ex-wife (ot wives)

© Family relationships — hies about the number of children he has, which family members are
still living, and where they live

© Personal history — lies about where he grew up, where he went to school, whether or not

he served in the military

© Present arcumstances and lifestyle — lies about where he actually lives and who he is iving
with, where he works or what he does for a living

Romantic deception is something that plays out in intimate relationships. Caldwell (2000 states
that all of us are accustomed to being on the receiving end of a lie now and then — lies from co-workers,
acquaintances, politicians and any number of other people. As a result, most of us have probably
learned to tolerate some degree of lying. It is one thing to be lied to by a politician, but it’s quite another
when 1t is our intimate partmer and this is what put romantic deception in a category of its own.
Romantic deception is a breach of trust, and it negates the very essence of intimacy: Here is why:

mtimacy is based wupon self-disclosure, but self-disclosure is the last thing on the mind of a romantic liar.

THE “WOOL” PULLERS

Gass and Seiter (2003: 268-269) state that the Machiavellian personality is not interested in
interpersonal relationships, manipulates others for selfish purposes, and has little sense of social
morality. Machiavellian personalities are “wolves in sheep’s clothing”. When lying, they appear more
mnocent than their counterparts (Le., low Machiavellians). Gass and Seiter state that in a study high and
low Machiavellian children tasted bitter crackers and then were offered a nickel for each cracker they
could get their little chums to eat. The results of the study showed that the high Machiavellian children
were not only the most successful in their persuasive attempts but were also seen as more innocent and
honest than the low Machiavellian children.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 268-269) state that in addition to Machiavellianism, a person’s social
skills also influence how successful s/he is at deceiving others. For example, high self monitors are
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people who use situational information to behave more appropriately, tend to be more skilled at
deception, than low self-monitors. Moreover, people skilled at communicating basic emotions are
particularly good at convincing others to believe their deceptive messages, whereas those who are
apprehensive in their communication tend to leak more deceptive cues. Similarly, people who are
expressive and sodally tactful, socally skilled and competent communicators are more successful at

deceiving others than those who do not possess such skills.

DISEASE OR DECEPTION: MUNCHAUSEN BY PROXY AS A WEAPON OF THE WEAK

According to Scheper-Hughes (2002), Munchausen by Proxy (MBP), has been described in the
medical literature as a rare “culture bound syndrome” having surfaced at a partcular moment, late
modernity, and in a particular “place”, Furope and North America and their extensions. At the heart of
this disorder is a lie perpetrated by disturbed mothers who masquerade as the concemed and anxious
caretakers of one or more long-suffering children who are plagued by fictive or maternally incited
illnesses and, in the worst nstance, who are subjected to death by maternal design.

Scheper-Hughes (2002) states that MBP is positioned within a broader comparative context as
an extreme pole along a continuum of (mal-) adaptive maternal behaviours in response to unrecognised
and unmet needs, not all of which are pathological. Second, the locus of the pathology is expanded to
include not only the disturbed and troubled mother-child dyad, but also the relatonship between
mother and her doctors and other caregivers and protectors. In these medicalised transactions—shot
through with powet, love, and pain—the child emerges as an almost incidental or “transitional object”,
a mere pretext that gives voice and substance to the adults’ {mothers’ and professionals’) narcissistic
needs. Finally, the social and moral uses of illness as drama, performance, and pageantry, and as a
passively aggressive “weapon of the weak”, are identified as a key structure of MBP disease.

According to Scheper-Hughes (2002), behaviours conforming to the symptoms of Munchausen
by Proxy exist along a continuum of matemal behaviours, from normative to deviant. Munchausen by
Proxy syndrome is rooted in conventional roles that isolate women, make them overly responsible for
the physical care of vulnerable family members, and thereby prone to the social uses and abuses of
somatisation and the sick role, and especially to the drama and pageantry of fictive illness and heroic
{though false} medical rescue. Here we can see that lying and deception (or self-deception) in a context
of bad faith become strategies with a deeper meaning than simple pathology and falsehood.
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DECEPTION IN RESEARCH

Sternberg (1998: 29-30) states that research in psychology sometimes involves the deception of
the participants. Typically, deception is used m a study when teling participants the truth might
seriously distort the results of the investigation, rendering them useless. Sometimes the deceptions are

mild, such as not revealing to the subject the true purpose of the expeniment untl after it is over.

In some cases psychologists have used extreme forms of deception, as did Milgram (1974) as
cited by Stemberg (1998), when he led participants to believe they were delivening painful electric
shocks to another person, when in fact they were not. When Milgram carried out his studies,
researchers were generally not required to obtain advance approval of their plans in order to conduct a
psychological investigation. Today virtually all institutions have a research-review process and require

approval of investigations priot to thetr being carried out.

Sternberg (1998) adds that these boards are charged with protecting the rights of experimental
patticipants, and they use two key methods for making sure that participants are protected. First, before
partictpants begin their involvement in such a study, they are required to give informed consent to
participating in the research; that is, the individuals are told what kinds of tasks they may be expected to
perform and what kinds of situations they may expect to encounter; with specific qualifications for use

of deception.

Secondly, after the research 1s completed, the participants are fully debniefed about the research.
They are told exactly the nature of the experment, told about any deception that may have been
involved, and given the reason for the deception. Most research-review boards will allow minor
deceptions if the value of the proposed research seems to justify the decepton, if the deceptions are
fully explained afterward, and if they are deemed necessary for the purpose of the experiment.
Research-review boards will also sometimes allow the use of minor amounts of pain.

THE PRINCIPLE OF VERACITY

Bok (1978: 30-31) explains that Aristote’s view of lying is that it is mean and culpable, and that
truthful statements are preferable to lies in the absence of special considerations. This premise gives an
mnitial negative weight to lies. It holds that thev are not neutral from the point of view of our choices;
that lying requires explanation, whereas truth ordinanly does not. It provides counterbalance to the
crude evaluation by hars of their own motives and of the consequences of their lies. It places the burden
of proof squarely on those who assume the liar’s perspective. Bok (1978) states further that trust in
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some degree of veracity functions as a joundation of relations among human beings; when this trust

shatters or wears away, institutions collapse.

Bok (1978: 30-31) adds further that such a principle need not indicate that all lies should be
ruled out by the initial negative weight given to them, nor does it even suggest what kinds of lies should
be prohibited. But it does make at least one immediate limitation on lying: in any situation where a lie is
a possible choice, one must first seek truthful alternatives. If lies and truthful statements appear to
achieve the same result or appear to be as desirable to the person contemplating lying, the lies should be
ruled out. Only where a lie is a st resort can one even begin to consider whether or not it is morally
justified. Mild as this initial stipulation sounds, it would, if taken seniously, eliminate a great many lies
told out of carelessness or habit or unexpected good mtentions.

NORMATIVE JUDGEMENTS

Berger and Burgoon (1995: 73-74) state that targets of deceptive messages are faced with the
onercus task of evaluating and integrating different types of information contained in a source, verbal
and nonverbal behaviour in the message environment, Le., nomative judgements. Proper evaluation
and integration of these cues are essential for accurate veraaty judgements, and the difficulty of this task
is underscored by research consistently demonstrating that people are unable to accurately detect

deception in others.

Berger and Burgoon (19953: 75} add that findings from several investigations provide
unequivocal support for the conclusion that people rely heavily on nonverbal cues when judgmg

message veracity, even though most nonverbal cues are not reliable indicators of deception.

For example, in one study, Berger and Burgoon (1995: 75) exammed the nonverbal correlates of
deceptive messages and compared them with the verbal and nonverbal correlates of people’s veracity
judgements. Although none of the ten nonverbal cues coded was correlated with actual message
veracity, partiapants relied on seven of these nonverbal cues to make veracity judgements. The
correlations with veracity judgements were moderate in size for three nonverbal cues (smiles, posture
shifts, pauses and response duration). Moreover, findings were consistent with those from three other
studies in which the nonverbal cues related to aaua/ truth and deception differed from cues related to
people’s judgements of deception. Thus, one explanation for people’s mability to make accurate
judgements may stem from the importance people assign to nonverbal cues, which appear to be less
reliable indicators of actual deception than verbal content cues.
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Betger and Burgoon (1995: 74-75) add that although these investigations provided evidence of
the primacy of nonverbal cues in judgements of honesty and deceit, they provided few insights about
how people mtegrate verbal and nonverbal message cues with cues n the message environment to
make judgements about deception. In one early study, people who were exposed to written or
audiotaped message presentations of truthful and deceptive messages were significantly more accurate
judges of deception than those who were exposed to a live message presentation.

Berger and Burgoon (1995: 77) say that to examine the validity of the distraction explanation, an
experiment was conducted i which the mode of message presentation was held constant, and verbal,
vocal and visual qualities of a source’s message were vaned. The verbal, vocal and visual cue
manzpulations were designed to reflect the types of behaviour commonly found m truthful and
deceptive messages. For example, in the truthful verbal conditions, trained actors provided clear,
consistent, plausible and conase responses to an interviewer's questions. In the deceptive verbal
condition, these responses were less clear, consistent, plausible and concise. Similar manipulations were
created for visual and vocal correlates of deception. Videotapes of these interviews were shown to
observers who were asked to judge the veracity of the interviewee and to evaluate qualities of the verbal

message content.

Consistent with prior studies, observer’s judgements were heavily influenced by the visual cue
manmipulation. Observers exposed to interviews that manipulated visual cues associated with deception
rated the source as significantly more deceptive than observers exposed to the truthful visual cue
manipulation. Vocal and verbal cue manipulation had litde effect on veracity judgements.

Berger and Burgoon (1995: 77) add that it was hypothesized that when the context of a
deceptive interaction was unfamuliar to observers, observers would base their veracity judgements on
culturally held beliefs about what a har “looks like” instead of characteristics of verbal content.
However, when the situational context was familiar, it was hypothesized that observers would base their
judgements on verbal content cues. Once again, when actors were employed to manipulate verbal and
visual behaviour in response to an mterviewer’s questions, people relied exclusively on verbal content
cues to make judgements. In the unfamehar situation, however, observer’s judgements were influenced
by both visual and verbal cue manipulations.

Berger and Burgoon (1995: 77) state that one explanation for this unanticipated finding may be

that observers in the unfamiliar situation felt less confident basing their judgements exclusively on
verbal cues and relied on visual cues as well.

153



Betger and Burgoon (1995: 77) go on to explain that many everyday situations require people to
make veracity judgements in group settings. In these situations, verbal and nonverbal information from
message sources is often accompanied by knowledge about the judgement of others. For example, in
jury deliberations, jutors are cognisant of each other’s judgements. Social normative influences like
these have been shown to be quite influential on individual judgements. However, in situations where
verbal and nonverbal cues are incongruent, uncertainty about the soutce’s veracity should be high.
Therefore, it was hypothesized that when verbal and nonverbal cues were congruent, observers would
rely primarily on those cues to make veracity judgements. However, when these cues were incongruent,
people’s veracity judgements would be influenced by social normative information available to them.

CULTURAL EVOLUTION OF LANGUAGE

Language changes over centuries. Fauconnier and Tumer (2002: 381) state that it is in fact a
remarkable feature of all languages that they change over cultural time. Saville-Troike (1997: 78-79)
states that specialised varieties of language are often used when the purpose is to be secretve, or to
deceive. Argots have been created by cnminals for secret communication among themselves since the
days of the Roman underworld, and adolescents in many societies use a secret code comparable to Pig
Iatin m English, which involves permutation and addition of phonological segments. Saville-Troike
state that most phonological changes intended to obscure various languages are quite simple.

SECRET SPEECH

Saville-Trotke (1997: 79) describes three types of secret speech among the Kewa of New
Guinea. Romula agaa ‘pandanus language’ is used to protect people who travel in swamp forest areas
where ghosts and wild dogs are present. People are instructed by their ancestors not to speak their
‘normal’ language, and to use a secret vanety marked by special vocabulary. Mums ne agaa “whispenng
talk’ is used whenever others within hearing of speech produced at normal volume are not supposed to
know what is going on, as when the topic is trading, bespelling, or stealing something. Kudrr ne agaa
refers to ‘secret talk’, or talk limited to insiders, such as cult initiates.

Saville-Trotke goes on to say that the first of these types is for external secrecy, known by all in
the speech community and directed towards outsiders. Saville-Trotke descobes these phenomena in
pueblo societies, where internal secrecy assures that no single member possesses all necessary
mformation for the performance of ntuals, and preserves the mterdependence of subgroups in the
social organisation. Pueblo strategies for secrecy include: barring outsiders from performance of
cetemonies m rrtual spaces, such as the kivas; constructing false and misleading information; evasion of

questions; purging the language of Spanish and English loanwords in the presence of those who might
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understand them (sometimes requiring elaborate circumlocutions); use of special ritual varteties which
contain archaic words, borrowings from other languages, and different semantic systems (ie., different
referents); and special styles of speaking, such as ‘talking backwards’.

Saville-Troike (1997: 79) states that secretive purposes may overlap with exclusionary ones for
identification, as with teenage slang and the ‘CB (Citizens Band) radio lingo’. The latter has been widely
used by truck drvers in the United states for solidarity purpose, sharing information on road
conditions, asking and giving directions, summoning help in the case of emergency, and for trying to
evade the common antagonist, the highway patrolman (called Smokey the bear, often seen driving a plain
bluz wrapper). Many diivers expressed considerable resentment during the mid 1970’s when CB radio use
became popular with thousands of ‘outsiders’, although they seem to have enjoyed the participation of
the President’s wife, Betty Ford, whose code name was First Mama.

‘TSOTSITAAL

Molamu (2003: xiif) states that Tsotsitaal developed over the years as a means of
communication between people of different ethnic and racial backgrounds in the urban milieu of South
Africa. Any language, which is widely used as a medium of communication between members of groups
who speak different, and at times, mutually unintelligible languages, is known as lingua franca. The term
essentially refers to any mixed language, which arises in places where people from different speech
communities come into contact. It is in Sophiatown and neighbouting African residential areas that
such 2 language took root and blossomed. There has always been an exhilarating sense of creatvity
when people speak Tsotsitaal It is a language of passion and it served as a gateway to the streets of
Sophiatown. Yet others believed that it was a “parlance of secrecy” in a bid mainly to stay one step
ahead of white state authomnties, especially during the apartheid era. Old words are often revised while
new words are constantly added to the lexicon, making it hard for non-township residents to keep up.
Tsotsitaal and isicamtho are generally acknowledged as being a form of slang or cant spoken by the
youth.

As a vehicle for social interaction primarily among African youth in Johannesburg and
surrounding townships, it constitutes a vital part of a distinct subculture. This lingua franca, which
constitutes an integral part of the fascinating past of Sophiatown, emerged as an attempt, speafically to
resolve problems of communication expenenced collectvely by young people in the segregated
communities of urban South Afrca. Invariably, it also served as an important marker of identity and

group membership.
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Molamu (2003) states that tsotsitaal bears the unmistakable imprint of a quintessentially male
language, which emerged n a vast jungle of competng tongues. Those who created it, were also
motivated by crime. Consequently, Tsotsitaal is largely a secret language. In a sense it constituted one of
the ways in which African youth sought to exclude non-members, or “moegoes” from conversations.
Tsotsitaal allows gang members to use coded language so that other gang members as well as the
general public will not be able to understand their covert use of the language, allowing gang members to
plan strategic attacks on unknowing victims. Apart from its use by the youth, tsotsitaal may indicate a
sign of solidarity in bonding practices between adults who grew up with it and continue to use it with
their friends to indicate in-group affiliation. So you could get “My oulady tune altyd mca tamas” i.e. "My
mother always prepares a delicious meal.” This living language has crossed the boundaries of time and
space.

Tsotsitaal as a distinct vehicle of communication in the midst of several mother tongues came
to straddle the Reef and touch the lives of many throughout South Aftica. It emerged against a
background of putatively distinct ethnic and racial groups and associated multilinguality. Gangs of
youth spoke “fhtaal’ ot “mensetaal’.

Molamu (2003: xxiif) suggests the roots of the word “#sots7” are in central Africa. The fierce
reputation of the Tutsi wartors in Rwanda and Burundi had filtered through to the townships on the
Reef. It has been suggested that the term “s0t7” is a crude modification of the word “Tutsi”. It has
been argued that the lexical modification of this term in Sephiatown and its environs came to refer to
violent thugs. All sorts of shadowy gangs, armed with anything from knives, tomahawks and guns,
competed for turf in the burgeoning urban sprawl and came to be called the “fwsds”. In the world of
the gangsters, toughness and the capaaity to unleash ferocious physical violence were faitly pervasive.
These young men, distinguished empirically, partly by their criminal and violent behaviour, acquired the

name “#sotst”

Both the lexicon of Tsotsitaal and Iscamtho differ substantially from the standard form of the
source languages, and this is one of the outstanding characteristics of these language vaneties. So you
could get "Heitada, my bra! Hoezit?” meaning, “Hello there, my friend, how are you?” And often the
response is: "Shatp sharp!” Other examples from Molamu (2003) include:
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Word Meaning
Babalaasbek A drunkard, one who frequently suffers from hangovers
Baga A term which means “to be caught during the act of committing a
deviant and/or criminal act”
Blue Sky The name of a prison near Boksburg
Good afternoons | Buttocks
Moll A female companion, often used to refer to a girlfriend
Score To be successful in stealing
Snotkop A greenhorn; 2 young inexperienced person
Workshop To assault someone
Staak A wad of notes of money
Zol A cigarette made by rolling loose tobacco or marijuana
Ambaag A profession
Bhaya To buy or purchase; many or much
Cava Have a look; see
Daai ding That thing
Mthangala A plan; scheme
Rika To cheat

Figure 12: Tsotsitaal Molamu (2003)

PRISON LANGUAGE

The existence of prison gangs in South African Prisons is a reality. Although there are many
myths about the origin of such gangs, the only recorded fact is that they had their beginnings in the
latter years of the previous century and probably originated among the criminal mine gangs of those
days.

Today, gang activity is one of the greatest problems with which prisons in South Africa are
confronted. Not only are gangs largely responsible for the unrest prevalent in prisons, but also a high
percentage of assaults, smuggling, escapes and sexual malpractice, which are committed by prisoners,
can be atiributed directly to prisoners’ participation in gangs.

The structure and functioning of prison gangs

There are greater and lesser differences in the structure and functioning of various prison gangs.

Lotter and Schurink, (1984: hup://judicialinsp pwv.gov.za/Manual/005-18 htm#TopOfPage) cite the

following general guidelines that underlie the behaviour and activities of all prison gangs.

O Be loyal towards and submissive to the gang
© Brothers should be respected, supported and assisted and there should be harmonious

co-existence

© Do not tell-tales or cooperate with officials
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The actions of gang members are regulated at various levels. There are specific ways in which
gang members must act towards non-gang members, fellow-gang members, members of other gangs,
and officials. It is important to note that gangs cannot easily be identified by their behaviour towards
officials, because gang codes require gang members to act in a "disciplined” manner towards officials.

The tap code

One of the most important parts of a POW's life was communicating with his fellow captives.
The first communication between isolated prisoners of war may have been a name scrawled on a piece
of toilet paper with the bumt end of a matchstick. Notes and whispers were attempted, but both were
often detected and severely punished.

According to the Tap Code (undated: http://www.airsoftgent.be /dbase/tapcode.htm), in June
1965, four POWs — Captain Carlyle ("Smitty") Harris, Lieutenant Phillip Butler, Lieutenant Robert Peel
and Lieutenant Commander Robert Shumaker - who were imprisoned in the same cell in Hoa Lo

devised a simple, secretive code. The four men, expecting to be split up again, vowed to continue their
resistance. To do so, they knew communicating closely would be essential.

Harris remembered an Air Force instructor who had shown him a secret code based on a five-
by-five alphabet matrix. Each letter was communicated by tapping two numbers: the first designated the
horizontal row and the second designated the vertical row. The letter W, for example, would be 5-2; the
letter H would be 2-3. The letter x was used to break up sentences and the letter "c" replaced the letter
"

According to Tudor (1998: http:/ /www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/awe-pow.htm) the code

used 2 matrix of the alphabet, five by five, removing the letter 'K' and using 'C' in its place. For instance,
if a prisoner wanted to tap out the letter 'O,’ he would tap three times, indicating the row, pause and tap

four more times, indicating the letter.

Here is the way the alphabet code was set up:
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TAPS 1 2 3 4 -

Figure 13: The tap code (undated: http:/
/www .airsoftgent.be/dbase/tapcode. htm)

The guards separated the four prsoners after one was caught passing a note, and thus
madvertently spread the code, as the separated men taught it to others. By August 1965, most of the
prisoners had been initiated, and were passing messages by tapping on the walls to fellow prisoners.
The building sounded like a den of runaway woodpeckers.

According to Tap Code (undated: http:/ /www .airsoftgent.be/dbase/tapcode.htm) some of

the acronyms entered POW popular usage. One acronym, GBU, was used as a universal sign-off. It was
shorthand for "God Bless You." ST right after GN meant, “Sleep tight” and DLTBBB meant, “Don't
let the bedbugs bite.”

CRYPTOGRAPHY

Moore (71: 1995) reveals that cryptography is the use of technologies designed to disguise the
contents of a message. Cryptography typically involves an encryption operation to disguise the data at
the transmitter, and the decryption operation to remove the disguise at the receiver. Melton (1996: 168)
defines cryptography as the use of codes and ciphers to render communications that have been
originally written in plain text unintelligible and secure except to the intended recipients. Cryptography
is the process associated with scrambling plaintext (ordinary text, or clear text) into cipher text (a
process called encryption), then back again (known as decryption). With cryptography it is possible to

hide information in cipher text.

Cryptography concerns itself with four objectives:

© Confidentiality (the information cannot be understood by anyone for whom it was
unintended)
© Integnty (the information cannot be altered in storage or transit between sender and

intended receiver without the alteration being detected)
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O Non-repudiation (the creator/sender of the information cannot deny at a later stage
her/his intentions in the creation or transmission of the information)
O Authentdcagon (the sender and receiver can confirm each other’s identity and the

origin/destination of the informaton)

Procedures and protocols that meet some or all of the above critera are known as

cryptosystems.

SPYING

Melton (1996) states that spying has been with the human race from time immemonal; it has
often been called “the second oldest profession”, and was used by ruling elite’s as a major tool to
protect their power from real or imaginary threats and rivals, both domestic and external. Espionage
never played a decisive role in the history of making because it can neither replace responsible policy-
making, nor significantly alter political and military imperatives. Its impact on the international relations
increased dramatically in the second half of this century when two wortld superpowers and their
respective allies, guided by irreconcilable ideologies, clashed in a deadly struggle for human minds and

ultimately world domination.

According to Melton (1996) that was the essence of the Cold War. After the classic Cold War
crses of the 1950°s and 1960’s, espionage evolved into a far more sophisticated and diverse trade, in
which psychological warfare, conspiracies and assassinations featured more prominently than mere
clandestine collection of information. Intelligence gathering was transformed by satellites, lasers,
computers and other gadgetry capable of ferreting out secrets from every corner of the globe. Methods
of spying may have changed considerably through the ages, but even in this modem age of high
techniology the role of the human spy is as important as it has ever been.

EARLY ESPIONAGE

According to Melton {1996: 18-19) rulers and military leaders have always needed to know the
surengths, weaknesses and intentions of their enemies. Consequently, the trade of spying is as old as
civibisation itself. Around 500 BC, the ancient Chinese strategist Sun Tzu wrote about the importance of
mtelligence and espionage networks in his classic book, The ar of War. The Bible contains more than a
hundred references to spies and intelligence gathering. Most of the elements of modern espionage,
however, originated in 15" and 16 century Europe.
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SPIES AT COURT

Melton (1996: 18-19) states that the political, philosophical and cultural changes of this period
fostered the development of intelligence gathering. During the 15® century, the principles of poly-
alphabetic ciphers were laid down; these principles were stll in use in the eatly 20% century. During the
16" and 17" centuries, the European courts became centres of intrigue as rulers strove to maintain and
increase their power. The ambassadonal system of diplomacy was established, and ambassadors were
expected to combine official duties with espionage and subversion. Intelligence services were created
and were used to great effect by such men as Cardinal Richelieu in France (1585 -1642) and Sir Francis
Walsingham in England (1537 — 1590).

‘THE AMERICAN CIVIL WAR

According to Melton (1996) by the time of the American Civil War (1861 — 1865), a number of
technological advances had occurred that changed the methods used to gather and communicate
intelligence. Photography was used for this purpose for the first time. The Confederate States even
made use of an early form of the microdot. Telegraphy was used for the first ime in a major war in
mulitary communications, but messages were often intercepted and deciphered. Aerial photography was
also devised, using hot air balloons.

MATA HARI

Melton (1996: 18-19) states that Dutch-born Margaretha Zelle (1876-1918) became famous
throughout Europe as a dancer under the stage name Mata Hari She performed a dance, which was, by
her account, an authentic Hindu temple ritual. Her fame brought her many influentual lovers.

Mata Harni took up espionage in 1914 when the German coasul in Amsterdam persuaded her to
use her lovers to gain information for Germany. He gave her inks with which to send secret messages.
It was not long before Mata Han’s amateurish attempts at spying aroused the suspicion of both French
and British intelligence. In spite of this, the French accepted her offer to spy for them. She seduced the
German military attaché in Madnd, hoping he would give her information that she could pass on to

France.

Mata Har’s end came when she was mentioned in a German secret service telegram from
Madnd to Germany. Although refeired to as ‘agent H-217, she was identifiable, and the message was
mtercepted by the French — it was in a code that they had already broken.
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Mata Hari was arrested as a German spy on her return to Paris. She was tred in a French
mititary court, found guilty and executed by firing squad in 1918.

WORLD WAR 1

Melton (1996 adds that World War 1 (1914 — 1918) began as a struggle between the great
European powers: the Trple Entente of France, Britain and Russia against the Central Powers of
Germany and Austria-Hungary. Melton (1996: 24) states that as the war progressed, more nations were
drawn into the struggle. It was during this war that code-breaking (ctyptography) began to take on the

great importance that it has n intelligence-gathering today.

According to Melton (1996) during the early 20* century, technology for sending long-distance
messages made great advances. Telegraph and radio messages, in Morse code, were soon vital to the
conduct of war. The intelligence-gathering work of the “agent on the ground”, known in the trade as
human intelligence, or HUMINT, was joined by a new craft, signals intelligence — later known as
SIGINT. As well as sending and receiving messages, it was now necessary to break the ciphers of
enemy nation. Eardy in Word War 1, Russia had not learned the importance of this: the first German
victory against Russia was the result of German signals intelligence intercepting Russian army signals
that had been transmitted in enciphered Morse code. Some other countries did establish special centres
for deciphering messages. For example, the British set up Room 40 of naval intelligence, which was
renowned for its deciphening skills.

Melton (1996) explains that early in World War 1, human spies were seen as the main threat by
the public on both sides of the conflict. But it was signals intelligence that was to prove far more
decisive, and it attained greater importance than in any previous war. For instance, British Admiralty
cipher experts deciphered a top-secret German govemment telegram offering Mexico an offensive
alliance against the United States. By subtle use of this discovery, Britain helped to bring America into
the war on the Allied side. In Amenca, a cryptology section for military intelligence had been created
under Hebert Yardley.

CODE-BREAKING

Melton (1996: 168) defines code breaking, also known as cryptanalysis, as the study of ciphers
and other kinds of codes in order to reveal the original message, without having access to official keys
or encryption systems. Hinsley and Stapp (1993: xv) describe a code breaker as someone who literally
breaks an enemy code {or cipher) system. More broadly, code breaking includes the whole staff of a
code-breaking unit, including those who collate, assess and distribute the intelligence thus provided.
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Melton (1996: 36) states that spies, diplomats and military personnel often relied on apher
machines to protect the secrecy of their messages during World War 11. Messages enciphered by means
of the German Enigma cipher machine and the Japanese alphabetic Typewriter 97 were deciphered by
code-breakers working in special establishments in both Britain and the United States.

CODE TALKING

According to Molnar (1997: http://www.history.navy.mil/faqs/faq61-2.htm) the code talkers'
primary job was to talk, transmiiting information on iactics and troop movements, orders and other
vital battlefield communications over telephones and radios. They also acted as messengers, and
performed general Marine duties. Military commanders credited the Code with having saved the lives of
countless American soldiers and with the successful engagements of the U.S. in the battles of
Guadalcanal, Tarawa, Saipan, Iwo Jima, and Okinawa. The Japanese, who were skilled code breakers,
remained baffled by the Navajo language.

THE PURPLE CODE

Melton (1996: 36-37) adds that in 1939 the Japanese began using a new cipher machine for
sending diplomatic messages. They called it the Alphabetic Typewriter 97, but in the United States it
was known by the code name Purple. The Purple machine was a development of an earlier one code
named Red.

Melton (1996) states that American code-breakers had already cracked the Red system, and now
the cryptographer William Friedman and the US army Signals Intelligence service began work 1o break
the new cipher. The cryptographers were aided by the interception on both the Red and Purple

machines.

The code-breakers had to help them build a Purple machmne of their own. A breakthrough came
when they tried using stepping switches — part of the telephone technology of the time. By a lucky

coincidence, these worked in exactly the same way as the switches in the purple machine.

By late 1940, Friedman and a team of the US Navy code-breakers were able to construct a
Purple machine. It was so efficient that Japan’s declaration of the war — sent to the embassy in
Washington a day ahead of the attack on Pearl Harbour to allow time for decipherment — was read by
American intelligence before it was presented to the US Secretary of War.
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NAVAJO CODE TALKERS AND THEIR ROLE DURING WORLD WAR I1

Bingaman {undated: htp// himgaman senare.gov/code talkers/code feode hinnly wrtes that o

decpher a message coded by the Navajo Code Talkers, the reapient first translated the Navajo words
into English, and then used the first letter of each English word to decipher the meaning. Because
different Navajo words might be translated into different Eoglish words for the same letter, the code
was especiafly difficult to decipher. For example, for the letter "A" the Code Talker could use "wol-la-
chee” (ant), "be-la-sana,” {apple), or "tse-nill" (ax). Some military terms that had no equivalent in
Navajo were assigmed their own code word. The word Almena, for example, was "Ne-he-mah" (Our
mother). Suimarine became "besh-lo” (iron fish).

Molnar 1997: (hup:/ Swww histore naveaoil /fage “fag61-2 hum) explains that the Navajo code
talkers took part in every assaulr the U.S. Marines conducted in the Pacific from 1942 to 1945, They
served in all six Manne divisions, Manne Raider battahons and Marnine parachute umits, transmitting
messages by telephone and radio i thewr native language -- a code that the }apanese never broke.

‘The idea to use Navajo for secure communications came from Philip Johnston, the son of a
missionary to the Navajos and one of the few non-Navajos who spoke their language fluently.
Johnston, reared on the Navajo reservation, was a World War I veteran who knew of the military's
search for a code that would withstand all artempts to decipher it. He also knew that Native Amencan
languages—notably Choctaw—had been used in World War [ to encode messages.

Molnar (1997} states thar Johnston beheved Navajo answered the military requirement for an
undecipherable code because Navajo is an unwrtten language of extreme complexaty. Its syntax and
tonal qualities, not to menton dualects, make it unintelligible to anyone without extensive exposure and
training. It has no alphabet or symbols, and is spoken only on the Navajo lands of the American
Southwest. One estmate indicates that less than 30 non-Navajos, none of them Japanese, could
understand the language at the outbreak of World War I1.

Early m 1942, Johnston met with Major General Vogel the commanding general of
Amphibious Corps, Pacific Fleet, and lus staff to convince them of the Navajo language's value as code.
Johnston staged tests under simulated combat condinons, demonstranng that Navajos could encode,
transmit, and decode a three-line English message in 20 seconds. Machines of the time required 30
miputes to perform the same job. Convinced, Vogel recommended to the Commandant of the Manne
Corps that the Marmes recruit 200 Navajos. In May 1942, the first 29 Navajo recruits attended boot
camp. Then, at Camp Pendleton, Oceanside, California, this first group creared the Navajo code. They
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developed a dictionary and numerous words for military terms. The dictionary and all code words had
to be memonsed dunng tramtng (Molrar 1997: h i

According to Molnar (1997), once a Navajo code talker completed his training, he was sent to a
Manne unit deployed 1 the Pacific theatre. The code talkers' primary job was to nlk, tansmittmg
mformation on tactics and troop movements, orders and other vital battlefield communications over

telephones and radios. They also acted as messengers, and performed general Marine duties.

Molnar (1997) adds that praise for their skill, speed and accuracy accrued throughout the war.
At Iwo Jima, Major Howard Conanor, 5th Marine Division signal officer, declared, "Were it not for the
Navajos, the Marines would never have taken Iwo Jima." Connor had six Navajo code talkers working
around the clock during the first two days of the battle. Those six sent and received over 800 messages,

all without error.

Molnar (1997) states that the Japanese, who were skilled code breakers, remained baffled by the
Navajo language. The Japanese chief of intelligence, Lieutenant General Seizo Astsue, said that while
they were able to decipher the codes used by the U.S. Army and Army Air Corps, they never cracked
the code used by the Marines. The Navajo code talkers even stymied a Navajo soldier taken prisoner at
Bataan. (About 20 Navajos served in the U.S. Army in the Philippines.) The Navajo soldier, forced to
listen to the jumbled words of talker transmissions, said to a code talker after the war, "I never figured

out what you guys who got me mto all that trouble were saying.”

Molnar (1997) exphins that in 1942, there were about 50,000 Navajo tribe members. As of
1945, about 540 Navajos served as Mannes. From 375 to 420 of those trained as code talkers, the rest
served in other capacities. Navajo remained potentially valuable as code even after the war. For that
reason, the code talkers, whose skill and courage saved both American lives and military engagements,
only recently earned recognition from the Government and the public.

The Navajo Code Talker's Dictionary

Molnar (1997: hitp://www history navy.mil/ fags/faq61-2.htm) adds that when a Navajo code
talker received a message, what he heard was a string of seemingly unrelated Navajo words. The code
talker first had to translate each Nawajo word into its English equivalent. Then he used only the first
letter of the English equivalent in spelling an English word. Thus, the Navajo words "wol-la-chee” (ant),

"be-la-sana" (apple) and "me-nill" (axe) all stood for the letter "a." One way to say the word "Navy" in
Navajo code would be "tsah (needle) wol-la-chee (ant) ah-keh-di- ghni (victor) tsah-ah-dzoh (yucca).”
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Molaar (1997) states that most letters had more than one Navajo word representing them. Not
all words had to be spelled out letter by letter. The developers of the onigmal code assigned Navajo
words to represent abourt 450 frequenty used military terms that did not exast in the Navajo language.
Several examples: "besh- lo” (iron fish) meant "submanne,” "dah-he- th-hi" (hummingbird) meant
"fighter plane” and "debeh-li-zine” (black street) meant "squad.”

Department of Defence Honours Navajo Veterans

According to Molnar (1997: hep:/ /oww hustore paveanid /fags /fag61 -2 hun) long unrecognised
because of the continued value of their language as a secunty classtfied code, the Navajo code talkers of
World War 11 were honoured for their conmbutions to defence on Sept. 17, 1992, at the Penmgon,

Washington, DD.C.

Molnar (1997) adds that thirty-five code talkers, all veterans of the U.S. Marme Corps, attended
the dedicaton of the Navajo code talker cxhibit. The extubit included a display of photographs,
equipment and the original code, along with an explanation of how the code worked. Dedication
ceremonices included speeches by the then-Deputy Secretary of Detence Donald Atwood, ULS. Senator
John McCain of Arizona and Navajo President Peterson Zah. The Navajo veterans and their families
travelled to the ceremony from therr homes on the Navajo Reservation, which includes parts of

Arnzona, New Mexico and Utah. The Navajo code talker extubit is a regular stop on the Pentagon tour.

WINDTAILKERS

Windtalkers, the movie, focuses on two of several hundred Navajo Indians who were recruited
as Mannes in 1942 and trained to use a secret military code based on their nanive language that was
never broken by the Japanese duning World War II. On December 8, 1941, the United States declared

war o0 Japan.

For the next several years, U.S. forces were fully engaged in battle throughout the Pacific, raking
over islands one by one i 2 slow progression towards mamland Japan. During this brurml campagn, the
Japanese were continually able to break coded military transmissions, dramatcally slowing US.
progress. In 1942, several hundred Navajo Amencans were recrutted as Mannes and trained to use their
language as code. Manne Joe Enders is assigned to protect Ben Yahzee - a Navajo code talker, the
Marines’ new secret weapon. Einders” orders are to protect his code talker, but if Yahzee should fall mto
enemy hands, he is to "protect the code at all costs.” Against the backdrop of the horrific Battle of
Saipan, when captute is imminent, Enders is forced to decide whether he can bring humselt ro kill his
fellow Manne to protect the code.
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ENIGMA MACHINE

According to Melton (1996: 36-37) Germany’s strategy in World War 11 was to wage a war of
total mobility on land, sea and in the air. This required the fastest and most secrer communications
possible. The Enigma cipher machine, onginally designed to protect the secrecy of business messages,
was adopted for this purpose. Versions of the Enigma were developed for use i different German
organisations, such as the armed forces, the secunty and intellipence services, and the diplomatic corps.
German refinements 1o the Enigma increased the complexity of the cipher continually throughout the
war. In 1943 the first computer in the world was needed to break it

HOW THE ENIGMA WAS CRACKED

Melton (1996: 36-37) states that in 1939, the British began investigating the German Enigma
cpher machine. The Govemnment set up a Code and Cipher School at Bletchley Park, a short distance
outside London, where a2 community of mathematicians, linguists and creative thinkers in other
disciphnes worked at first on breaking the Entgma ciphers, and later on breaking other enemy ciphers.
The chief problem they faced was to discover the key settings that had been selected when setung up
each Enigma machine for its daly use. A further problem was that the equipment iself differed

between the various German organisations that used it.

BOMBES

According to Melton (1996: 36-37) before the war, Polish code-breakers had developed
machines called “bombes™ that had successfully deapheted some of the Enigma messages.
Unformunately, the Germans were continually making the Enigma more complicated. At Bletchley Park,
new versions of the bombes were developed. At first, these failed to keep pace with the increasing
complexity of the Enigma cipher. Then the mathematician Alan Turing added 26 electrical relays that
speeded up the process of deciphering a message. Even then, success was achieved only by means of
educated guesswork. Using a process of hypothesis and experiment, code-breakers were able to deduce
the wording of the part of the message that spelt out the key settings in use. Mathematician Welchman
developed a procedure known as traffic analysis, which made it possible to sort messages according to
the organisations that sent them. This would identify the type of Enigma machines used, and again
reduce the number of varables that the bombes had to cope with. Naval enigma signals were broken
from 1941 to 1945, partly with the help of capmred machines and documents yieldng vital information

for Britamn.
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ENCRYPTION

Sieberg (2001: hup://www.con.com/2001/US/09/20 /inv terrorist.search)  explains  that

encryption is the conversion of data mto something called apher text, which must then be decrypted or
unlocked by the proper "key.” Both processes involve complex algorithms - a procedure or formula
for solving a problem. Breaking into encrypted information requires sophisticated computer skills and

mathematics.
STEGANOGRAPHY

Sieberg (2001: h 2001/U8/09/20/inv terronst.search) states that beyond
encryption is steganography, or the hiding of a secret message within an ordi message. Data is first

encrypted by the usual means, and then inserted using a special algonthm into an innocuous file format,
such as an tmage, thus attempting to evade any scanning of the data. It is stmilar ro identifying code
used 1 some music files -- 2 proposal being considered by the music mdustry -- called watermarks.

o/ /www.cnn.com

Sieberg (2001: h 2001 /US/09/20/iny terrorst search) explains that within
the velled network of Osama bin Laden's operation, information is likely communicated through both

high- and low-tech means, using everything from a Web page to a whisper. There were rumours that
Bin Laden's videos transmitted messages to al-Qaeda. A pre-arranged phrase he spoke or a gesture
might have been some instructions. Or maybe an Arabic radio station starts playing a new "hit" song,
which has a title that translates as "All Martyrs Should Meet at the Bowling Alley In Miami So We Can
Plan Our Revenge On the Infidels.” Either would be low-tech steganography.

Sieberg (2001: bhup://www.cnn.com/2001/US/09/20/inv terrorist.scarch) adds that the
American National Security Agency has devoted huge resources trying to trace Bin Laden through his

old satellite and portable phones, but he no longer uses them, to avoid being targeted and attacked.
However, the NSA may also be battling high levels of encryption used by bin Laden and his group. It
1s possible that bin Laden is using steganography to covertly distrbute information to his supporters
and hide messages throughout the Internet and on particular Web pages.

As the naton's cryptologic organisation, the NSA uses satellites and other methods to mtercept
communication such as e-muail, faxes and telephone calls to detect threats to the country. The NSA 15
said to be the largest employer of mathematicians — both code makers and code breakers —- 1n the
United States, and pethaps the rest of the world.
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PHISHING

According to Wikipedia (2004: h , in computing, phishing
is the luring of sensitive information, such as passwords and other personal information, from a victim
by masquerading as someone trustworthy with a real need for such information. It is a form of social
engineering attack. It 1s the term coined by hackers who imitate legitimate compaates in e-mails to
entice people to share passwords or credit-card numbers

According to Wikipedia, the term phreaking, which refers to gaming access to telephone
networks, most likely influenced the spelling of the term. Sdll other theoties accredit the term
"phishing" to originate from the name "Brien Phish" who was the first to allegedly use psychological
techniques to steal credit card numbers in the 1980s. Others believe that "Bden Phish" was not a real
persos but a fictional character used by scammers to identify each othes.

Today, online criminals put phishing to more directly profitable uses. Wikipedia states that
popular targets are users ;)f online banking services, and aucton sites such as eBay. Phishers usually
wotk by sending out spam e-mail to large numbers of potential vicims. These direct the recipient to a
Web page, which appears to belong to their online bank, for instance, but in fact, captures their account

information for the phisher's use,

Typically, a phishing email will appear to come from a trustworthy company and contain a
subject and message intended to alarm the recpient into taking action. According to Wikipedia (2004:

a common approach is to tell the recipient that their account
has been de-activated due to a problem and inform them that they must take action to re-activate their
account. The user is provided with a conventent link in the same email that takes the email recipient to a
fake web page appearing to be that of a trustworthy company. Once at that page, the user enters her
personal information, which is then captured by the fraudster.

Checking the URL m the address bar of the browser may not be sufficient, as, in some
browsers, that can be faked as well. However, the file properties feature of several popular browsers
may disclose the real URL of the fake web page.

TELEPHONE AND COMPUTER SCAMS

Croucher (1997: 69) demonstrates that with the proliferagon of compurers and mobile

telephones, there are even moore opportunities for scam artists to ply thetr trade on an unsuspecting
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public. The Intemet now affords an excellent outlet for those who con their vicams with get-rich

schemes, sight-regaining miracles, AIDS cures, credit improvement programs and cheap postage deals.

Everyday hundreds of thousands of electronic shoppers jeopardise the security of their credit
cards by revealing their details on the Internet. In domg so they expose themselves to the type of fraud
where hackers display hundreds of credit card numbers for access by up to 40 million people.

Croucher (1997) adds that one of the more popular Internet scams results from consumers
ordenng attractive software on-line from aggressive vendors, who subsequently disappear with the
takings. Other favountes are those frauds that commonly appear in the classified advertising sections or
on bulletin board notices. These postngs are disguised as ‘testimonials’ about the quality and
performance of a product or service, and phoney satisfied customers even use the “chat’ lines where the

coasumer can obtain ‘first-hand’ endorsements.

Croucher (1997) states that telephone fraud is also on the increase, with not only the illegal
doning of mobile phones but also the growth of telemarketing schemes whereby the consumer can
simply order goods and services over the telephone and pay for them using a credit card. It is reported
that cutrently the consumers in the Untted States are swindled out of an estimated $40 billion each year
by telemarketing frauds alone, with around 40% of these involving some type of bogus investment
scheme. Other fraud mvolving the phone range from ngping dial-in competitons, cloning cellular
phones, making calls billed to another number and the theft of personal identificaton numbers (PINs).

MANIPULATION BY GOVERNMENTS

Bok (1978: 140-142) states that enmity multiplies the occasions when deception in self-defence
and in counteting unfair coerdion is justified. Sieges, invasions, espionage and torture — all are layered
with deceit and counter-decett. Once they have begun and taken hold, it is difficult to say at any one
pomt that an individual cannot have recourse to deception in response. Thus, to mislead one’s torturers
through every possible stratagem would clearly meet the test of public justfication. The victim has no
other alternatives to aveid breaking confidences protecting the lives of others. As a result, the torturer
has no claim to normually honest answers, having stooped to such methods in the first place. It is
unlikely that the practice of lying will spread because of the victim’s lie under duress.

Bok (1978) states that, in principle, much argues in favour of such an extension of the
justtfication of lies in self-defence. The threats are real and extensive; alternatives may not exist; and
deceit is certainly expected on both sides as pact of the ongoing hostilities — the more so whenever force

ts already In open use, self-defence — and the use of every kind of duplicity - can then also outweigh the
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ordinaty risks of harm incurred by the lies themselves. Even though appeals to retribution and fairess
do not excuse lies to enemies, therefore, appeals to self-defence and to the prevention of harm may well

do so. Honesty ought not to allow the creation of an emergency by the enemy, when deception can
torestall or avert it.

According to Bok (1978), Governments build up enormous, self-perpetuating machineries of
deception m adversary contests. Moreover, when a govemnment is known to practice decepton, the
results are self-defeating and erosive. They can come to resemble the effects of bminwashing. The result
of brainwashing is that people refuse to believe in the truth of anything, no matter how well it may be
established.

Even when the substitution of falsehood for truth is not total, but seems random or partial to
the deceived, or when it affects matters they consider crucial, such a state of cynicism may result. For
this reason, the many forms of mnternational deception, which are assumed to be merely a “patt of the

game” by governments, can have far-reaching effects on both internal and external trust.

Bok (1978) states that there is growing evidence that the world audiences to which propaganda
is directed are becoming more distrustful. The sense of being manipulated is stronger and the trust in
one’s own government ot that of others is shrinking. As a resuk, citizens the world over have less

confidence that they can influence what governments do.

According to Bok, the loss in confidence benefits iadividuals to an extent. Those in a position
to resist oppression by bureaucracies will do so; and fewer can be talked into fighting senseless wars.
But the major effects are surely negative. For insofar as problems have to be met jointy — problems, for
example, of disarmament, enetgy, or population — the fact that govemniment information cannot be
trusted, is crppling. Bona fide efforts in the joint interest are thus undercut by the cynicism and sense
of powerlessness, which result from the knowledge of large-scale deception.

Lies to enemies just because they are enemies are sometimes especially excusable, but are
weighed with very special dangers, dangers of bias, self-harm, proliferation, and severe injuries to trust.
The very clwm that lies to enemies ate espeaally excusable, by allowing so many lies to go
unquestioned, ends up adding to much of the oppression and the crses, which might otherwise be
avoided. So many forces push in the directon of growing dishonesty mn adversary relations. They can
niever be eliminated; bur every effort must be made to hold them down.



PoLiTiCAL DECEPTION

Political lies often involve additional factors, such as a sense of duty, frequently a sense of crisis,
and, concerning lies from the leaders, a sense of superionity. The sense of duty that people have when
working for a country or 2 "cause" is much more intense than the mere occupational task of doing a
job.

Weapons of mass destruction

World Socialist Web Site (2003: http://www.wsws.org/articles/2003/jun?003/wmd-j2 1 .shtml)
states that months after the US occupation of Baghdad, and after the onset of the Ametican invasion,
the Bush administration has been unable to produce any evidence that Iraq possessed weapons of mass
destruction. It is increasingly obvious that the entire basis on which the White House and the Amencan
media “sold” the war was a ke

World Socialist Web Site (2003) adds that in the months leading up to the war, Bush warned
repeatedly that unless the United States invaded Iraq and “disarmed Saddam Hussein,” the Iraqi leader
would supply terronists with chemical, biological and even nuclear weapons to use against the American
people. He cited this allegedly imminent threat as the reason for rejecting international law and
unleashing the US war machine against a half-starved, impovershed country that has been under

economic blockade for more than a decade.

That these claims have proven to be lies hardly comes as a surprise. Even before the conquest
of Iraq, the US charges were widely rejected around the wotld. No government in Europe or the
Middle East regarded lIraq as a serious military threat. The UN weapons inspectors had been unable to
locate any WMD after months of highly mtrusive inspections. Tens of millions of people—the
supposed targets of Iragi weapons of mass destruction—marched in the streets of cities on every

continent to denounce the US deciston to launch an unprovoked war of aggression.

World Socialist Web Site (2003) states that while US war propagandists presented the attack on
Iraq as an extension of the “war on terronsm,” it 1s well known that the Bush administration had drawn
up plans to use military force to overthrow the regime of Saddam Hussein long before the attacks on
the World Trade Center and the Pentagon. September 11 was seized on as a pretext for stampeding
public opinion to accept US miltary intervention. The charge that Iraq possessed weapons of mass
destruction was selected, as Deputy Defence Secretary Paul Wolfowitz later admirred, for “bureaucratic
reasons”—i.e., it was the one allegation that the State Department, the Pentagon and the CIA all agreed
could provide a serviceable cover for the real motves: seizing vast ofl resources and establishing US

dommance of the Middle Fast.
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Enron's deceptive financial reporting

BBC News (2002: hitp://news.bbe.co.uk/1/hi/business/1780075.stm) reports that in just 15

years, Enron grew from nowhere to be America's seventh largest company, employing 21,000 staff in
more than 40 countries, but the firm's success turned out to have involved an elaborate scam. Enron
lied about its profits and stands accused of a range of shady dealings, including concealing debts so they
didn’t show up in the company's accounts. President George W Bush has passed a tough new bill aimed
at cracking down on corporate fraud. He has also ordered a review of US pension regulations, after
Enron employees lost billions of dollars because their pensions scheme was heavily invested in Enron's
own stock.

Yengeni behind bars for fraud

According to SA News (2003 h
National Congress chief whip Tony Yengeni was found guilty of fraud by a Pretoria magistrate in terms

-/ Jiafrica.com/news/sa/214793.htm) former African

of a plea agreement with the state. He was acquitted of corruption. The charges relate to a 47 percent
discount he recetved on a luxury 4X4 Mercedes Benz in 1998. In 2 written plea explanation handed up
to Pretoria’'s Commerdial Crimes Court, Yengeni admitted he acted in breach of his public duties and
with the intent to defraud Padiament. He said he convinced his co-accused, businessman Michael
Woetfel, to arrange the car deal Woerfel was at the time the head of Daimler-Benz Aerospace AG's
Pretoria representative office. He admitted that he bad failed to disclose to Parhament, in circumstances
where there was a duty to disclose, that he had received the benefit, and that he misrepresented the

facts and events as set out.

Implications of alleged deception in the Schabir Shaik tnal

According to the Sunday Tribune (31 August 2004), the Scorpion’s charge sheet against Durban
businessman Schabir Shaik has dragged the affairs of Deputy President Jacob Zuma imnto the public
spotlight. Shaik faces alleged charges ranging from corruption, fraud, theft and contravening the
Companies Act to money laundering and tax evasion. However, the Scorpions have declined to
prosecute Zuma - although claiming to have prima facie evidence of corruption against him. Shatk has
publicly claimed to be Zuma's financial adviser and has protested his innocence in the arms deal saga.
The charge sheet (45 pages excluding annexures) sets the stage for a mammoth court batile between
Shaik and the Scorpions. However, it also casts a dark cloud over Zuma.
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RELIGIOUS DECEPTION
Pitcaim Island is short of paradise

Paddock (2004: heep://209.157.64.200/ focus/ f-news /1249547 /posts) states that when Fletcher

Chsistian and his crew of Bounty mutineers landed 214 years ago on tiny Pitcairn Island, its remote
location halfway between New Zealand and Peru made it the perfect place to hide. Its isolation has
protected the litfle colony’s customs — some quaint and some sinister — ever since. Now the Pitcaim
way of life is under challenge by a modem world that believes basic legal standards, including laws
against rape, sex with underage gitls and child molestation, should be enforced in even the most
mnaccessible places on Earth.

Paddock (2004) states that the Brdsh government, which has jurisdicton over the Pitcaitn
colony, with only 47 permanent residents, contends that a culture of rape and sexual abuse has long
permeated the South Pacific Island, with some of the community's most influential leadets routinely
preying on young gitds. Prosecutors have charged seven men — nearly half the colony’s adult male
population — with 55 counts of rape, indecent assault and sexual abuse of girls as young as 5. The cases
date from 1964 10 1998.

According to Paddock (2004), among the accused are the mayor, the postmaster and a formes
magistrate. At least three of the seven are direct descendants of Christian, the mastet's mate who led the

Bounty mutiny and brought the crew to Pitcair to avoid the law.

Vatican decrees paedophile priest cases be handled in secret

According to a story filed by Kult (2002: hup://www.users. qwestnet/~landea/vatican
decreespaedophile pries.btm) the Vatican has ordered that paedophile accusations against priests be
dealt with in secret. The rules have been approved by Pope John Paul. The guidelines were published in
Latin in the Holy See's official gazette. Handling of paedophilia cases has been 2 major headache for the
church. Besides the sting of moral scandal, dioceses have had to deal with expensive claims for financial
damages by victims. In 2001, a French bishop was convicted in a ctiminal court for keeping silent about

a priest who sexually abused children. The new rules, apparently aimed at centralising Vatican control of
paedophilia cases, also say victims must come make their accusations within 10 years of tumning 18. The
Roman Catholic Church in the US and elsewhere is under fire for its handling of a senies of allegations
of sex abuse by priests. The Church is accused of covenng up misconduct by priests, in some cases

sinply moving known abusers from job to job.
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CONCLUSION

This chapter consisted of two parts. The first part dealt with deceptive practices between
wndividuals in bandling everyday human relationships, while the second part of the chapter concentrated

On covert communication in times of war.

In the first part of the chapter, I discussed how our capacity to think gives us a crucial survival
advantage. 1looked at instances when 2 lie 15 clearly justifiable. T discussed how our eatliest expertences
have taught us that when we tell the truth, we are often punished. 1 focused on liars’ motivations for
telling lies, the various deception strategies, the complex nature of deceptive behaviours, and social
influence on children’s cognitive development. Studies showed that least some children as young as
three or four will deliberately lie. I explained that the reason relationships involving authority relate to
lying is that generally these types of relattonships mvolve a lot of scrutiny. “Duping delight” involves a
sense of accomplishment and exhilaration, a fecling of power and achievement. My study illustrated
that few people, children or adults, feel guilty about trvial lies and that males tend to be more successful
at lying than females. I discussed the distinction between lying and other forms of deception, citing Bill
Clinton as a master of deception by omission. I focused on the lies of silence, lies that may be
acceptable, white lies, the use of placebos, deception as therapy and the damage done by benevolent
lies. 1 then looked at romantic deception, truth bias and cognitive dissonance. T discussed the
Machiavellian personality, Munchausen by Proxy, the principle of veracty, normative judgements

deception m research.

The second part of the chapter focused on the specialised varieties of language that are often
used when the purpose is to be secretive, of to deceive. I looked at how prisoners communicated at
every opportunity, keeping each other advised on the enemy's tactics and sharing any knowledge they
had on any subject. I discussed spying and espionage as methods used to gather and communicate
ntelligence. I discussed covert channels of communication as placing emphasis on the concealment of
identity of sponsor rather than on concealment of the operatiop. 1 then discussed the American Civil
War and Wodd War 1 showing how code-breaking (cryptography) began to take on the great
importance that it has in intelligence-gathering today.

I discussed the Enigma machine, as otigmnally designed to protect the secrecy of business
messages, as the fastest and most secret communications possible. I then examined code breaking,
encryption, and steganography and the role of Navajo Code Talkers dunng Wordd War 11.
Manipulation by governments, the failure so far to find weapons of mass destruction in Iraq, Enron’s
deception, Yengeni’s frandulent act, the Schabir Shatk trial, abuse on Pitcairn Island, paedophile
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accusations against priests received attention in the latter part of the chapter. In chapter 8 I will examine

persuasion and propaganda.
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Chapter &

PERSUASION AND PROPAGANDA

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter | will focus on persuasion as the act of influencing the minds of others to
comply with what one wants them to do, while communicating with them. I will then focus on
persuasion as the comerstone of a number of positive pro-social endeavours. T will study propaganda as
an expression of opinion or action by individuals or groups with reference to predetermined ends. My
study will examine whether fear appeals are ethically justified. I will show that it is difficult to draw a line
between persuasion and coercion, how doublespeak tries to conceal the truth and to confuse, how
symbols are used as the raw materials for persuasion, and the use of lies, censorship and distortion in
card-stacking. ¥ will study persuasive tactics in advertising like the bait switch tactic, the advantage claim,
and the hazy claim. Propaganda means the spreading of doctrine. I will examine Maslow’s pyramid of
needs and to show how they could be used in everyday persuasive opportumties. Charisma is clearly 2
double-edged sword. I will look at those characters in society that have had 2 destructive influence on it
and those that have helped improve 1t.

THE TERM “PERSUASION”

According to Gass and Seiter (2003: 34) persuasion involves one or more persons who are
engaged in the activity of creating, reinforcing, modifying, or extinguishing beliefs, attitudes, intentions,
motivations and/or behaviours within the constraints of 2 given communication context. This

definition emphasises persuasion as an activity or a process; it is something people do.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 2) state that persuasion is petvasive. We are surrounded by influence
attempts, both explicit and implicit, wherever we are. It is very difficult to say what is not “persuaston”
and to decide where to draw the line between persuasion and other forms of communication. Gass and
Seiter examine the ubiquitous nature of persuasion and offer a mtonale for leaming more about its
workings. Gass and Seiter (2003: 7) state that persuasion functions as a pervasive force in virtually every
facet of human communication. Humans are by their very nature symbol-using beings. One vital aspect

of human symbolicity involves the tendency to persuade others.



Stemnberg (1998: 474) shows that one can change someone else’s attitudes “by persuading the
person to think differently.” Williams (1992: 87) states that persuasion 15 the most complex of the
traditional functions of communication. It typically mnvolves the combination of mnformation,
entertainment and mstroction. It is also the most personal of our communicadon functions. It is the
communication by which we attempt to affect the beliefs and behaviours of people. To persuade, we
often appeal to the most personal of another individnal’s motives. In turn, persuasion directed at us
individually can become vety personal. We are most likely to believe or act the way a persuasive
message requests if the matesials of that message are especially appealing to our own needs and values.

Williams (1992) adds that persuasion occurs i all areas of our lives, but like the other functional
categodes of communication, it is used most often in interpersonal relatons. Eventally, our most
important interpersonal relationships are based on mutual recognition of each other’s unique needs and
our willingness to be mutually persuaded through understanding, trust and commitment. There is 2
close link between the process of persuasion and the development of deep interpersonal relations.

According to Williams (1992) in persuzsive speeches, we usually write a proposition as well as 2
specific purpose. The proposition is a statement that tells us what we want the audience to believe or do
at the end of the speech. A proposition of policy concerns judgements of quality or morality, for
example whether something is good or bad, tight or wrong, desirable or undesirable. These strategies
developed by Aristotle more than two centuries ago, can be use to support persuasive speeches: logos,
pathos and ethos. Logos appeals to the audience’s reason, pathos appeals to the audience’s emotions
and ethos is concerned with how credible the audience perceives the speaker to be.

Kiesler (1978: 72) states that studies suggest that communicators consider the possibility of
rejection when encoding messages and distort messages so as to please recipients. In addition, messages
are more likely to be distorted when communicator and audience are dissimilar — in attude, power, or

expenence.

Kiesler (1978) adds that distorting 2 message so that it pleases an audience or making it seem
less controversial may, of course, have the effect of producing no change in the audience at all, because
the audience is not aware of a need for change, Whether this is a good or bad state of affairs depends
on whether change is really desired (pechaps, as in politics, it is simple exposure that the speaker wants)
and, if desired, whether it would benefit both or just one of the parties.

Kiesler (1978) states further that unclear messages make the audience more anxious. In contrasy,
the politicians who make clear 2 stand regardless of the audience’s ininal amudes are waking a risk. One
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difference between situations in which clear communications have positive ot negative effects lies in the
percetved intent of the communicator. When an audience perceives that the message is meant to benefit
them and is sincere, a clear direct approach is effective. Even direct threats may be useful if the intent

seems benevolent.

Williams (1992: 89) states that the simplest descriptions of persuasion show it as being one-way.
There 1s little you can do to argue back to a television ad, except to not buy the product. Public
communications do not typically give us the opportunity to respond to persuasion directly and in the
same medmm. In that respect, persuasion in the mass media is typically not transactional It does not
allow clanification or bargaining back and forth between the persuader and the one to be persuaded.

Larson (1989: 9) states that in ancient Greece, persuasion was the main means of achieving
power and winning in the courts of law. The study of persuasion, or rbeforic, was central in the education
of all Greeks. All Greek citizens were expected to be their own advocates in the Greek court system.
They had to be skilled at persuasion. The Greek Philosopher Aristode, who was of the fisst to study
thetoric in depth, called it “the faculty of observing in 2 given case the available means of persuasion”.
Persuasion, according to Arsistotle, could be based on a reputanion for credibility, or ezbos. It could use

logical argument, or /ges, and emotion-stirring appeals, or pathos.

According to Larson (1989) Roman students of persuasion added specific advice on what a
persuasive speech ought to include. The Roman Orator Cicero identified five elements of petsuasive
speaking: inventing or discovering evidence and arguments. Otganising them, styling them artistically,
memorising them, and finally delivering them skilfully.

Larson (1989) adds that the words “co-created” and “self persuasion” are central. Persuasion is
the result of the combined efforts of source and tecetver. Furthermore, we agree to be persnaded from
choice, not coercion. Even techniques for altering behaviour, such as hypnosis or brainwashing, require
a willing receiver at some point in the process. Let us consider the well-publicised case of Patty Hearst,
who was kidnapped by 2 left-wing terrorist group in the early 1970’s. The evidence showed that, after a
period of brainwashing, she began to cooperate with her captors, repeating their dogma, reiterating their
beliefs, and even assisting them in committing crimes. The same pattemn has been seen when terrorist
groups take hostages. The hostages frequently develop emotional ties to their captors, and may even
assist the terrorists in the persuasion of themselves and sometimes other hostages. Thus, even in
coercive situations, persuasion may be operating, and the role of the recetver is absolutely crtical to the

success of failure of any persuasive act.
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PERSUASION IS OUR FRIEND

Gass and Seiter (2003: 3) state that persuasion is not merely a tool used by con artists, chiselers,
chatlatans, cheats, connivers and cult leaders. Nobel peace Prize recipients and Pulitzer Prize-winning
journalists also are persuaders. Most “professional” persuaders are engaged 1 socially acceptable, if not
downtright respectable careers. They include advertising executives, water celebrity endorsers, clergy,
congresspersons, motivational speakers, political activists, political spin-doctors, public relation experts,
radio talk show hosts, salespersons, senators and syndicated columnists, to name just a few. Persuasion
is found wherever you find people communicating. Gass and Seiter (2003: 4) state that persuasion is the
comerstone of a number of positive pro-social endeavours. Persuasion, then, is a powerful and often

positive social force.

MASS COMMUNICATION

Williams (1992: 88), adds that one of the controversies in public communication theoty is the
degree to which mass commusnicatiops in themselves can have powerful, persuasive effect on the
individual or society. Some theoties hold that because the mass media are impersonal and lack the
capability of immediate feedback or negotiaton, they are nherently weak as persuaders. People are
more persuaded by mterpersonal communication than mass communication, which may do more to
“set” agendas than to change minds (though this generalisation is a controversial one). For example, a
TV newscast may get people to think about a new political candidate, but their voting decision will be
more likely to be influenced by their conversations with other people about that candidate. Other
theorists hold that certain mass media can be very persuasive and that, among other things, this power
is inherenily dangerous to sodety. One of the most pessuasive parts of this argument 1s the rhetoncal
question of why advertisers would spend billions each year if the mass media were not influential.

THE TERM “PROPAGANDA”

Gass and Seiter (2003: 11) state that propaganda was originally defined as the dissemination of
biased ideas and opinions, often using lies and deception. The word propaganda has since evolved to
mean mass “suggestion” or influence through the manipulation of symbols and the psychology of the
individual. Propaganda is the communication of a point of view with the ultimate goal of having the
recipient come to “voluntarily” accept the position as if it were his own.
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PROPAGANDA AND EMOTIONS

Jackall (1995: 222-223) states that our emotion is the stuff with which propagandists work.
Without it, they are helpless. With it, hamessing it to their purposes, they can make it glow with pride or
burn with hatred; they can make us zealots on behalf of the program they espouse. Propaganda as
generally understood is the expression of opinion or action by individuals or groups with reference to
predetermined ends. With the appeal to our emotion — to our fears and to our courage, to our
selfishness and our unselfishness, to our love and our hates — propagandists would influence few
opinions and few actions. To say this is not to condemn emotion, an essential part of life, or to assert
that all predetermined ends of propagandists are “bad”. What Jackall means is that the intelligent ciizen
does not want propagandists to utilize his emotions, even to the attainment of “good” ends without
knowing what is going on. He does not want to be “used” in the attainment of ends he may later
consider “bad”. He does not want to be gullible. He does not want to be fooled. He does not want to
be duped, even in 2 “good” cause. He wants to know the facts and among these is the fact of the

utilisation of his emotions.

YOUR FIX

TALIBAN HERGIN KILLS OUR TROOPS & CIVILIANS!

Figure 14: A propaganda poster that promotes the invasion of Afghanistan. Image
db.jhuccp.org/dbtw-wpd/images/imagebas/ngal 31.jpg at www.africa2000.com/ PND

X/ihupage. htm
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This poster shows how propagandists work with the emotions of the people. Afghanistan is
one of the biggest producers of heroin. Eighty percent of the world supplies are obtained from this
countty. This poster is an implicit admission that there is a drug problem in the United States, which
affects troops as well as civilians. This poster is an act of propaganda to persuade the population that it
is legitimate that Afghanistan be invaded, with no dissent from the civilian population.

PROPAGANDA AND MASS COMMUNICATION

Gass and Seiter (2003: 12) states that propaganda involves mass persuasion. Most scholars agree
that propaganda tatgets a mass audience and relies on mass media to persuade. Propaganda is aimed at
large numbers of people, and as such, relies on mass communication (TV, radio, posters, biliboards,
mass mailings, etc.) to reach its audience. Thus, gossip that was shared by one office worker with
another at the water cooler would not consttute propaganda, but a corporate rumour that was

circulated via e-mail would be.

PROPAGANDA AND ETHICS

Gass and Seiter (2003: 12) state that propaganda tends to rely on ethically suspect methods of
influence. Propagandists tend to put results first and ethics second. This charactenstic is probably the
one laypersons most closely associate with propaganda and the one that gives 1t its negative

connotation.

EDUCATION AND PROPAGANDA

According to Bennetta (1997 hp://www.textbookleague.org/85amis htm) corporations
distribute bogus "curticulum materials” to the public schools for several purposes — to plug specific
products, to enhance students’ recognition of corporate names and symbols, and to sow disinformation
that can influence the ways m which students percerve current events or current questions of public
policy. Some of these matenals consist of videos, magazines, handouts or posters aimed directly at
students. Others take the form of kits for teachers. The kits deliver product-promotion hiterature or
other corporate propaganda to teachers, and they show the teachers how to disseminare such stuff in

classroom lessons.

In the post-Watergate period, states Bok (1978: 61), no one need regard a concern with the
combined and long-term effects of deception as far-fetched. But even apart from political life, wich s
particular and engrossing temptations, lies tend to spread. Disagreeable facts come to be sugar coated,

and sad news softened or denied altogether. Many lie to children and to those who are ill about matters
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no longer perpheral but quite central, such as birth, adoption, divorce and death. Deceptive
propaganda and misleading advertising abound. All these lies are often dismissed on the same grounds
of harmlessness and triviality used for white lies in general

INDOCTRINATION

Gass and Seiter (2003: 133) state that religious cults provide a frightening example of the high
level of compliance that may result from intense levels of indoctnnation. In recent years, a disturbing
number of cult members have died iIn mass suicides that were encouraged by their leaders.

Indocirination into cults occurs in four stages:

o0 In the soffening-up stage, recruits may be physically separated from their normal
environment. During meetings, which might include group meals and weekend retreats,
recruits are showered with attention and praise from cult members, a techmque referred
as “love bombing”. Often recruits are “squired” by enthusiastic group members or
“messianic” leaders, deprived of sleep, and then confused. The idea is to lure and stress
the recruits

O In the second stage, compliance, the recruits, feeling important and loved, tentatvely
experiment with some of the behaviours requested by the cult, which may include
changes in diet and appearance. In this stage, recruits may simply be paying lip service to
the demands of the cult

C By the third stage, nfernalisation, the recruits begin to consider some of the demands and

beliefs of the cult (e.g., all non-members are evil) to be more acceptable

Finally, in the comsolidation stage, recruits become loyal to the cult and demonstrate their
allepiance with costly behaviours, such as abandoning their careers or academic goals, donating all their
personal possessions to the cult, and recruiting new members

ETHICS AND PERSUASION

Gass and Seiter (2003: 13) view the means of persuasion not so much as moral of immoral, but
rather as amonal, or ethically neutral. In this respect, persuasion can be likened to a tool, such as a
hammes. Like any tool, persuasion can be put to good or bad use.

Gass and Seiter go on to say that it is the persuader’s mottves that determine whether a given
mnfluepce attempt is good or bad, nght or wrong, ethical or unethical They maintain that the moral
quality of a persuasive act 1s determined primanly from the ends a persuader seeks, and only secondarily
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from the means a persuader employs. It is ot so much what strategies and tactics a persuader uses, as

why s/he uses them.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 13) state that the question whether fear appeals are ethically jusafied,
depends on a number of factors. If a fear appeal was being used to inform a sexually active teen of the
risks of HIV infection from unprotected sex, then they would tend to say that the fear appeal was
justified. If a fear appeal was being used by a terronst, who threatened to kill a hostage every hour undl
his demands were met, then the reaction would be that the fear appeal was unjustified. In each case the
motives of the persuader would “colour” the use of fear appeal. Consistent with the tool analogy, fear
appeals like other persuasive strategies, can be used for good or bad ends.

PERSUASION AND COERCION

Gass and Seiter (2003: 28-29) explain that it is difficult to draw a line between persuasion and
coercion. Coercive strategies are not necessarily limited to negative sanctions. Coercion can take place in
the form of rewards, incentives, inducements, flattery, ingratiation, or bribery. Seen in this way, they are
not so much polar opposites as they are close relatives. A message or message strategy can easily cross
the line from one to the other. Moreover, many communication encounters contain both voluntary and
involuntary elements. A simple request by a superior to a subordinate: “Boswell, can you give me a lift
to pick up my car?” may carry with it an implicit threat for non-comphance. A parent may give a child
three good reasons to eat broccoli but may issue a negative sanction as well, “or no desert for you,

young lady.”

Gass and Seiter (2003: 29) suggest that most influence attempts we encounter in daily life
mclude both persuasive and coercive elements. Rarely in life is one free to make a completely unfettered
choice. There are almost always strings attached. This is particularly true of face-to-face encounters. If a

friend asks to borrow 20 bucks, we can say “no”, but there may be relational consequences for

dechining.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 30) add that people have different dispositions and different personalities
that may lead them to perceive messages differently. What one person regards as an innocent request,
another may view as highly coercive. Because influence attempts frequently contain both voluntary and
mvohintary elements, and because the issue of free choice and free will is largely a perceptual
phenomenon, Gass and Seiter believe it is most useful to distinguish persuasion from coercion based
on the degree of chotce available. It 1s not so much whether a situation is persuasive or coercve, but how

persuasive or coercive the sttuation is.
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DOUBLESPEAK

Gass and Seter (2003: 160), and Larson (1989: 7-8) emphasise that even in a persuasive-riddled
wortld such as ours, you would not need defensive training if all persuaders stayed out in the open and if
all of them talked straight. Too many people speak in doublespeak. Doublespeak is the opposite of

language: It tries to #ot communicate; it tries to conceal the truth and to confuse.

According to Larson (1989: 7-8) the onigin of the word 1s related to a term coined by George
Orwell for his chilling description of the world he anticipated in his novel 7984 There 1t was called
“newspeak”, and was used to shift meanings for words and concepts in order to confuse the citizenry.
For example, “wat” meant “peace” and “freedom” meant “slavery”. Although Orwell’s foghtening
depiction of his future has not come to pass, enough of it has come true to make us all take a second
look at the doublespeak of our times. Consider the “peacekeeping” missions the United States has
engaged in around the world — paval escorts in the Persian Gulf, the war on weapons of mass

destruction.

Larson (1989: 7-8) adds that in his first term as President, Ronald Reagan spoke of using what
he called “income enhancement” by the govemnment to help hold down the national debt and large
deficits. Although he steadfastly resisted the noton the “income enhancement” was really 2 new name
for taxes, that is what it i1n fact was. No politician wants to be responsible for raising taxes, but the blow
1s softened when the taxes are camouflaged under the doublespeak label of “income enhancement”.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 159-161) and Larson (1989: 8) state that doublespeak 1s not limited to
poliics. A real-estate advert that notes the house i1s “convenient to the Central Business District”
probably means that you will hear cars whoosh by day and night. College administrators who refer to
“stricter admission standards” when they mean falling enrolments are using doublespeak, as are used-
car dealers who refer to a junk car as a “good work car”.

According to Gass and Seiter (2003: 159-160) in the business world, no one gets fired or laid off
any more. Instead companies engage 1n “downsizing”, “fght-sizing” or even “bright-sizing”. Mercedes
do not sell used cars anymore; it sells “pre-owned automobiles”. To appear more “healthy”, Kentucky
Fried Chicken has taken the “fried” nght out of their name; now they are simply KFC. Disneyland
refers to its customers as “guests” to make what they are describing sound more important. Other
companies give their emplovees job ttdes that sound more important or grandiose than they really are.
A garbage collector is now a “sanitation engineer’. Salespersons and seamstresses have become

“marketing representatives’ and “clothing consultants”.
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Larson (1989: 8) quotes one of the most humorous examples of doublespeak, which recetved
the 1980 NCTE award for doublespeak, from a foreign source, was made by General Joao Bapista
Figueiredo, the president of Brazil. He told reporters: “1 intend to open this country to democracy, and
anyone who is against that I will jail; T will crush?”

All of the examples illustrate how language can be manipulated to shape attitudes. Clearly as
persuaders we must be careful about how we use words, and, as persuadees, we must be cautious of the

effect the words can have on us.

SEMIOTICS AS THE MAGIC OF ADVERTISING

More and more marketing and advertising research is being conducted from a semiological
approach. According to Larson (1989: 115) when advertising is great advertising, it fastens on the
myths, signs and symbols of our common experience and becomes, quite literally, a2 benefit of the
product. Because of great advertising, food tastes better, clothes feel snugger, and cars nde stnoother.
'The stuff of semiotics becomes the magic of advertising.

Larson (1989: 116) states that while the field of semiotics and applied semiotics (Le., the world
of advertising) is rapidly growing and has an extensive body of impressive literature, what we as
receivers need is a stmplified way of looking at the persuasive messages that bombard us daily, using the

semiotic approach to uncovenng meaning.

ADVERTISING

Larson (1989: 409-410) distnguishes between our matenal needs (food, clothing and shelter)
and our social needs (a sense of belonging, self-identity, secunity, status), and note that material needs
and social status are frequently communicated through habits of consumption. In other words, the
purchased products have been semantiased. The kind of clothing, cars, audio equipment that we buy
has a “meaning” to others with whom we socialise. This permits advertisers to exploit our needs for
group affiliation, self-identification and status. Advertising is defined as a “text” that is meant to be
“read” in all its verbal and nonverbal nuances. The adverusing text has three dimensions:

1. It exusts in a particular communication situation
2. It is a structured unit and has structure
3. It communicates meaning
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Language use in advertising

Symbols are the raw maternials for persuasion. Words are central carriers of symbolic meaning.
Larson (1989: 399-402) focuses on some key words that are used by advertisers to deceive us. He calls
these wease/ words because they allow the persuaders to seem to say something without ever really saymng
it. These words make sources weasel their way out of a promise. These are key-tip-off to the kind of

pitch we need to guard against.

“HELPS”

Larson (1989: 399) states that the word Jefps is a clever one. It seems to offer aid or perhaps
even a cure. We hear that Listerine mouthwash Aefs prevent colds. Even if you get a cold, it sefps you
feel better right away. What is the promise here? Can you expect that you will feel better in a few days if
you use Listerine? If you did, could you say your improvement was due to the befp Listerine gave? These
questions pomnt up the problem with a word such as hefps. We need to be alert to this often-used weasel
word. Advertisements for products use it. Politicians promise that they will 4ep get this country moving,
Those who try to advance to a certain idea or ideology promise that boycotting a chain store will bep
establish new hiring policies that will increase minonty representation.

“LIKE™

According to Larson (1989: 400) another weasel word used in advertisements is f&e. For
mstance, we have a famous cricket star telling us that driving a new Honda Prelude 1s 44¢ driving one of
those expensive European cars — but for pennies per day and a lot less in overall costs.

We can easily see the deception that can be floated with a word that has as many loopholes as
like. In newscasts, we hear that this or that event is /ke some event in the past. Cindy Crawford is

supposed to be Z&¢ young women all over the world. Soap operas claim to be /e real life.

‘That 1s the secret key to so many of the words we see and hear in print and broadcast
advertisements. They are loaded with escape catches so they can promise without really giving. So many
promises are given with the word /Zke. A certain stereo component will create sound that will make your
listening moments almost Z&¢ being there. A prepared food tastes just Z&¢ homemade. A jug of wine
tastes /ke the expensive French wines. A facal cream acts ks “a thousand busy fingers massaging your

face.”
“VIRTUALLY”

Larson (1989: 400) states that the weasel word vr7ually resembles sk except that it seems to

promise even more. The new cotton chamois shirts are mrfualy indestrucuble. Leatherette feels wirtually
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like cowhide. Axe leaves your dishes and glassware sirimally spotless. The promise seems so specific.
There 1s only a tiny loophole. That loophole widens as much as is needed when the customer says that
the chamoss shirt wore out after several months’ wear or when we find out there are a few spots here
and there on the dishes and stemware. If the product did what it claimed, the word virfually would not
be needed. The same thing applies to the politicians who ask for support for their programs that will
viriually wipe out discrimination. This weasel word appears in fund appeals as well. The fund is wriually
within sight of its goal for the new year, so give a little more.

“AS MUCH AS”

According to Larson (1989: 400), the weasel phrase a5 much as tells you the most you can expect
from a product and then suggests that the most will be every day. A politician promises to cut taxes by
as mowch as 20 percent. We find that this applies to few people. The newscast says there will be as mach as
80 percent chance of rain. All these uses of this weasel phrase aim to maximise the drama of the
promise or event to get us to fall for the flimflam.

“STRONGER”, “FASTER”, OR “BETTER”: THE DANGLING COMPARISON

“Anacin fights pain setfer than ordinary aspirin.” Larson (1989: 400) states that the promise of
that claim lies in the comparnson being made. What we are nof told is hew much better or better in what
ways. The makers of Anacin might answer: “One-tenth of one percent better.” They could say, “Better
because it contains caffeine.” However, they persuade us because the message limits our options. We
can compare Anacin only with all other ordinary aspinin products. Instead of having a choice of ten, we
now have a choice between two: Anacin and the others. So the weaselling has two effects: it intensifies

the advantages of one brand. At the same time, it imits the options that we consider.

The candidate says that a program for health tnsurance is betfer. All other programs are lumped
into 2 single category, just as are all orndnary aspinn products. “Everyone says that we have a befter system
of govemnment.” The questions we have to ask are: In what ways? Compared to what? Entertainment
programs imply that it is beffer to be sexy, rich, and into sports. Why? In what ways is it so? Compared
to what?

CARD-STACKING

Card stacking, according to Jackall (1995: 221), is a devise in which the propagandist employs all
sorts of deception to wint our support for himself, his group, naton, ethnic group, policy, practise, belief
or ideal. He stacks the cards agamst the truth. He uses under-emphasis and over-emphasis to dodge
ssues and evade facts. He resorts to lies, censorship and distortion. He omuts facts. He offers false

testimony. He creates a smoke screen of clamour by mising 2 new issue when he wants an embarrassing
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matter forgotten. He draws a red herring across the trail to confuse and divert those in quest of facts he
does not want revealed. He makes the unreal appear real, and the real appear unreal. He lets half-truths
masquerade as truth. By the card-stacking device, a mediocre candidate through the build-up 1s made to
appear an iatellectual titan, an ordinary prizefighter 2 probable world champion, a worthless patent
medicine, a beneficent cure. By means of this device, propagandists would convince us that a ruthless

war of aggression is a crusade for righteousness.

MASLOW’S PYRAMID OF NEEDS

According to Maslow’s theory, there are four types of needs that must be satisfied before a
person can act unselfishly. The needs are arranged in a hierarchical order. Gass and Seiter (2003: 121)
state that the most basic drves are physiological (e.g., the need for food and water). After that comes
the need for safety, then the desire for love, and then the quest for esteem. We are driven to satisfy the
lower needs, but we are drawn to meet the higher one. Maslow refetred to the four lower needs as
"deficiency needs" because their lack creates a tension within us. He saw nothing wrong with the
human destre to scratch where we 1tch. As long as we can work to satisfy the cravings, we are moving
toward growth. It is when a repressive society or a warped individual curtatls our freedom to satisfy our
needs that we become ill. Satisfying needs is healthy. Blocking gratificaton makes us sick.

Williams (1992: 74) states that much of what Maslow has proposed as a psychology of
motivation has direct implications for motivation and communication. Maslow has identfied a list of
psychological traits, or qualities, that are especially charactenstic of well-adjusted people. In his theory
was the idea that, given sansfaction of basic physiological and psychological needs; we go on to seek
fulfilment of sull higher needs of beauty, knowledge, and order. We are capable of even higher levels of
psychological strving and growth. The best psychological reward is a feeling of self-actualisation, of
total fulfilment, of full “humanness”.

Larson (1989: 165-170) offered a starting point for examining major need levels. He noted that
people have various kinds of needs that emerge, subside and emerge again as they are or are not met.
For example, the need for food or water emerges and then recedes as we eat and deink. Maslow argued
that these needs have a prepotency — that is, they are tied together such that weaker needs, such as ones
for self-respect, emerge only after stronger needs, such as ones for food, have been fulfilled. We
probably could not persuade our dehydrted desert wanderer to clean us a lhittle bit before going to the
well. We had better fulfil the need for water first. Our need to shke thirst is prepotent unual it is
fulfilled, it 1s impossible for us to consider other ideas.
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Gass and Seiter (2003: 121) state that though different individuals’ needs may vary drastically,
some needs may be universal. Knowing about such needs could prove useful for designing messages
that are more persuasive. For example, Gass and Seiter state that people who design and use smoke
alarms know about basic security needs. They cite the example of an advertisement with a family
standing at the curb in their pyjamas while their house burns down in the background. Advertisers
know how to appeal to people’s needs.

PERSUASIVE STRATEGIES IN ADVERTISING

Williams (1992: 88) states that beyond interpersonal communication probably the most viable
form of persuasion in free-enterprise societies is advertising. The more expensive forms of advertising,
from display ads in newspapers and magazines to television commercials, are usually in themselves clear
examples of persuasive strategies. Almost any ad in this category has readily identifiable attention-
getting characteristics, it is clear in what it wants us to do, and may appeal directly to our motives for
acting or believing. Ads may vary considerably, however, m telling us when we should act. They range
from wanting us simply to believe over the long term that “oil companies are good” (as in an
mstitutional ad) to giving us a coupon to clip out and send in NOW! So we will get our free record and
record club membership immediately.

Williams (1992: 89), states that advertising and interpersonal communication are probably two
of the most cnoticised aspects of persuasive communication. Marxists declare that advertising has
negative effects in a society because it creates “false markets”. It persuades people to buy things that
they do not need, including products or services that may be hazardous to their health, such as
cigarettes or alcohol.

Figure 15: Sony advertisement
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This poster is 2 metaphor, which relates to Fauconnier and Tumer’s (2002) theory of
conceptual blending. It exploits our needs for group affiliation, self-identfication and status. The poster
emphasises the clanity a Sony television. The visual cortex is at the back of the head. It implies that 1f
you are using 2 Sony television, it is as if your visual stmuli are activated to give you acute images like
that of a cyborg,

THE BAIT SWITCH TACTIC

Gass and Seiter (2003: 230) state that the travel industry uses the bait and switch tactic. For
instance, a2 company might advertise an inexpenstve vacation package as act of a promotion. Howevert,
as many prospective travellers discover, very few of these seats or packages are available, and they are
often sold out by the time people have committed themselves to the idea of a vacation. The only

soluiion 1s to go home and mope of buy a mofe expensive option.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 230) state that research indicates that the bait and switch is an effective
strategy for gaining compliance. In one study, these researchers got several students to sign up to
participate in a rather interesting and well-paying experiment. When the students showed up for the
expeniment, however, they were told that it had been cancelled. Even so, these students, compared to
those who were not lured, were more willing to participate in another experment that was less
mteresting and unpaid. The bait and switch technique requires that the persuadee make two decisions,
one before and one after the real cost of compliance is known. The tactic involves a less costy act

followed by a more costly one.

THE ADVANTAGE CLAIM

Larson (1989: 402) notes that noodles claim to be fortified 1n a certain way. This 1s a supposed
advantage over all the other brands. We ate asked to assume that fortification with vitamins is good.
This assumption is not 100% true. Government regulations force all product sellers to fortify certain
foods. When we compare the levels of vitamins in several types of breakfast ceteal, we discover that
they are all about the same. Most of the protein comes from the milk we add, and not from the cereal
There is just no advantage in the claim that they are “fortified with six important vitamins and
minerals”. These are advantages that are not.

Politicians often claim to have come from humble beginnings, and this is supposed to be an

advantage. It may be a real disadvantage from one perspective: People who had humble beginnings may
be insecure. They probably had to compete for everyday things, which may limit their educanonal
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sophistication, sense of diplomacy, soaal skills, and ability to communicate with leaders in higher socal

strata.

Whenever we faced with a person, product or idea that claims some significant advantage, we
need to ask whether the advantage is real; whether it is exclusive to that person, product or idea; and

whether certain disadvantages may not accompany it.

THE HAZY CLAIM

Larson (1989: 402) adds that the hazy claim is widely used in the world of politics. A polincian
says that she supports the economic policies of free trade and protective tanffs. These policies are 180
degrees apart. The result for voters is confusion. If voters watch images, the problem becomes worse. It
proves nothing if a politician kisses babies or plays baseball or talks about the prce of maize. These
activities do not tell us much about an elected official’s ability to construct policies on education, leisure
time, or farm prices. They are likely to confuse the voter and draw attention away from the issues. The
unclear or hazy claim leaves you not really sure what 1s being claimed because the source is never clear
about it. This is designed to draw attention away from the real nature of the product or candidate.

WHAT MAKES A MESSAGE SUBLIMINAL?

Gass and Setter (2003: 334-335) state that the word “subliminal” literally means below (sub) the
threshold (limen) of human consciousness. Thus, a subliminal message is one that is processed without
conscious awateness. This is in contrast to “supraliminal” messages that are consciously recognised and
processed. A sound that is reproduced so faintly or quickly that the human ear cannot consciously
detect it is subliminal A sound that is played quiedy, but which is nevertheless audible, is supraliminal.
Advertisers frequently “plant” products in movies and television shows. Researchers have studied a
variety of forms of subliminal processing. Three of the major types include embedded images, sub
audible messages, and electronically altered signals. Embedded images consist of pictures or words that are
shown fleetingly for only a few hundredths or thousandths of a second. The images may be displayed
only once, or repeated at regular intervals. Sub audible messages are those that are so faint that they cannot
be heard, or, in some cases, are played at such high frequendies that the human ear cannot detect them.
For instance, some deparmment stores use subliminal messages (e.g., “stealing is wrong”} to deter
shophfters. Elctroncally altered signals inchude backward-masked messages (messages plaved in reverse)

and voice alteration.
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THE PERSUASIVE POWER OF CHARISMA

According to Braun (1993: 83) some observers feel the secret of charisma lies in certain physical
attributes — a2 mesmerising voice or a penetrating gaze. But as researchers probe deeper in an effort to
understand the magic, they have leamed that much of charisma seems to reside i the eyes of its
beholders. Figures such as Gandhi, David Coresh, Marshall Applewhite and Jim Jones often emerge m
times of trouble, fulfilling the needs of people in search of a saviour. Those who become followers tend
to be psychologically dependent, cither by their very nature or because of severe stress. Over long
petiods, stress can create a sense of despair and loss of control, leading to a willingness to turn over
decision making to someone with an aura of strength and knowledge.

Braun (1993) states that generally the relationship is one-sided. Although inspiring passion
among followers and greatly influencing their behaviour — perhaps even provoking them to kill others

ot themselves — a charismatic leader typically seems to remain unswayed by the followers’ actions.

Whatever its otigin, chansma is clearly a double-edged sword, working either as a positive force
or as an extremely destructive one. The same intensity of spint that made a hero of Mahatma Gandhi

also sparked fanatical enthusiasm for the likes of David Koresh, Charles Manson and Adolf Hider.

ETHOS — CHARISMA AND CREDIBILITY

Ethos, the first element 1n persuasion, had several dimensions according to Anstote. Larson
(1989: 58-59) claims that prior to actually making the persuasive presentation, all persons are perceved
in some way by the audience. Even if the persuader is totally unknown to the audience, audience
members will draw certain conclusions about him or her based on what they see -- the speaker’s body,
type, height, complexion, how the speaker moves or dresses, if s/he 1s well-groomed or dishevelled, and
a host of other nonverbal messages. In cases where the persuader is known, whether s/he has a
reputation for honesty, knowledge, experience, or sense of humour. All these qualities, which were
apparent to the audience before the actual presentation, were labelled “reputation” by Anstotle. Then
there are characteristics that become apparent as the speech 1s being gtven that add or detract from the
effectiveness of the message — vocal quality, clevemess of argument, word choice, eye-contact, and
gestures. More recently, researchers have added other dimensions — sincenity, trustworthiness, expertise,

and dynamism or potency. Taken together they might be what we call “credibility” or “chansma”.

Larson (1989) adds that in today’s world we often hear of a persuader’s charisma or credibility,
which fits into Anstotle’s conception of the reputaton dimension of ethos. Today, however, this 1s a
more artistic kind of proof than it was in Anstotle’s day. Press releases, image consultants, flattering
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photography, and a host of other things can develop a speaker’s “ethos” to an audience. An example of
where the persuader’s “image” that may have beea a detriment to his development is the actor who
plays a banman in Generations. He may become so recognised as that character that he finds it difficult
to get other roles, not only as an actor in serious television, but even as a spokesperson for other

products. People see him on screen and say’, “He is not a crook. He 1s only the barman.’

CONCLUSION

In this chapter I focused on persuasion as the act of mfluencing the minds of others to comply
with what one wants them to do, while communicating with them. I then defined persuasion as the
comerstone of a number of positive pro-social endeavours. I studied propaganda as an expression of
opmion or action by indviduals or groups with reference to predetermined ends. My study questioned
whether fear appeals are ethically justified. I showed that it is difficult to draw a line between persuasion
and coercion, how doublespeak tnes to conceal the truth and to confuse, how symbols are used as the
raw matenals for persuasion, and the use of lies, censorship and distortion in card-stacking. I studied
persuasive tactics in advertising like the batt switch tactic, the advantage claim, and the hazy claim.
Propaganda means the spreading of doctrine. I examined Maslow’s pyramid of needs and showed how
they could be used in everyday persuasive opportunities. Charisma is clearly a double-edged sword. 1
locked at those characters in society that have had a destructive influence on society and those that
have helped improve it. In chapter 9, 1 will focus on the relationship between nonverbal

communication and the detection of deception.
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Chapter 9

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION AND THE DETECTION OF
DECEPTION

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, I will investigate face’s capacity to communicate a large number of messages. 1
will explore whether speakers who engage in more eye contact, exhibit more facial pleasantness, and use
certain types of gestures (i.e., illustrators) are more persuasive than speakers who do not and whether
the use of illustrators increases a speaker’s persuasiveness. I will then focus on the notion of distance as
a vital mdicator of deception. I will look at deception detection staung that the investigator should not
rely on any one aspect or trit of body language being displayed by a subject, but rather on clusters of

trzits. [ will show further that humans in general, tend to be inaccurate when trying to detect deception.

I will look at the stress of telling lies, stating that although we become far more effictent liars as
we grow older, we cannot conceal the physical signs. T will examine how the lack of congruence that 1s
likely to occur in the use of the main gestures, the body’s micro signals and the spoken words do not
allow us to fake our own body language. T will then add that the difficulty with lying is that the
subconscious mind acts automatically and independently of our verbal lie, so our body language gives us
away. I will then examine familiarity, as a double-edged sword, which in some ways may help you be a
better deception detector; in other ways, might hinder your ability to detect deception. I will show how

just as some people are better at deceiving others, some people are mote skilful at detecting deception

NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION

According to Stemnberg (1998: 485) even when we do not speak, we often communicate our
true feelings and beliefs through our facial expressions, our gestures, our posture, our movements and
how and whether we look at people. Nonverbal communication is 4 subtle, yet powerful means of
getting across 2 message. We use nonverbal cues to decpher other people’s attitudes and emotional
states from their social behaviour. Nonetheless, we should not assume that nonverbal communications
are more sincere than verbal ones. People can also use nonverbal signals as masks, smiling at those they
intend to destroy. According to Gass and Sciter (2003: 172-173) nonverbal cues play an important role
in the overall process of communication. When people ate trying to be more persuasive, they change
their nonverbal behaviour by increasing their eye contact, gesturing, using facial activity and altering
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speech volume and rate. Nonverbal communication plays an important role in the process of sodal
influence. We use nonverbal behaviour to create certain impressions of ourselves. If we are successful

in making ourselves appear powerful, authoritative, credible or attractive, we may be more persuasive.

ABOUT FACE

Gass and Seiter (2003: 176-177) state that despite the face’s capacity to communicate a larpe
number of messages, there has been very little research examining the role of facial expressions in social
influence. The situational nature of facial expressions is apparent if one considers research that has been
done on the topic of mirroring. Such research indicates that, rather than using any one type of
nonverbal behaviour, a persuader should try to build rapport with othets by mimicking their nonverbal

Cucs.

THE EYES HAVE IT

Gass and Seiter (2003: 175) state that the eyes of men converse as much as their tongues. Other
expressions regarding the communication potential of eyeballs include “evil eyes”, “bedroom eyes”,
“shifty eyes”, “laughing eyes” and “lying eyes”. Eye contact has been found to convey dominance,
persuasiveness, aggressiveness and credibility. Gass and Seiter (2003: 176) found that speakers who
engaged in more eye contact, exhibited more facial pleasantness, and used certain types of gestures (Le.,
illustrators) were more persuasive than speakers who did not. Moreover, in an analysis of several studies
on eye contact, it was found that, in all but one study, gazing at histeners produced more compliance
than averting gaze. Speakers who do not use eye contact to their advantage may have problems gaining
trust. However, Gass and Seiter (2003: 176) add that using more eve contact does not always mean you

will be more persuasive.

Many of the behaviours we perceive as deceptively simple are not so. For example, Gass and
Seiter (2003: 270) found that although liars tend to gaze more, detectors beleved that liars gazed less.
People tend to perceive others as deceptive when they gaze less, smile less, shuft their posture more,
speak slowly, and take a long time to answer although none of these behaviours signalled actual
deception. It is not surprising then that people tend to be imaccurate when detecting deception.

However, several factors improve detection accuracy.

Argyle and Trower (1979: 39) are of the opinion that even the most honest of us at times
actively try o deceive each other. In Western socety it is socially unaccepuble to show negative
emotions and attitudes in public. People therefore wear socially sanctioned expressions almost like
masks, and 1t takes the perceptive observer to see through them.
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The good observer watches those parts of the face and body people do not control very well
Argyle and Trower (1979: 39) have shown that people control their mouths easily, but not the region of
the eyes and forehead. We often give away our true feelings in a flecting expression like a grimace,
before controlling it. A false smile is detectable when it is switched on and off too quuckly, or it appears
around the mouth, but not the eyes, which may be narrowed as 1 anger.

Argyle and Trower state that leakage of feeling also occurs i the voice. Fear 1s accompanied by
variable volume and pitch and an upward inflection at the end of sentences. The hands also give

powerful cues; gripping the hands together, touching and hiding the face indicates anxiety.

FROM THE NECK DOWN

Gass and Seiter (2003: 178) indicate that some of the princples of persuasion that relate to the
eyes and face also apply to communication with the rest of the body. For example, just as you mirror a
person’s facial expressions, you can mirror his or her gestures and body movements. People who lean
forward when communicating tend to be more persuasive than those who do not. In addition to these
findings, research shows that people are more persuasive when they are pictared using open arm
positions (ie., when their arms and legs are positioned away from their bodies) rather than neutral or
closed positions.

Coetzee and Russel (2000: xi) emphasise that behaviour is important because we use more than
just words to commumicate. Facial expressions, gestutes, posture and bearing (body language) all
contribute to the big picture. Often a great deal more is communicated by body language than by
words. Commugication on radio is a far more difficult skill to master than communication on

television, simply because the radio broadcaster is denied such a wide inventory of physical expression.

Coetzee and Russel (2000) add that deceptive behaviour becomes apparent in a aumber of
ways, and no one clue in isolation provides conclusive evidence of deceptive behaviour. The person
must be closely observed to build up an overall picture. The subject may be sitting with arms folded and
head tumed away, which is a classical avoidance posture. But it may be because it is cold and they
cannot look directly at you because there 15 a glare behind your head. It may have absolutely nothing to
do with deceptive behaviour. The investigator should not rely on any one aspect or wait of body
language being displayed by a subject, but rather on clusters of traits.
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THE TRUTHFUL TRUNK

Lyle (1993: 77) states that posture tends to be more sincere than gesture, because it is more
mnstinctual and universal Gestures vary from culture to culture, and petson to person. Social criteria,
personality types, gender and age affect them. The posture of someone who is not being honest
becomes unnatural and forced.

For example, when we are aroused physically or mentally, we assume a more esect posture than
when we are bored or depressed. Even people with perfect posture tend to slump a little when they are
not giving their whole attention to something. A liar’s posture is often stff and controlled, for as s/he
holds back the truth, honest physical expression is being held back as well. This conflict prompts an
mncrease in body shifts — most noticeable in children who will frequentdy squirm about when they are

being dishonest.

Lyle states further that research shows that when people are trying to deceive, they are less likely
to touch or sit very close to you. They may actually turn their whole body away, in an attempt to
conceal both their face and the truth. People also give you ‘the cold shoulder’ when they are rejecting
you and what you are saying. When someone does this and pretends to agree with you, you may be

certain that s/he remains unconvinced underneath.

Further postural language, which frequently conflicts with the spoken word, may be seen
socially. According to Lyle (1993), when people would like to leave, their bodies reveal their intentions
long before they actually depart. It has been observed that during the last half-an-hour of a visit, people
gradually move towards the edge of their chairs, in readiness. Of course, politeness dictates that unless
we know someone very well we cannot go abruptly as we did when we were children. Therefore, we

silently signal our desire, and hope that the message is understood.

COVER UP

According to Pease (1999: 16) the speed of some gestures and how obvious they look to others
1s also related to the age of the individual If a five-year old tells a lie to her/his parent, the mouth will
be deliberately covered with one or both hands immediately afterwards. The gesture of covernng the
mouth immediately alerts the parent to the lie and this gesture connnues to be used throughout the
individual’s lifetime, usually varying only in the speed at which it 1s done. When the teenager tells a lie
the hand is brought to the mouth like that of a five-year old, but instead of the usual handclapping
gesture over the mouth, the fingers rub hightly around it.
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Figure 16: Nonverbal communication Pease (1999: 17)

This mouth-covering gesture becomes even more refined in adulthood. When the adult tells 2
lie, his brain mstructs his hand to cover his mouth in an attempt to block the deceitful words, just as it
does for the five-year old and the teenager, but at the last moment the hand is pulled away from the
face and 2 nose touch gesture results. This gesture is nothing more than the adult’s sophisticated version
of the mouth-covering gesture that was used mn childhood. This is an example of the fact that, as an
mndividual gets older, many of his gestures become sophisticated and less obvious which is why it s
often more difficult to read the gestures of a fifty-year old than those of 2 much younger person.

Allen (1996: 116) argues that although books will tell you that someone who tells hes will often
give himself away by touching his mouth or his face while he talks, this may be true of some liars, but it
is certainly not true of many. He states further that he has come across an uncomfortably large number

of people who can tell the most dreadful whoppers while appearing the very soul of sincenty.

FAKING BODY LANGUAGE AND MICRO SIGNALS

According to Pease (1999: 18) the lack of congruence that is likely to occur in the use of the
main gestures, the body’s micro signals and the spoken words do not allow us to fake our own body
language. For example, open palms are associated with honesty, but when the faker holds his palms out
and smiles at you as he tells a lie, his micro gestures give him away. His pupils may contract, one
eyebrow may hift or the corner of his mouth may twitch, sweating at the brow, flushing of the cheeks,
increased rate of eye blinking and these signals contradict the open palm gesture and the sincere smile.

The result is the receiver tends not to believe what he hears.
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According to Baron and Byme, (1997: 49) micro expressions are bref and incomplete facial
expressions that occur on individuals’ faces very quickly after exposure to a speafic stimulus and before

active processes can be used to conceal them.

Pease explains that using slow motion cameras shows that these micro gestures can occur
within a split second and it is only people such as professional interviewers, sales people and those
whom we call perceptive who can conscously see them during a conversation or negotiation. The best
interviewers and sales people are those who have developed the unconscious ability to read the micro

gestures during face-to-face encountess.

Pease (1999) adds that to be able to lic successfully, you must have your body hidden or out of
sight. This is why police interrogation involves placing the suspect on a chair in the open ot placing him
under lights with his body in full view of the interrogators; his lies are much easier to see under those
circumstances. Naturally, telling lies is easer if you ate sitting behind a desk where your body is partially
hidden, or while peeting over a fence, behind a closed door or over the telephone.

According to Pease (1999} the human mind seems to possess a fail-safe mechanism that
registers “olt” when it receives 2 series of Incongruent nonverbal messages. In the Miss World or Miss
Universe contest, for example, each contestant uses studiously learned body movements to give the
mpression of warmth and sincerity. To the extent that each contestant can convey theses signals, she
will score points from the judges, but even the experts can only fake body language for a short penod
of ime and eventually the body will emit signals that are independent of copscious actions. Many

politicians are experts in faking body language in order to get the voters to believe what they are saying
and the politician who can successfully do this is said to have ‘charisma’,

The face is used more often than any other part of the body to cover up lies. We use smiles,
nods and winks in an attempt to cover up, but unfortunately for us, our body signals tell the truth and
there is a lack of congruence between our body gestures and facial signals.

Buller and Burgoon (1996: 727) found that a detached observer was better able to decode
deceptive behaviour. This study revealed that senders must engage in their attempts at successful
deception while addressing the requirements of encoding and decoding messages and maintaining
normalcy in the conversation. Receiver's abilities to detect deception accurately are impeded by the
same demands of converational involvement, which may encourage heunstic processing of the
mteraction. By contrast, observers are free from the demands of conversational management and the

attendant relational issues of interaction, which appears to alter not only their witial assumptons and
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goals but also their ability to process the interaction and to accurately detect deception. In cases where
interviews are conducted on a one-on-one hasis, the very fact that the law official 1s engaged in the

conversation can reduce the chances of interpreting deceptive signals.

Another factor influencing the interpretation of body is culural differences. As diverse as the
different languages, each culture leams and uses body movements differently. A knowledge of, or lack

of knowledge of, these differences can enable or cripple an mterviewer.

Mortensen (1972: 224) adds that one way to test the noton that distinct types of mformation
are conveyed by the head and body is to create a situation that requires subjects to match a person’s
body movement with what he is saying. Ideally, the situation should be one of stress and teasion,
thereby increasing the probability of creating affect display. The more frequent the interruptions,
personal attacks and unkind criticism, the more negative the tone of the conversation, and the more

likely it is the person will react unequivocally in an emotional manner.

Ekman (1989)’s findiogs are consistent with larger evidence about body movement. As stress
becomes more intense, the frequency of body movement 1s known to increase. Moreover as a person’s

mood changes from a relaxed to a tense state, his body responds in kind by becoming mcreasingly
active, particularly with regard to greater shifting movements, twitching etc.

SELF MONITORING

According to Littlepage and Pineault, (1985) one would clearly expect that self-monitoring is an
essential component of deception. The usage of self-monitoring acts as a method to increase
impression management, and thereby decreasea the potential of deception detection. Since deception
involves the manipulation of verbal and non-verbal information, one must carry out self-monitoring in
order to evaluate which cues are being displayed. Additionally, one must assess the extent to which the
individual's manipulation of cues is creating the desired effect. Research has shown that individuals with
high levels of self-monitoring ability, as compared to those with low self-monitoring ability, are
significantly less likely to be detected when attempting to deceive. It is thought that high self monitors
are not only better able to evaluate and manipulate their behaviour, because of a heightened cognitive
awareness of their own presentation, but that they ate also more practiced at impression management

due to the increased usage of self-monitoring behaviours in their everyday lives.



LYING AND EMOTIONS

Ekman (1989: 78) states that when emotions are not mvolved, it is easier to lie — easter to lie
about facts, plans, actions, ot ideas than about not being angty, afraid, ot feeling any other emotion. It is
much easier to lic about not bemg angry yesterday than to conceal anger felt at the moment. It is easier
to conceal mild irritation than fury. Even when the lie is not about emotions, the emotions involved
with lying — fear of being caught, guilt about lymg, or the challenge and excitement of putting one over
can make it harder to lie successfully.

Ekman (1989: 78-79) cites an incident that illustrates how it is easier to ke when there is some
distance from emotions. The subject of dentists brings up strong emotions — usually fear — in both
children and adults. Aaron, a thirteen year old boy, who had been having trouble with his teeth, was
asked by his uncle if he had been to the deatist tecently. He replied that it was a piece of cake. Later the
uncle found out that the boy had not been to the dentist in several months, and when he did go, he had
been very fearful of the Novocain injections.

Ekman (1989) states that several months later the uncle again inquired whether Aaron had been
to the dentist. This time the uncle noticed that the boy looked away, did not say anything for a moment,
quickly replied “no”, then just as quickly proceeded into a long review of a movie he had seen the night
before. Aaron had been to the dentist just the previous week, and from his parents’ report, had had two
wisdom teeth pulled and had complamed and cried a lot.

Ekman (1989: 79) states that emotions, particulatly when they are strong, produce involuntary
changes in behaviour that are difficult to conceal. These changes may be registered anywhere and
everywhere — i the face, hand movements, posture or the sound of the voice. To succeed, the liar must
suppress all of those emotion signs that do not fit the lie. The liar must be able to monitor and control
his or her behaviour. This is niot easy for most adults; it is even harder for young children. Strong
emotions and the effort expended to control signs of those emotions can also be distracing to such a
degree that it is hard for the liar to think straight and talk convincingly.

Allen (1996: 116) states that the difficulty with lying is that the subconscious mind acts
automatically and independently of our verbal lie, so our body language gives us away. This is why
people who rarely tell lies are easily caught, regardless of how convincing they may sound. The moment
they begin to lie, the body sends out contradictory signals, and these give us our feeling that they are not
telling the truth. During the tie, the subconscious mind sends out nervous energy that appears as a
gesture that can contradict what the person said. Some people whose jobs involve lying, such as
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politicians, lawyers, actors and television announcers, have refined their body gestures to the point
where it is difficult to “see’ the lie, and people fall for it, hook, line and sinker.

They refine their gestures in one of two ways. First, they practise what “feel’ like the night
gestures when they tell the hie, but this is only successful when they have practised telling numerous bes
over long periods of time. Second, they can eliminate most gestures so that they do not use any positive
or negative gestures while lying, but this is also very difficult to do.

According to Lyle (1993: 74) the popularnty of spy thrillers depends partly on our pleasure n
being kept guessing. A more smister fascination with falsehood is revealed by public interest in real
espionage ot murder trials, where the guilt or innocence of the defendant is in doubt. Of course, most
people would like to see justice done, but are equally interested in unravelling the threads of deception

and intrigue running through the case.

Slade and Bentall (1988: 8) state that in illusions the sepsibility of the nervous extremuties 1s
excited; the senses are active; the present impressions call into action the reactions of the brain. This
reaction being under the influence of ideas and passions, which dominate the insane; these sick people

are mistaken about the natare and cause of their present sensations.

EMBLEMS

According to Gass and Seiter (2003: 178-179) emblems are nonverbal behaviours, usually hand-
movements, with precise verbal meaning, Thus, emblems can substitute for words. Emblems are an
important part of communication and serve many functions, persuasion included. Several scholars have
argued that a prerequisite for persuaston 1s attention to and retention of a message, and it seems that by
providing more visual information, emblems play a large role in fostering attention and retention in
persuadees. People recalled 34% of a verbal message when an emblem accompanied it, compared to
only 11% when other types of gestures were used. The more teachers gesture, the more the learners

learn.
Pantomimes

Ross (1997) distinguishes two forms of kinesic communicaon, namely pantomime and
gestures. According to Ross (1997) a pantomime is consdously used to convey specific semantic

information, while gestures, more generalised body movements, are used to colour, emphasize, and
embellish speech.
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Ross (1997) states that the victory sign, the index finger and the one next to it raised palm
forwatd, is an example of pantomime. By contrast, folding one’s arms while listening to a speaker could
be a subconscious gesture of scepticism about what is being said. Tapping one’s foot could be a
subconscious gesture of impatience. Most spontaneous kinesic activity associated with discourse usually

blends gestures and pantomime into consecutive maovements.

Most kinesic codes are open to multiple interpretations. Frowning and smiling are examples of
universal kinesic codes that are open to multiple interpretations. Just as words like can’ and o0& have
multiple meanings, so pantomimes have multiple meanings as shown in the table:

Pantomimes Their multiple meanings
Wagging index finger Warning, scolding, admonition
A raised clenched fist Expression of power

Shaking clenched fist Threat of physical violence

Shaking the head from side to Denial of permission, disapproval,
side unwillingness
Figure 17: Table of typical pantomimes and their meanings (Ross 1997)

Ross (1997) states that gestures, on the other hand, have multiple non-specific meanings. If a
person frowns during conversation it may indicate puzzlement, disagreement with the message content,
or disapproval of the messenger, whereas a smile may indicate friendliness towards the messenger,
amusement with the message or messenger, understanding of the message, agreement with the message

content, or encouragement to continue.

A smile, though, may also signify nervousness, smugness or self-justification, depending on the
communication situation. It should therefore be taken into consideration that identical facial

expressions might have widely different meanings under different circumstances.

[LLUSTRATORS

Gass and Setter (2003: 179) say that although emblems have meaning independent of verbal

communication, illustrators accompany speech. Illustrators llustrate, emphasise or repeat what is being

' Car 1: The knowledge and skills needed to do something; Can 2 The process of pre-sealing uncooked perishable food
into 2 metal can and then cooking its contents in order to preserve i; Can 3 A pre-sealed metal conminer used to cook
and store penshable food in o preserve it.

2 Book 1: A man-made object, usuaBy consisting of a szable number of prnted copies, consisting of text and/or  graphics
that focus on a particular theme, and which 15 orgamzed inro chapters, subsections, paragraphs and sentences; Baok 2:
The act of prearmanging with an owner or her/his agent access to a venue at a predetermmed time.
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satd. Several studies indicate that the use of ilustrators increases a speaker’s persuasiveness. In one
study, actors who used mote forceful and rhythmic gestures were more persuasive than those who did

not. Moreover, speakers were rated as more persuasive when they used more illustrators.

DISTANCE

Coetzee and Russel (2000: 15) state that all people have an innate desire to tell the truth. People
also want to put disfance between themselves and any untruths or shaming activities that they have been
associated with. Many people will simply tty to avoid telling a ke and will do everything possible to put
distance between themselves and the real truth. This notion of distance is a vital indicator of deception.
An example of unexplained and detectable distance in a statement occurred in a high-profile South
African murder case. The wife of prominent dentist Dr Casper Greeff was allegedly kidnapped from
her home. The motive did not appear 10 be robbery because only a few items were missing.

Greeff was quoted verbatim as saying: “I wish they could bring her home. Esven if she has one eye or an
arm missing, she bas two children that miss ber terribly” This first, uncontaminated statement tells us
everything we need to know. Firstly, Greetf did not introduce his wife by name into the statement. This
is considered to be highly improper, even rude, and suggest a poor relationship between Greeff and his
wife — a clear indication of distance. But even more damning was his use of the word ‘wnld, nstead of
the word ‘wwwid. The doctor was saying that his wife could not be brought home. If he knew that she
could not be brought home, it indicates that he knew that thete was a reason why she could not be
brought home — he knew she was probably dead.

Coetzee and Russel (2000: 15) add that that brief statement began a trial of investigation. Greeff
did not introduce his wife by name into hus story and he said indirectly that she could not be brought
home. This alone should have been enough to mise suspicions in the minds of trained statement
analysts. However, Greeff went even further — depersonalised his wife by saying “:..cven #f she has one eye

or an arm missing...” This i1s an enormous supposition to have made.

Coetzee and Russel (2000: 16) state that two men that were later arrested in connection with
Mrs Greeffs murder confessed to the crime and led detectives to a site where they had bured hert
mutilated body in a shallow grave. They stated that Greeff had paid them R60 000 to murder his wife.
They also related how Mrs Greeff had begged them to kill her quickly after thev had battled to cut her
throat with a blunt knife. Uldmately Greeff had succumbed to his mner desire to tell the truth — albeit
hidden truth.
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HoOwW DO LIARS BEHAVE?

Gass and Setter (2003: 263) state that the following cues were found to be associated with

deception:
0

O

Blinks: Liars blinked mote often than did people telling the truth
Adaptors. Liars moved their hand more (fidgeted, scratched, rubbed themselves) when

giving responses

Speech errors: Liars made more errors when speaking than did truth tellers

Message duratiom: Liars messages were brefer than truth tellers” messages

Pupif dilation: Liars® pupils are more dilated than truth tellers’ pupils

Irrelevant information. Liars include less relevant matenial in their responses when compared
to truth tellers

Negative statemenis. Laars’ responses contain more negative expressions than truth tellers’
responses

Shrugs: Laars shrug more than truth tellers

Immediacy: Liars age less involved in their communication

Piteh: Liars’ vocal pitch is more anxious than truth tellers’ vocal pitch

Hesitations: Liars, compared with truth tellers, hesitate more when commusicating
Leveling liars use more levelling terms than truth tellers (i.e., make more over
generalised statements)

Message discrepancy. 1iars’ messages contain more discrepandies than truth tellers” messages

Facial segmentation and body segmentationr: Measured by the number of units identified in the stream

of behaviour, segmentation cues are of little practical use for deception detection, are vague and lack

clear conceptual meaning.

DETECTING THE LIARS

Gass and Seiter (2003: 259) suggest that humans in general, tend to be fairly inaccurate when

trying to detect deception. Some research shows that the average person can detect a lar with about the

same accuracy as someone flipping a coin, whereas other research presents an even less optimistic view

of humans as lie detectors.

Vrj (2001: 596) reasons that with a few exceptions, police officers are not good at detecting

deception when they pay attention to someone’s behaviour. This article considers factors that hamper

lie detection, including the fact thar ‘“typical’ deceptive behaviour does not exist and that police officers
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often have incorrect beliefs about how liars behave. But strangely, people’s lie-detection skills improve
when they are asked to detect lies in an indirect way Is the person you just saw having to think hard?”
rather than in the traditional direct way ‘Is the person you just saw lying?”’

THE FUNDAMENTALS UNDERPINNING DECEPTION DETECTION

Coetzee and Russel (2000: 2-3) state that in the mid-1970’s, two Amencans, John Gandet, a
linguist, and Richard Bandler, a student of computer science and mathematics, set out to model
excellent communicators and become fascinated by what people were actually doing while they were
thinking. Without going too deeply into Neuro-Linguistic Programming (NLP), they noticed, among
other things, the way in which people use their spoken sentences. They wanted to know, for example, if
people really ‘saw’ something when they said ‘I see what you mean.’

Coetzee and Russel (2000: 2-3) add that they were not the first to notice a relationship between
mvoluntary eye movements and what people were actually thinking, They noticed that when people are
visualising something, the eyes tend to become unfocussed. Remembered visual images will tend to
cause the person’s eyes to flick upwards and to the left, while constructed visual images will cause their
eyes to flick upwards and to the nght — almost as though they were looking at a sketchpad. This has
obvious implications for detecting lying, or truth reconstruction. Likewise, constructed sounds will see
the eyes flick rnght and towards the ears, while constructed feelings will cause the eyes to flick
downwards and to the nght.

Coetzee and Russel (2000: 3) go on to say that when asking someone to relate their memory of
an incdent or event, any eye tendency to the subject’s right suggest that they are making it up rather
than remembering. Remembered images, or in other words, truthful images, cause the responses in the
bottom row of the figure below.
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Created Image Created Sound Created Feeling

Remembered Image Remembered Sound Remembered Feelings

O

Figure 18: Deception Detection Coetzee and Russel (2000: 3}

A “CONNECTIONIST” COGNITIVE SCIENCE APPROACH

Gass and Seiter (2003: 275) state that the “connectionist” cognitive science approach suggests
that when we are trying to detect deception, there are generally two “hypotheses” (or mental models) in
competition with one another in our minds. One hypothests suggests that the person we are obsetving
is lying; the other suggests that the person is telling the truth. Eventually one of these hypotheses “wins
out over the other” and determines the attribution we make about the person we are judging.
Whichever hypothesis “wins” depends on how we integrate the vast array of verbal and nonverbal
information {e.g., Biff is twitching), past knowledge (e.g., Biff does not like turkey sandwiches), and
inference (e.g., Biff is nervous). In other words, the way we integrate such information leads us to

support one hypothesis or the other.

SPOTTING THE FACE OF DECEPTION

Briggs (2000: htip://news.bbe.co.uk/1 /hi/sci/tech/1739413.stm) states that the airports of the
future could identify potential terrorists by using a lie detector that spots concealed blushing with a
super-sensitive thermal imaging camera. The heat that rushes to their face when they tell a fib,
according to scientists in the United States, betrays khars. Blood flow to the surface of the skin around

the eyes increases when someone tells  he.

Briggs (2000) adds that the tiny hot spots are invisible to the naked eye, but can be measured by
thermal imaging. The researchers believe the new test could be used undercover at airports to idenufy
potential terrotists. There is an urgent need to devise technologies that can be used for automated, high-
throughput screening to identify individuals intending to perform acts of tetrorism. At present, airports
have to rely on a passenger's response to brief questions such as: "Did you pack your own bags?"
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Hands-off approach

Briggs (2000: http://pews.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/sci/tech/1739413.5tm) reports that the new system
as explained in the previous section, was tested on 20 volunteers who were told to carry out a fake
crime. The individuals were asked to stab a mannequin and rob it of $20, before pleading their
innocence when questioned. Another group of people who had no knowledge of the crime was also
tested with thermal imaging. Using the equipment, the scentsts managed to correcty identify as guilty
seventy-five percent of the "criminals”, while 90% of the "innocent" group were successfully cleared of
blame. The results were as good as those from a traditional polygraph, or lie-detector test.

Probing

According to Granhag and Stromwall (2002: 244) a suspect 1s being probed when s/he, within a
certain session, is asked to answer anew a previously put question and/or requested to present
additional information. Like repeated interrogations, probing is a lie-detection strategy which pertains to
both the suspect’s verbal and non-vetbal behaviour. Unlike repeated interrogations, probing is an
immediate and often unexpected test of the suspect’s behaviour as s/he is requested to again answer
previously put questions. Hence, it could be speculated that suspects who are mnterrogated at different
sessions, and suspects who are probed, are exposed to different demands. How the demands put on
repeatedly interrogated suspects affect their behaviour is a question that has been neglected in previous
deception research. Research has found that probed suspects tend to behave in a manner, which
enhances thetr credibility. The so-called probing effect can be translated into psycho-legal terms in the
following way: (a) the suspect is being probed by the interrogator; (b) the suspect realizes that the
mterrogator is suspicious; () the suspect modifies his or her behaviour to appear truthful; (d) the
mterrogator increases his or her belief in the suspect. This link has been labelled the Behavioural
Adapration Explanation (BAE).

FEAR OF BEING CAUGHT

Ekman (1989: 82) states that fear of being caught makes lying harder, may motivate a
confession and can produce signs in the face, body and voice that betray the lie. The fear can become a
torment, and people may confess in order to obtain relief from it. Fear can disorganise the liar's
attempts to maintain a consistent line. It can generate changes in how the liar talks, in the sound of the
voice, in the expression on the face, which contradicts what the liar is saying and ultimately betray the
Le.

EFkman adds that not evervone who lies is afraid of being caught. The fear is usually strongest
when the stakes are high, when the consequences of being caught are great. Even then, some liars are
209



more vulnerable to fear. ‘The target’s reputation also influences how much fear the Lar feels. Young
children who believe their parents omnipotent claim that they can always spot a lie will be more afraid
of being caught than oldet children who have learoed that they can sometimes get away with it.

A study of Coetzee and Russel (2000: 4) shows that as we grow older, we become far more
efficient liars, both in the words we use and in the way we conceal physical signs — but the physical signs

are stll there and we simply cannot hide them all.

According to McClish (undated: http://www sratementanalysis.com) for most people,
knowingly telling a lie creates some degree of stress. This stress will usually surface in the form of a

body movement. This is similar to the principle that governs a polygraph test. A polygraph will measure
a person's heart rate, respiratory rate, blood pressure and perspiration. When abnormal changes occur in
these areas it is 2 sign that the person is under sofme stress. Even though the subject may claim he did
not do it, the polygraph is detecting stress, which indicates he may be lying. While you cannot detect
someone's heart rate just by looking at them, there are other nonverbal signals you can recognize which
may indicate a person is being untruthful. These signals include the hands covenng the mouth, rubbing
the back of the neck, adjusting their clothing, running their fingers through their hair, crossing their
arms and legs and a shifting of the eyes.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 259) and Coetzee and Russel (2000: 5) add that signs of stress include
too direct eye contact, closed posture, partial closure of posture, dry mouth and thirst, larger than usual
social gap between parties and striving to be ‘too’ notmal. However, they hasten to add that these are
only signs — not proof of guilt.

Flight-or-fight response and har stress

Coetzee and Russel (2000: 3) explain that when the mind identifies a threat (real or imagined)
the body undergoes stress, with certain very specific physiological responses occurting. These responses
are collectvely referred to as the flight-or-fight response. These and other signs of stress can be obvious
and subtle. Lying is often an attempt to limit stress by avoiding the outcomes associated with the truth,
but lying simply replaces one cause of stress with another, and the trained observer soon catches the

nuances. The trined observer will be alerted to the possibility of another version of what the subject 1s

Coetzee and Russel (2000: 4) add that the autonomic nervous system (the ruler of involuntary
physiological functioning) detects a threat and kicks in what 1s called the fhght-or-fight response. This
gives rise to physiological responses that are so specific that they can be physically measured with
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polygraph and voice stress analysis technology. Equipment is not needed, because there are also
physiological reactions that the trained obsetrver can detect easily. These include (but are pot limited to):

0 Dilated pupils

O A marked change in respiratory activity

0 Increased sweating

¢ Trembling

0  Onmset of facial ucs

© A dry mouth (often signalled be a request of water)

FAMILIARITY, BIASES AND DECEPTION DETECTION

Gass and Seiter (2003: 273) state that although truth and lie biases make you less accurate at
detecting the deception of famihar others, the knowledge you have gained about familiar others can also
make you more accurate at detecting them. Specifically, because you have more background
information about familiar others, you might be more likely to notice contradictions in what they say
(e.g., your significant other has told you that s/he has never been to San Francisco, but later says, “The
view from the Golden Gate Bndge is fantastic). Moteover, you may be more likely to detect her/his
deception when the behaviour suddenly changes (e.g., your significant other who is normally calm,
becomes more nervous whenever s/he talks about espionage agents). Finally, when you know another
person well, you may be more likely to recognize idiosyncratic behaviours that that person only enacts
while lying. Familianty, then, can both help and hinder accurate deception detection, Familianty is
related to biases that decrease accuracy and knowledge that increases accuracy.

SUSPICION

Gass and Seiter (2003: 273) state that as a deceptive 1nteraction is unfolding, people may
become suspicious of being lied to, and in wrn, may behave in certain ways because of it In some
cases, they may hide their suspiciousness. Suspicious people tend to use shorter responses, take longer
to answer and manage thetr body movements more. In other situations, however, our behaviours may
reveal our suspicion and, in tum may affect our partner’s behaviour. If someone who s lying to us

thinks we are suspicious, the lar may try even harder o be convincing.

Gass and Seiter (2003) state that although it is apparent that suspiciousness plays a role in both
senders’ and receivers” behaviours, another issue concerms whether suspicion affects detection accuracy.
The evidence for the claim that when people are more suspicious they are better at detecting deception
does not look too good. Even though we know that suspidous people have more negative percepnions

21t



of the people they are judging, some scholars have found that suspicious subjects are no more accurate
at detecting deception than naive subjects.

POLICE LIE-DETECTION SKILLS

In scientific studies concerning detection of deception, obsetvers are typically given videotapes
or audiotapes and asked to judge whether each of a number of people is lying or telling the truth. To
date, Vrij and Mann (2001: 112-132) state that eight studies have been published with police officers as

he detectors.

Vrij and Mann (2001) state that the percentages of lie detection {or the accuracy rate) in most of
these usually mnges from 45% to 60%, when 50% accuracy is expected by chance alone in these
expetimental situations. Similar accuracy rates have bees found with college students as observers,
suggestng that police officers are no better at detecting deception than college students. Several studies
have directly tested this by including both college students and police officers as observers in their

experiments.

DePaulo and Pfeifer (1986: 249-267) found that police officers were as unsuccessful as college
students in detecting deception. Ekman and O’Sullivan 1991: 913-920 found that police officers and
polygraph examiners obtained similar accuracy rates to college students, and that only members of the
Secret Service were better at detecting lies than college students. The latter finding suggests that some
groups of police officers may be better at detecting lies than others. Federal officers (a group of police
officers with a special interest and experience in deception and demeanour) and sheriffs (a group of
police officers identified by their depattment as outstanding interrogators) were considerably better at
detecting lies than a mixed group of law-enforcement officers (who had not been chosen for their

reputation as interrogators).

DePaulo and Pfeifer (1986) investigated obsetvers” confidence in their decisions. They found
that police officers were more confident than students, suggesting that being a professional lie catcher
may Icrease confidence in the ability to detect deceit, but does not increase accuracy. Too much
misplaced confidence in the ability to catch a har can be harmful in a deception task, as 1t is likely that
when individuals are highly confident in their ability to detect deception they are less likely to scrutinise
a potential Yiar actively. High confidence often results in making quick decisions on the basis of limited
information. High confidence is also likely to reduce motivation to learn more about the topic, as
persons may consider that they already know enough. Finally, high confidence may have consequences
when information is presented in court. Research has indicated that jurors are pardcularly influenced by
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how confident witnesses are, suggesting that police officers who express with confidence that the
suspects’ behaviour revealed that they were lying are more likely to be believed by jurors.

REASONS FOR POOR ABILITY TO DETECT DECEIT

Granhag & Stromwall (2001: 85-101) state that there are numerous reasons why people,
including police officers, have generally been found to be poor at detecting lies.

The first reason deals with the ecological validity of the findings: what do police officers’ skills
in detecting lies in an experimental study tell us about their lie-detection skills in real life? Cleatly, there
are many differences between lie detection in scientific deception studies and lie detection in police
mterviews. The first difference is one that police officers themselves mendon the most: in real life,
police officers can actually interview the suspect, whereas in hie-detection experiments they are passive

observers.

Granhag & Stromwall (2001: 85-101) found police officets believe that it is easier to detect lies
when playing an active role in real interviews than when they are watching a video (However, it is
doubtful whether having the opportunity to interview the potential liar improves detection accuracy.
Several rescarchers have compared the accuracy scores of observers who actually interviewed potential
hars with those who observed the interviews but did not intetview the potential liats themselves.

Studies by Granhag & Strémwall (2001: 85-101) found that observers wete more accurate in
detecting truths and lies than were interviewers. These findings supgest that actually interviewing
someone is a disadvantage in detecting deceit, not an advantage.

HUMANS AS POLYGRAPHS

Just as some people are better at deceiving others, some people are more skilful at detecting
deception. Gass and Seiter (2003: 271) state that when people scrutinize messages in order to judge
deception (ie., centrally process messages), they tend to focus on vetbal cues rather than nonverbal
ones. In contrast, when they use petipheral processing they tend to pay more attention to nonverbal
cues. Nonverbal behaviours are more indicative of deception than are verbal behaviours People who
were highly involved in a task (1.e., those who were most likely to scrutinize rerfa/ messages) should be
less accurate at detecting deception than people who were not involved (ie., those who process
messages penpherally and focus ont nonverbal cues). Gass and Seiter (2003: 271) state that being less
involved may make you better at detecting decepton.
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If humans were really good at lie detecting, then there would be no such thing as practical jokes.
Many people, who are honest all the time and have a high truth bias, may realise that their hes go
undetected and enjoy the occasional charade with their friends and family members.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter, 1 investigated face’s capacity to communicate a large number of messages. 1
explored whether speakers who engaged in more eve contact, exhibited more facial pleasantness, and
used certain types of gestures (Le., ilustrators) were more persuasive than speakers who did not and
whether the use of illustrators increases a speaker’s persnasiveness. I then focused on the notion of
distance as a vital indicator of deception. I looked at deception detection stating that the investigator
should not rely on any one aspect or trait of body language being displayed by a subject, but rather on
clusters of traits. 1 showed further that humans in general, tend to be inaccurate when trying to detect

deception.

I looked at the stress of telling lies, stating that although we become far more efficient hiars as
we grow older, we cannot conceal the physical signs. I examined how the lack of congruence that is
likely to occur in the use of the mam gestuares, the body’s micro signals and the spoken words do not
allow us to fake our own body language. I then added that the difficulty with lytng is that the
subconscious mind acts automatically and independently of our verbal lie, so our body language gives us
away. | examined familiarity, as a double-edged sword, which in some ways may help us be better
deception detectors; in other ways, it might hinder our ability to detect deception. | investigated how
just as some people are better at deceiving others, some people are more skilful at detecting deception.

In chapter 10 I will focus on ethical perspectives on deception.

214



Chapter 10

ETHICAL PHRSPECTIVES ON DECEPTION

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter I will define the term ethics and discuss approaches to ethics. I will state further
we are always confronted with choices, and what each one of us does matters even though we may not
know it. I will explore the idea that ethics and persuasion are closely intertwined, and that persuasion is
not inherently unethical. The moral quality of a given persuasive act is based primarily on the motives of
the persuader and only the secondarily on the strategies and tactics used by the persuader. | add further
that persuasion that is mtentional, that occurs with the receiver’s conscious awareness, that involves free
choice and that takes place through language or symbolic action is more ethically defensible than
persuasion that takes place through other means. Three qualities that are characteristic of ethical
persuasion are respect, equality, and tolerance.

1 will study communication dialogue and persuasion techniques, and how lying is not always
wrong. I will examine illegal communication and ethics, and the ethics of nonverbal communication. I
will focus on falsehoods and misrepresentations, withholding of information and or purposeful
ambiguity as types of deception. Legal perspectives take the position that illegal communication also is
unethical while religious perspectives stem from the moral guidelines embodied in the ideology and
sacred literature of varous religions. T will discuss norms as expectations about what behaviours or
opinions are right or wrong, good or bad. I will further examine St Augustine’s definition of lying as

having one thing in one’s heart and uttering another with the intention to deceive.
THE TERM “ETHICS”
Encarta Reference Library (2002) defines “ethics” as:

1. The study of motal standards and how they affect conduct, also called moral philosophy

2. A system of morl principles governing the appropdate conduct for an individual or group
(takes a phural vetb) of moral standards and how they affect conduct (takes a singular verb).



According to Rensburg and Cant (2003: 260) an ethic 1s value-based and stems from soco-
ecogomic contexts. The major theoretical approaches to ethics frequently conflict, and the evaluation of

ethics my depend more on the framework than the issue.

According to Bok (1978: xix) the Greek philosopher Epicurus states that ethics deals with
things to be sought and things to be avoided, with the ways of life and with the z/bs. “Ieks” refers to the
chief good, the aim, or the end of kfe. Larson (1989: 30) adds that ethical issues focus on value

judgements concerning degrees of right and wrong, goodness and badness, in human conduct.

APPROACHES TO ETHICS

Gass and Seiter (2003: 362) have identified the following approaches to ethics:

Ends versus means

'This 1s an ethical controversy centring on whether the means or method of influence is justified
by the desirability of the outcome. Can a persuasive outcome be so good or desirable that the use of

force or coercion is justified to achieve it?

Consequentialism

This ethical approach emphasises that which is pragmatic or functional. A persuader should
weigh the benefits and drawbacks of his or her actions. Those actions that produce the greatest balance
of good over bad are ethical.

Deontological systems

This ethical approach is idealistic in narure. Such an ethical system focuses on the inherent
rghtness or wrongness of intentions. It is not the persuasive outcome, but the monlity of the

persuader’s intent that counts.

Amoralism (or Machiavellianism)

This ethical approach authorises whatever a persuader can get away with, constrained only by
laws, ot fear of social ostracism. The self-interest of the persuader is all that matters; others had better
watch out for themselves. Suckers desetve what they get. They should learn from their mustakes.

Sitnational ethics/ relativism

This ethical approach maintains there are no moral absolutes. There are no ethical maxims. It is
not possible to write a moral code that applies to all cultures, persons, times and places. There are
always exceptions to every rule. There can be good or bad forms of persuasion, but whether they are
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good or bad depends on the situation, the parties involved, the nature of the issue and other related

factors.
Universalism

This ethical approach maintains that there are universal, immutable “dos™ and “don’ts”. Morals
and values can be ordered into enduring codes of conduct. Some actions are right or wrong for all
people, places, and times. For example, torture is always wrong. Certain universal human rights must be
honoured. There are “hard” and “soft” versions of universalism, meaning that some perspectives are
more absolute than others.

Egalitarianism

This approach to ethics, which is also known as the “Golden Rule”, involves doing unto others,
as you would have them do unto you Treat other people, as you would have them treat you. A more

modern detivative of this principle is: “What goes around comes around”.

Free market ethics

This ethical approach is based on the metaphor of the free matket or capitalism: careat emplor let
the buyer beware. There should be little or no pror restraint on persuasive messages. This approach
places greater responsibility on recetvers to critically evaluate persuasive messages.

Utllitarianism (John Stuart Mill)

This is a teleological approach, based on the greatest good for the greatest number of people.
'The “Star Trek” version of this principle involves balancing “the needs of many with the needs of one.”

NORMS AND ETHICS

Gass and Seiter (2003: 127) state that norms are expectations held by a group of peopie about
what behaviours or opinions are right or wrong, good or bad, acceptable or unacceptable, appropriate
ot inappropriate {Andrews, 1996). Once norms are understood, we feel ptessure to conform to them.
Exphicit norms are writcen openly. For example, road signs indicate how fast you are permitted to drive,
employce manuals may tell you how to dress, and game rules may send you to jail without collecting
$200. Some nomms, however, are izplict, and not so openly stated. For example, we imagine that when
you are a guest in someone’s home, you do not put your feet on the dinner table even though you have

never read a rule saying you should not.

Rensburg and Cant (2003: 261) state that the enforcement of ethical actions relies on individual
judgement. Even individuals who are highly tramed in the philosophy of ethics do not agree about the
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application of ethics. The distinction between ethical and unethical behaviour is based on the cultural
milieu and is a by-product of social noms therefore it is extremely difficult to determine ethical
behaviout. Every society or culture contains a whole set of social norms, based on its particular history,
religions, philosophies and the natute of its people and the problems they have faced. While socal
norms may appear to remain stable bemg based on long traditions, in fact they are i a continual state
of evaluation.

Rensburg and Cant (2003: 261) state that conflicting ethical decisions may also arise from
conflicting states of social norns within the same culture. For example, an organtsation obtains
preliminary test results, which suggest that contact with a specific product on their assembly line may
result in a low probability of damage to future offspring. The organisation may decide that the ethically
responsible action is to remove all women of childbeaning age from contact with the assembly line.
However, ethically responsible behaviour prohibits the organisation from denying wotk based on
gender or age. The decision is no longer one of distinguishing ethical from unethical behaviour, but of
determining which ethically relevant factor takes precedence.

VALUES

Kitwood (1980:9) states that the domain of human values may be roughly demarcated as that of
the beliefs of human beings about what is fght, good or desirable and of their cortesponding actions
and attitudes. Our values are related to our needs and interests, and are shaped by our behefs.

According to Kitwood (1980: 11) the study of values concerns the understanding of 2 person’s
dominant mode of being in the wotd, the concems around which an individual’s life was centrally
organised. All petsons, over the age of about 11, possess a personal value system made up of a relatively
small number of value elements. These, he maintans, form part of the “core’ of the personality, though
the position of elements within the “system” may vary gradually with time and experience.

COMMUNICATION AS DIALOGUE

Larson (1989: 35) says that dialogical perspectives emerge from current scholarship on the
nature of communication as dizlogue rather than monologue. Such perspectives contend that the
attitudes toward each other among participants in 2 communication situation are an index of the ethical
level of that communication. Some attitudes are held to be fully human, humane and facdilitative of
petsonal self-fulfiiment than are other arnmdes. Communication as dzalggwe is characterised by such
attitudes as honesty, concem for the welfare and improvement of others, trust, genuineness, open-
mindedness, equality, mutual respect, empathy, humility, directness, lack of pretence, non-manipulative
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intent, sincerity, encouragement of free expression and acceptance of others as individuals with intrinsic
worth, regardiess of difference over belef or behaviour.

Larson (1989) states that communication as monolggue in contrast, 1s marked by such qualities as
deception, superiomity, exploitation, dogmatism, domination, insincerity, pretence, personal self-display,
self-agprandisement, judgementalism that stifles free expression, coercion, possessiveness,
condensation, self-defensiveness, and viewing others as objects to be manipulated. In the case of
persuasion, the techniques and presentation of the persuader would be scrutinised to determine the
degree to which they reveal an ethical dialogical attitude or an unethical monological attitude towards

receivers.

ETHICAL STANDARDS FOR INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION

Larson (1989: 47) states that varying degrees of persuasion are attempted in two-person and
small-group settings. One difficulty in assessing the ethics of persuasion in such interpersonal situations
is that most standards for ethical persuasion are mtended specifically for public persuasion. A wide array
of ethical 1ssues that typically emerge in interpersonal communication settings are: candour, social
harmony, accuracy, deception, consistency of word and act, keeping confidences and blocking
communication. Any particular theme may come into conflict with other themes and we may have to

choose one over the other in a given situation.

Central to both public and interpersonal communication is a minimal level of trust among
patticipants Larson (1989: 47) offers an ethic of interpersonal trust based on a particular view of human
nature. Although humans are essentially good by nature, there are realistic limits and constricting
circumstances that most of the tine limit achtevernent of ideal human potential. An ethic that increases
our trust in each other is desitable because our trust of others tends to stimulate their trust of us,
because our own self-image can be improved, and because our psychological health is nurtured. There
are dangers of trusting people. Others may use our trust to deceive us; and continued exposure to
broken trust breeds alienation from others and declining self-confidence.

THE ETHICS OF NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION

Larson (1989: 46) underscores the ethical implications of some dimensions of noaverbal
communication. He states that lies are not only found in verbal comments. When a person nods
affirmatively in response to something he does not believe or when he feigns attention to a
conversation he finds boring, he is equally guilty of lving. A false shrug of the shoulders, a seductive
batting of eyelashes, an eyewink, or a smile may all be employed as noaverbal forms of deception.
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Accotding to Larson (1989), silence too, may carry ethical implications. If to be responsible in
fulfilment of our role or position demands that we speak out on a subject, to be silent may be judged
unethical. On the other hand, if the only way that we successfully can persuade others on a subject 1s to
employ unethical communication techniques or appeals, the ethical decision would be to remain silent.

A MATTER OF CHQICE

Grapsas and Ilic (2001) state that the necessity for studying ethics derives from the realisation
that people are always confronted with alternative courses of action. In every field of endeavour, there
are always more challenges to be met than we can actually do and there 1s always more than one way to
petform any task Consequently, we continually have to choose between alternative activities and

between methods of performing tasks.

Guffin (2002: 87) states that the process of communication mteraction is one in which we
together cteate what happens to us and it is one in which smalt differences can be amplified. What each
of us does matters even though we cannot know what the outcomes of our actions will be. It is possible

that small actions can escalate to transform global situations.

Larson (1989: 49) states that when we act, we not only 4o something, we also shape our own
character. Our choices about what to do are also choices about whom to be. A single lie does not
necessarily make us a liar; but a series of lies may. Each choice about what to 4o is also a choice about

whom to #¢ — or, more accurately, whom to become.

Larson (1989) adds that in Judeo-Chnstian or Western cultures, good moral character usually is
associated with habitual embodiment of such virtues as courage, temperance, wisdom, justice, faimess,
generosity, gentleness, patience, truthfulness and trustworthiness. Other cultures may praise additional
or different virtues that they believe constitute good ethical character. Ingrained in us as habitual
dispositions to act, these virtues gide the ethics of our communication behaviour when carefut or dlear

deliberation is not possible.

THE MOTIVES COLOUR THE MEANS

Gass and Seiter (2003: 358) concede that ethics and persuasion are closely intertwined. They
maintain that the moral quality of an influence attempt is derived primanly from the motives or ends of
the persuader, and only secondarnly from the means of persuasion that are employed. The means of
persuasion take on the moral character of the persuader’s ends.
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In the table below, Gass and Seiter (2003: 359), list three strategies (in column one), along with
two contrasting sets of motives (in columns two and three). When paired with the first set of “good”
motives, the use of the strategies appears justified. However, when paired with the second set of “evil”
motives, the strategies appear highly unjustified. Gass and Seiter believe that the ethical quality of a
persuader’s motives tends to “rub off” on the persuasive strategy employed. The strategy itself is
essentally neutral or amoral, until such time as it is paired with a particular motive or end. At that point,
the entire influence attempt (motive ot strategy) takes on a moral/immoral dimension.

The table below shows that the motives colour the means. Gass and Seiter (2003: 359) state that

a persuader’s motives colour the means of persuasion, as the examples below illustrate.

Strategy or Means

“Good” Motive or End

“Evil” motive or End

Use of Deception

Trying to conceal a surprise
birthday party from the
person 1 whose honour the

patty is being given

Trying to swindle an elderly
person out of her/his life

savings

Use of Fear Appeals

Trying to convince a child
never to accept a ride from

a stranger

Threatening to demote an
employee for refusing 2

supentor’s sexual advances

Use of Ingratiation

Trying to cheer up a friend
who is depressed about 2

poot grade in a test

Lavishing attention on 2
dying relattve, in order to
inherit the relative’s money

Figure 19: The motives colour the means Gass and Seiter (2003: 359)

Gass and Seiter (2003: 13) state that tools can be used in good and bad ways, depending on the
user. They believe that primarily it is the perswader’s motives that determine whether a given influence
attempt is good or bad, right or wrong, ethical or unethical. They matntain that the moral quality of a
persuasive act is derived primarily from the ends a persuader seeks, and only secondarly from the
means the persuader employs. It is not so much what strategies and tactics a persuader uses, as why s/he

uses them.

According to Gass and Seiter (2003: 13) 1f a fear appeal were being used to inform a sexually
active teenager of the dsks of HIV infection from unprotected sex, they would tend to say the fear
appeal was justified. If a fear appeal were being used by a terrorist to kill a hostage every hour until his
demands were met, they would say the fear appeal was unjustfied. In each case, the motives of the
persuader would “colour” the use of the fear appeal. Consistent with their tool analogy, fear appeals like
other persuasive strategies, can be used for good and bad ends.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 359) state that even coercion can be defended as a justifiable means of
achieving certain ends. According to Gass and Setter (2003 coercion represents a “bordetline” case of
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persuasion. A child, for example, might be forced to get a vaccination by her/his parents. Psychotic or
delusional persons might be forcibly restrained to prevent them from harming themselves or others. Let
us consider a hypothetical “ticking bomb” scenario. A terronst group announces it will set off a nuclear
bomb in a major city within 24 hours. The detonation and ensuing radiation will likely kill thousands of
people. The police have caught one of the tetrorists, who refuses to talk. If the police torture the
tetrorist, however, they are 90% certain they can learn the bomb’s location and disarm it. The question
we have to consider is whether it is morally permissible for the police to extract the information they

need through torture in order to save thousands of lives.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 359) add that the so-called ticking bomb scenatio has left a number of
moral ethicists scratching their heads. What we have to consider is the fact that 1t is wrong to torture

someone, even a terrorist, but 1s it not awre rong to condemn thousands of innocent people to die.

ETHICAL PERSUASION

Adler and Elmhorst (1999: 420) state that persuaston is an ethical and honourable form of
communication. Persuasion is the act of motivating an audience, through communication, to voluntarly
change a particular belief, attitude or behaviour. Finn et al 1983: 48 state that the misuse of “the

persuasive arts” has been so common and at times so nototious, that some have regarded persuasion as

inherently evil, something, which by its nature “ought to be avoided”, like a lie.

Finn et al (1983: 48) state that the following can be considered persuasively unethical:

o Ouiright lymng

o Falsifying or faking evidence

O  Mistepresentation

0 The consdous use of deceptive reasoning

O Misleading the destination about the intent of the message

Finn et al (1983: 48) state that when someone’s attempts to mfluence are altruistic, the
persuasion could be regarded as ethical; however, in the organisational, public relations, advertising and
political spheres, and the totally altruistic it is as rare as it is improbable. Even when the communicator
is concemed about the welfare of his destination, the misguided, patemnalistic and selfish cannot be
disregarded; it is the “I-know-better-than-you-what’s-good-for-you” syndrome.

Finn et al (1983: 48) add that alternatives to persuasion include coetrcion and violence; verbal

mnfluence is better than suppression, fists or guns.



To vnderstand the nature of persuasion, Adler and Elmhorst (1999: 420-421) examine the case
of the city council announcing its intention to turn a local athletic field and playground into a parking
lot. The area’s residents are understandably upset. Faced with this situation, the residents have four
choices. First, they could accept the decision and do nothing to change it. This altemative is neither

persuasive nor satisfying.

Adler and Elmhorst (1999) state that a second alternative would be to use coercion — forcing
the council against #ts will to reverse its dedsion. The group could try to coerce a change by invading
and distupting a council meeting, demanding that the council promise to keep the park or face more
demonstrations. Threatening to mount a recall campaign against any members who insist on supporting
the parking lot would be another coercive approach. Although threats and force can change behaviou,
they usually are not the best approach. The recipient of the threats can counterattack, leading to 2an
escalating cycle of hostility. Threatened parties often dig in their heels and resist changing to save face.
Coercion makes the instigator look bad.

Adler and Elmborst (1999: 421) state that a different approach to getting someone to change
her/his mind involves manipulation ~ tricking the other party into thinking and acting in the desired
way. A deceptive approach to the park-versus-parking-lot problem might be to present the council with
a petition against the lot containing forged signatures that inflate the petition’s size ot to gain public
sympathy by exagperating the adverse effects of the project on certain groups — children, the elderly,

and small-business owners, for example.

According to Adler and Eimhorst (1999: 421) besides being ethical, honesty is the best effective
policy when it comes to changing the mind of an audience. A “boomerang effect” often occurs when
receivers learn that they have been the targets of manipulative communication. Faced with this
discovery, they will often change their attitudes in the direction opposite that advocated by a speaker. In
other cases, speakers are viewed as more credible when they openly admit that they are trying to
persuade an audience.

In mass copxnugication, as stated by Adler and Elmhorst (1999: 421), manipulation takes the
form of propaganda: messages that use concealed means to sell the public an ideology. The ideology
can be teligious, political or economic. Regardiess of the subject, propaganda uses a wide armay of
techniques to impose a uniform system of beliefs on the public. The municipal-parking-lot issue is
probably not big enough to generate a propaganda campaign by either the city or the neighbours. When
an issue is larger and more ideological, propaganda might come into play. The real-estate industry
might, for instance, try to persuade the residents of the aty that growth is good for them. Likewise,

223



conservationists could promote the message that “small is beautiful”. No matter what position one

takes on an issue, propaganda can be used to gain converts.

Adlet and Flmhorst (1999: 421) add that a final way to achieve change is persuasion —
communication that convinces the other person to act voluntarily in the desired way. The citizen’s
group could organise an appeal showing that the community sees keeping the park as more important
than increasing the amount of available parking. 1t could describe the benefits of the park, bringing in

local residents to testify about its importance to the community.

Adler and Elmborst (1999: 422) conclude that the manipulation, persuasion and coercion do
not fall into three distinct categories. Rather, they blend into one another, like colours of the spectrum.
The point where one method of gaining compliance stops and another begmns will vary from sttuation
to situation. The best measures of whether a particular message is genuinely persuasive are (1) whether
the recipient feels truly free to make a choice, and (2) whether the originatot would feel comfortable if
s/he were the recipient of the message instead of its sender.

CHARACTERISTICS OF ETHICAL INFLUENCE

Gass and Seiter (2003: 363) adopt a situationistic or relativistic approach. They state that there
are five criteria that distinguish pure cases of persuasion from bordetline cases. Pure cases of persuasion
are those that ate intentional; they occur with the receiver’s conscious awareness, involve free choice on
the part of the receiver, take place through language or symbolic action, and involve two or more

persons.
Intentionality

Gass and Seiter (2003: 363) state that a number of scholars subscribe to the view that only
intentional influence attempts count as persuasion. A persuader whose influence attempts result in
harmful, unforeseen consequences can avoid responsibility by saying, “That’s not what 1 intended.”
Studies have shown that unintended messages, such as an overheard ethnic slur, can damage a petson’s
teputation in the eyes of other persons. Gass and Seiter believe that persuaders should be held
accountable for the unintended consequences of their persuaston.

Conscious awareness

Gass and Seiter (2003: 363) maintain that persuasion that takes place with the conscious
awareniess of all the parties involved 1s far more ethical than persuasion that does not. If a person knows

that s/he 13 the target of an influence attempt s /he can take active steps to resist the attempt or counter
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with an attempt of her/his own. All else being equal, an above-board attempt at persuasion is ethically
supetior to a hidden, disguised or surreptitious attempt to persuade.
Free choice/ free will

Gass and Setter (2003: 363-364) state that purc cases of persuasion are those that allow
participants to make free, mformed decisions as to whether they wish to comply with persuasive
messages. Borderline cases of persuasion involve coercion in varying degrees. (Gass and Seiter beheve
the more freedom one has to say “No”, the more ethical 2 given influence attempt is. The more
coerdve pressute that is brought to bear on a person, the less ethical is the influence attempt. A person
cannot choese to comply with an influence attempt if the person is unaware s/he is the target of an
influence attempt.

Language and symbolic action

According to Gass and Seiter (2003: 364) pure models of persuasion centre around the use of
language (the spoken or printed word) and symbolic actions (protest marches, sit-ins, etc.). Borderline
cases of persuasion iclude persuasion via nonverbal or behavioural means. Using physical
attractiveness or behavioural modification to alter another’s behaviour would both constitute instances
of borderline persuasion. Gass and Seiter believe that persuasion that takes place through language or
symbol usage is generally more ethical than persuasion via nonverbal or behavioural means. Their
pteference for the former is because language-based influence attempts are generally more easily
recognised and more readily understood. Nonvetbal appeals are less recognizable as persuasive
attempts. Gass and Seiter add that if the reapient is made aware that nonverbal or behavioural strategies
will be employed, they see little ethical difference between language-based and non-language-based
petsuasion.

Persuaders as lovers

According to Gass and Seiter (2003: 365), there are three metaphots, which describe the ways
people go about arguing:

©  Seducers use tnckery, deceit, charm, flattery and beguilement to achieve their ends;
seducers do not view others as equals, but as unwitting victims

©  Rapists use threats, force, and coercion ia an effort to win their arguments. They resort to
browbeating, personal attacks, threats and ultimatums to get their way. Like seducers,
rapists view others as inferior. Others are treated as objects to satisfy the rapist’s needs

O Lorers respect one another’s dignity and base their relationship on equality. They do not
treat each other as victims or objects, but rather as parmers. They are open to one

another’s arguments and look for mutually sansfactory solutions to their differences
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Gass and Seiter (2003: 365) state that the three styles of argument apply equally well to
persuasive encounters. Three essential attributes or qualities of persuaders as lovers include:

RESPECT

Gass and Seiter (2003: 365) state that ethical influence attempts tend to reaffirm the other
person’s sense of self-worth. Persuaders who use ethical strategies and tactics tend to demonstrate
respect for another’s dignity. In contrast, unethical influence attempts tend to express disdain for
others. The target of an unethical nfluence attempt is viewed as  “mark”, a “sucker” or a “patsy”.

EQuALITY

Gass and Seiter (2003: 365) state that influence attempts are most ethical when the parties enjoy
equal status in a relationship. This is because in unequal relationships status or power differences are
more likely — whether intentionally or unintentionally — to impinge on the choice-making ability of the
lower-status person. The person enjoying more status or power may find it difficult to resist using
“carrots” or “sticks” to gain compliance. The person occupying the lower- status position may find it
difficult to believe that the person with higher status will not resort to rewards and punishments.

Gass and Seiter add that the potenuial for unethical influence and the perception of unethical
mnfluence exists in any hierarchical relationship. They believe that ethical influence attempts are possible
even when there are power dispanties, but only if the more powerful party allows communication to
take place on an equal footng. In organisational communication, the concepts of “downward™ and
“upward” communication suggest inequality. To minimise such inequality, the possibility for reciprocal
influence would have to be established. This would require 2 superior to make it clear that s /he was
suggesting, not ordering. The superior would also need to promise that there would be no reprisals for
disagreement and make good on that pledge. The superior would have to be open to having her/his
mind changed as well These same requirements — suggesting, not ordenng, avoiding repnsals, and
remammg open to influence — would apply to parental influence as well.

TOLERANCE

According to Gass and Seiter (2003: 366), each party in a persuasive encounter must be patient
with the other, giving the other a chance to make her/his case. Each part should also be open to the
other’s point of view, making persuasion a two-way street. If a person wishes to influence another then
s/he must also be willing to be mfluenced.
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ETHICS AND DECEPTION

Gass and Seiter (2003: 370) state that the study of deception and deception detection constitutes
one of the most ethically sensitive areas of persuasion research. Although some may believe that lying is
atways wrong, Gass and Seiter believe that there are numerous situations in which telling “white es” is
beneficial for relationships. Such social rituals as complimenting another’s’ dothing, praismg a dinner
host’s cooking, or telling the host of a party you had a good time seem faily harmless, innocuous uses
of deception to us. Even where candour is called for, Gass and Seiter believe there is an important
difference between being honest and bemng brutally honest.

Gass and Seiter’s view is that although deception is sometimes socilly justified, one should
examine the motives of the persuader by asking, “In whose interest is the lie being perpetrated?” Self-
serving lies, they believe, are the least ethical Lies told for the benefit of another are the most ethical.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 371) state that in assessing the ethical merits of deception, one should
keep in mind that outright falsehoods and misrepresentations constitute only one type of deception.
Deception also can include withholding information or purposeful ambiguity. The latter types of
deception are more ethically defensible than “bald-faced” lies. A person might be “diplomatic”, for
example, to spare another the pain or loss of face that being blunt might cause. Both withholding of
information and purposeful ambiguity can therefore be used to benefit another.

Gass and Seiter add that “honesty is the best policy” only wotks if there is mutual respect, the
relationship is based on equality, and there is tolerance for one another’s views. If these conditions do

not exist, then being honest may result in the honest person being fired, punished or tdiculed.

ST AUGUSTINE ON LIES

Bok (1978: 33) states that St Augustine defined lying as having one thing in one’s heart and
uttering another with the intention to decerve, thereby subverting the God-given purpose of human
speech. His definition left no room at all for justifiable falsehood, and he confessed that this troubled
him: he wortied about lies to protect ailing persons, for instance, and lies to protect those threatened by
assault and defilement. He allowed therefore, that there are great differences among lies and that some
are more abhorrent than others are. He set up an eightfold distinction, beginning with les uttered in the
teaching of religion, the worst ones of all, and ending up with lies that harm no one and yet save
someone from physical defilement. St Augustine explained these in such a way that he could continue
to matntain that God forbade all lies.



Bok (1978: 34) goes on to say that the doctrine that St Augustine maintained turned out to be
vety difficult to follow. Many ways wete ttied to soften the prohibition to work around it; and to allow
at least a few lies. Three different paths were taken: to allow for pardoning of some lies; to claim that
some deceptive statements are not falsehoods, merely interpreted by the listener; and finally to claim
that certain falschoods do not count as hies.

Bok (1978: 34) desciibes the first as being built upon St Augustine’s eightfold hierarchy, going
from the most grievous lies to those most easily pardoned. Aquinas set a pattern, which is still followed
by Catholic theologtans. He distinguished three kinds of lhes: the officious, or helpful lies; the jocose
lies, told in jest; and the mischievous lies, told to harm someone. Only the latter constitute mortal sins
for Aquinas. He agreed with St Augustine that all lies are sins, but regarded the officious and jocose lies

as less serious.

Many have argued that there are instances when a lie can be justified. Ekman (1989: 16-17)
expounds that the classic example would be misleading a would-be murderer who asks whether the
petson he is pursuing has taken refuge in your house. The argument that justifies lying is that the
murderer has no nght to the true information. According to Ekman (1989) students mte as most
permissible lies that protect one’s privacy from an unwarranted mtrusion. Lies that harmed others or
that had as their sole purpose advancing one’s own gam were judged as the most wrongful. As they

grow older children have a more favourable attitude about altruistic lies.

ILLEGAL COMMUNICATION AND ETHICS

Larson (1989: 35) 1s of the view that legal perspectives take the general position that illegal
commuutication behaviour also is unethical That which is not specifically tllegal is viewed as ethical
Such an approach certainly has the advantage of allowing simple ethical decisions. We would need only
to measure persuasive techniques against current laws and regulations to determine whether a technique
is ethical. We might, for example, tum for ethical guidance to the regulations governing advertising, or
we might use Supreme Court criteria, or state legislation defining obscenity, pomography, or libel to
judge whether a particular message 1s ethical on those grounds. However, we must also consider to
what degree legal perspectives lead to oversimplified, superficial judgements of complex persuasive

situations.

RELIGIOUS BELIEFS

Larson (1989: 34) states that rehgious perspectives stem from the moral guidelines and the
“thou-shalt-nots” embodied in the ideology and sacred literature of vanous religions. For instance, the
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Bible warns against the use of lies, slander and beating false witness. Toaist religion stresses empathy
and msight, rather than reason and logic, as roads to wuth. Citing facts and demonstrating logical

conclusions are minimised in Taocism in favour of feeking and intuition.

TRUTH AND FALSEHOQD

Geisler (1999), states that truth is what corresponds to its referent. ‘Truth about reality is what
corresponds to the way things really are. Truth is “telling it like it 1s.” This correspondence applies to
abstract realifies as well as actual ones. There are mathematical truths. There are also truths about ideas.
In each case there is a reality, and truth accurately expresses it. Falsehood then is what does not
correspond. It tells 1t like it is not, misrepresenting the way things are. The intent behind the statement
is irrelevant. If it lacks proper correspondence, it is false.

THE ORIGIN OF TRUTH

No concept intimidates and yet draws thinkers so powerfully like the concept of truth. Bok
(1978: 5) states that from the beginnings of human speculations about the world, the question of what
truth is and whether we can attam it have loomed large. Every philosopher has had to grapple with
them_ Every religion seeks to answer them.

Bok adds that pre-Socratic Greek tradition required that information be memotised and
trepeated, often in song, 50 as not to be forgotten. Everything thus memorised — stories about the
creation of the world, genealogies of (Gods and heroes, advice about health — all partook of truth, even
if in another sense completely fabricated or erroneous. In this early tradition, repeating the songs meant
keeping the matenial alive and thus “true”, just as creating wotks of art could be thought of as making
an object true, bringing it to life.

According to Bok (1978), only gradually did the opposition between truth and error come to be
thought central to philosophy and the nature of verfication itself spotlighted. The immense
preoccupation with epistemology took hold with Plato and has never diminished since. In logic, in
epistemology, in theology, and in metaphysics, the topic of “truth” has continued to absorb almost
limitless energies.

TRUTH AND TRUTHFULNESS

Bok (1978) states that in all such speculation, there is a great risk of a conceptual muddle, of not
secing the crucial differences between the two domains: the moral domain of intended truthfulness and
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deception, and the much vaster domam of truth and falstty n general. The moral question of whether
you are lying or not, is not settled by establishing the truth o falsity of what you say.

In order to settle this question, Bok (1978: 6-10) states that we must know whether we intend
our statement to mislead. The two domains often overlap, and up to a point each is indispensable to the
other. However, truth and truthfulness are not identical, any more than falsity and falsehood. Until the
differences are seen, and the areas of confusion and overlap spotlighted, little progress can be made in
coping with moral quandaties of lymg,

Bok (1978) adds that the two domains are sometimes taken to be identical. This can happen
whenever some believe that they have access to a truth so complete that all else must pale by
comparison. Many religious documents or revelations claim to convey what is true. Those who do not
accept such a belief are thought to live in error, in ignorance, even in blindness. At times, the refusal of
non-believers to accept the dogma or truth revealed to the faithful is called, not merely an error, but a
lie. The battle is seen as one between upholders of the faith and the forces of deception and guile.

According to Bok (1978), convinced that they know the truth — whether in religion or politics -
enthusiasts may regard lies for the sake of this truth as justifiable. They see nothing wrong in telling
untruths for what they regard as 2 much “higher” truth. ‘The several meanings of the word “false” only
add to the ease of confusing the two domains. For whereas “false” nommally has the larger sense which
inchudes all that is wrong or incotrect, it takes on the narrower, moral sense when applied to persons. A
talse person is not one merely wrong, mistaken, or mncorrect; it is one who is intentionally deceitful or

treacherous or disloyal

We must single out therefore, from the countless ways in which we blunder misinformed
through life, that which is done with the intention to mislead; and from the countless partial stabs at
truth, those that are intended to be truthful. Only if this distinction is clear will it be possible to ask the
moral queston with rigor. Moreover, 1t 1s to this question alone — the intentional manipulatdon of
information — that the court addresses iself in its request for “the truth, the whole truth and nothing
but the truth”.

Many hesitate to gmpple with concrete ethical problems, intertwined as they are with
psychological and political strands rendering choice so difficult applied ethics, then, bas seemed
uncongemal and lacking in theoretical chalienge to many moral philosophers even apart from any belief
mn epistemological priority and from muddles about the meaning of “truth”.
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CONCLUSION

In this chapter [ defined the term ethics and discussed approaches to ethics. 1 stated further we
are always confronted with choices, and what each one of us does matters even though we may not
know it. ] explored the idea that ethics and persuasion are closely intertwined, and that persuasion is not
mherently unethical. The moral quality of a given persuasive act is based primatily on the motives of the
persuader and only the secondanly on the strategies and tactics used by the persuader. 1 added further
that persuasion that is intentional, that occurs with the receiver’s conscious awareness, that involves free
choice and that takes place through language or symbolic action is more ethically defensible than
persuasion that takes place through other means. Three qualities that are characteristic of ethical
persuasion are respect, equality, and tolerance.

1 examined communication dialopue and persuasion techniques, and how lying is not always
wrong. I also looked at illegal communication and ethics, the ethics of nonverbal communication. I
examined falsehoods and misrepresentations, withholding of information and ot purposeful ambiguity
as types of deception. Legal perspectives take the position that illegal communication also is unethical
while religious perspectives stem from the moral guidelines embodied in the ideology and sacred
literature of various religions. I discussed norms as expectations about what behaviours or opinions are
right or wrong, good or bad. I then examined St Augustine’s definition of lying as having one thing in
one’s heart and uttering another with the intention to deceive. In chapter 11 I will focus on fieldwork

conducted among university students.
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Chaprter 11

FIELDWORK

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter 1 will outline how I conducted the fieldwork among second year students at the
University of Durban Westville and the Untversity of Natal to determine what their perceptions are
about deceptive communication, as well as the extent to which they engage in deceptive communication
during particular interpersonal interaction with a vandety of persons that form part of their
communication networks. The University of Durban Westville and the University of Natal have now
merged and are known as the University of KwaZulu-Natal

I will outline the development of my research from its conception to the research tesults. I will
present an account of my questionnaire and then discuss the fieldwotk that was carried out for the
purposes of this study. I will also expliin the procedure used to process data from questionnaires to
data tables.

THE NATURE OF THE RESEARCH

This project was analytic in nature. The qualitative aspect entailed empirical literature study. The
quantitative study entalled resecarch methodology based on sampling techniques, feldwork,
questionoaires, and the appropriate form of statistical quantification using the analytical program, SPSS

-11.5, and the interpretation of the results in terms of parameters of significance projected by SPSS 11.5.

FIELDWORK

This survey was conducted at two universities in the Durban District in KwaZulu-Natal, the
University of Natal and the University of Durban Westville, which together now form the University of
KwaZulu-Natal. My colleague (also my husband) and T conducted all survey sessions. All 308 (100%)
questionnaires thar were handed out to second year psychology students were completed and returned.
In order to facilitate the administering of the questionnaires to respondents, my promoter made
telephonic contact with Deans of the Faculty of Psychology of the universities concemed to ask them if

they would grant me permission to conduct the survey at their universines. Once the Deans consented
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to my survey being conducted with their students, I requested the assistance of my husband to help
with the actual administerng of questionnaires.

At the outset of each session, 1 explained the nature of my survey and its relevance to present
day sodiety and to the field of psychology in particular. 1 then explained the procedure of administening
the questionnaire. 1 emphasised to respondents that this was an anonymous survey and that it was
voluntary. Further, 1 suggested that if English was a second language to respondents and they found
difficulty understanding certain statements, 1, as intermediary, could help. This was done in an effort to
reduce “No Responses”, simply because a respondent may not have understood what a statement
meant. | further pointed out that respondents were required to place a tick or a cross, using a pen, in the
relevant block in each question. Respondents were told that where necessary, they should write down
mformation that was being asked of them e.g. Question 5 states, “Tam _______ years old.” I informed
the respondents that they should not in any way alter their response, as this would invalidate the
response as 2 “Spoilt Response”.

The Survey

I pre-arranged with lecturers a time frame within which the survey would be conducted. I was
given an hour within which I administered the questionnaire and collected it from respondents. On
collection, 1 thanked the respondents as well as the Deans of the Faculty of Psychology at each

university.

QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

In this section, I will briefly outline my questionnaire, which can be found in Addendum 1. It
was an anonymous questionnaire for second year university students. At the outset respondents wete
informed that this was an anonymous survey and that their responses would remain confidential.

.Having empowered respondents with this information, they were further informed that their
participation in the survey was voluntary but that their assistance, through their participation, was
needed.

The following is a detailed breakdowm of the types of questions that were posed to respondents

in this survey: The questionnatre had four parts:

0 Part 1 asks permission to use students’ responses for academic research
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PART 1: PERMISSION TO USE MY RESPONSES FOR ACADEMIC RESEARCH

This infarmation is necessary to show that @ real person cmpleted the questionnaire. It will be kepr strictly confidential Your pervonal
identity will not be revealed to anyone, also when the results of the survey are pubkished.

I hereby give petmission that my responses may be used for research purposes provided that my identity is
not revealed in the published records of the research.

Initals and surname Postal address:

Postal code:

Contact numbers: Home: Cell:

0 Part 2 asks general personal particulars like dge, gender and home language
¢ Part 3 focuses on deception

0 Part 4 asks how wrong it is to deceive others

In Questions 1 to 4, respondents are asked how they feel about themselves. Questions 5 to 9
focus on demogmphic information regarding age, gender, the area where they grew up, and ethnic

group of the respondents.

Question 10 to 30 asks respondents how wrong it is to deceive others. In particular Questions
10 to 11 ask respondents to explain in their own words what they think deception is and how wrong it
is to deceive others. Questions 12 to 13 relate to whether cheating in a test or a monopoly game is a
form of deception. Questions 14, 15 and 16 ask whether pretending to like someone, promising to visit
someone when vou have no intention to do so, and overestimatng one’s own abilities are forms of

deception.

Questions 17 and 18 ask respondents whether rugby plavers and boxers engage in deceptve
behaviour. Question 19 asks whether fiction is a form of deception. Questions 20 and 21 ask whether

white lies and impersonation are forms of deception.

In Questons 13 to 21 respondents are asked to characterise their relationships with others. In
particular, Questions 13 to 16 focus on behaviour towards strangers, Questions 17 to 19 relate to
tespondents’ participation in community setrvice and questions 20 to 21 ask respondents about the

extent to which they help at home. Question 22 asks whether the movie Spiderman deceives little boys.

Questions 23 to 30 relate to greetings, tact, the emotionless facial expression of a poker player,
concealment of health, dodging the issue, camouflage, and best behaviour on a first date as forms of

deception.
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Questions 31 to 36 ask how wrong it is for a child to lie to his parents, for hypnotists,
illusionists/magicians to deceive their audiences, for spies to deceive people, for parents to tell their
children that Father Christmas brought them gifts, and for parents to cover up their rows by giving false
accounts of what really happened.

In Questions 37 and 38 respondents are asked how serious a form of deception are covert
terms that are used in gang language. Questions 39 to 44 ask how wrong it is e.g., not to speak up when
something serious has happened, to conceal having been fired, to compliment your host when you do
not mean it, to hide a suspect in your house, and for 2 salesperson to point out only the good features
of a product.

In Questions 45 to 47 I request respondents to say how wrong it is to end a telephone
conversation with an excuse, how serious a form of deception code takk is, and how they feel about Sir

Jeffrey Archer’s sentence for having lied under oath.

In Questions 48 to 55 respondents are presented with scenarnos where they have to judge how
wrong it is for dating couples not to tell their partners of previous intimate relationships, serious illness,
and family history.

The questionnaire takes into account all the key aspects of this survey ie. how people use
deceptive communication, which forms of deception are acceptable, and which are not. This
questionnaite therefore provides me with a total picture of each respondent in terms of her/his
background, how young people view deceptive behaviout, their values, beliefs and moral reasoning
skills.

DATA PROCESSING FROM QUESTIONNAIRES TO DATA TABLES

During the sutvey session each respondent was required to read questions in the questionnaire
and mark their responses by placing 2 tick or a cross in the appropriate spaces, or by writing down the
appropriate information where required. I then entered the responses into the SPSS 11.5 programme.

Setting up the encoding parameters in SPSS

There are two views, worksheets, in SPSS 11.5. These are the “data view” and the “vatable

view’ .
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Figure 20: The two text enby modes: Data View and Variable View

The coding parameters of the data, which was gathered from the returned questionnaires, are

set up in the varable view.
resp Numeric 8 0
completn  |Numeric 8 0
likeself Numeric 8 0
othersli Numeric 8 0
~ Sliamwho Numernc 8 0

Figure 21: Variable view, used far_' seﬂiné up the codmg parameters in SPSS 11.5

Coding parameters are set up in the varable view by clicking on a particular cell in the Values
column and stipulating the numeric equivalents of the response options in the questionnaire. In the
example below, I show how I activated the Value Labels dialogue box for the gender question, and
"entered the response options provided on the questionnaire. For each question, one also has to provide

Spoilt Response and No Response options in order to account for instances where respondents altered
initial responses, or where they neglected to complete a question. It is important to keep track of spoilt
responses because a high incidence of spoilt responses could indicate that one has encountered a

sensitive issue that warrants further research. It is equally important to keep track of no responses,

because if one does not accommodate them, one ends up with different numbers of respondents for
different questions, which skews the process of statistical analysis.



Value | abels

il cun},'llete}._
1.1 sﬁngly a None
{1, | stfongly aNone
{1, | sttongly aNone
{1, alwhys}... |None
{1, 18\ below
T1, female}

{1, South Afric |None
{1, African}... |None

Fi igure 22: Sf;m'ng the correct value label

Using the value label slot, I typed the questionnaire statement: “l am a ___.” Thereafter I set
up the coding parameters by entening the approprate data code in the Value slot, and the gender range
that it represents in the Value Label slot. In the above example, I first typed “1”, followed by “female”
in the Value Label slot. After that I clicked on the “Add” button to establish this coding parameter.
This had to be done for each of the gender variables. The “Add” button is used to add each gender
variable to the list of gender varables. This process had to be followed for each question in the
questionnaire.

Types of measurement used

There are three types of measurement used in quanttative research, namely scale, ordinal and
nominal measurement. The type of measurement will dictate the statistical procedures that will be used
in processing the data and will be used to achieve inferential analysis. Measurements are quantified in
order to determine means, medians and modes. The three types of measurements are as follows:

O Scalar measurement is appropriate when respondents express non-standardised
subjective personal preferences, attitudes, opinions, etc. measured on a gradually
changing continuous scale such as Never—sometimes—ofien—constantly.

0 Ordinal measurement is appropriate when respondents make value judgements such as
X is taller than Y; X is more expensive than Y where the individual responds in terms of
standardised, generally accepted measures such as length in centimetres, volumes in
cubic centimetres or time scales in seconds, minutes, hours, days, etc. In this type of
measurement, various pieces of data are brought together and ranked in either higher
or lower values than each other. A response option like “often” constitutes a subjective
scalar measure because “often” could be once a day for one person, once or twice a

week for another one or once a month for yet a third respondent. By contrast, “every
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day” constitutes a standardised ordinal measure because all normal people will use the

term “every day” with the same meaning, namely one within twenty-four hours.

o Nominal measurement is appropnate when respondents select a particular subcategory
within an overall category such as age, gender, ethnic group, etc. According to Leedy
(1997: 40) when nominal measurement is used, data is usually restricted or limited. For
example, when we measure gender, we divide into two groups, namely, male or female.

o, (i

Figure 23: Choice of measurement is done under the “measure” column

Entering the data from each questionnaire in SPSS

Once the parameters are set in the variable mode, the necessary headings and columns are then
generated in the data view. This 1s where data is entered. In the data mode, shorthand codes are used as

column headings. These headings appear as labels in graphs and tables.

Figure 24: Data view

Fach question in the questionnaire is assigned a particular column in the database. The

approprate code varant for the mdividual respondent is entered in the column that deals with that
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question. As can be seen from the screen shot of my database, below, I used numeric as well as

abbreviated alphabetical codes to represent particular responses:

blank
complete
complete
complete
partially co
complete

O O & | (| K| =

P 3 — izl

Figure 25: Fnter Data

VERIFYING THE ACCURACY OF THE CODING PROCESS

I venified the accuracy of the encoding process by double-checking each code that I had entered
after the questionnaire had been encoded onto the database.

DETERMINING THE STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESULTS

According to Leedy (1997: 252), Descriptive Statistics 1s a branch of statistics that describes what
data looks like. He further states that statistics that takes small samples of a population and from those
samples make inferences by estimating and predicting that the general charactenistics of a population are
inferential. In making inferences in this survey, I used significance testing and measures of variation to
validate his claims. Significance relates to similanties within groups and differences between groups with
regard to particular responses. Statistics can be used to determine whether there are significant

-similarities in responses to questions within demographic groups, as well as significant differences
between demographic groups. High levels of similar responses within groups, correlated with high
levels of dissimilar responses between groups are shown as levels of significance on data tables. The
nearer the decimal fraction is to 0 (zero) the higher the level of significance. Stnngent measurements of
significance consider 0.05 to be significant and 0.01 as highly significant. A level of significance of 0.05

therefore means that there is practically is no chance that the vanable being tested is trrelevant.

According to Leedy, (1997: 254), when examining deviances, one degree of freedom means that
in a normally distributed population, 68% of the population 1s represented. The standard deviation,
which was generated by the SPSS 11.5 database for specific vanables (or combination of vanables) was

used to explore the extent of deviation for reliable estmating and predicting.
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With the fully encoded database, 1 used the general linear model feature of SPSS 11.5 to
determune the levels of significance for each questuon. This was done by selecting the multi-varate
option in SPSS.

VISUAL REPRESENTATION OF DATA

Pie charts, bar graphs and statistical tables are use to visually describe tesults of this survey. Pie
charts are particularly appropriate to represent a sub-population of a larger group. It is typically used to
represent nominal measurement. Significance and general tables are also used to make inferences in this
study as described in the previous paragraph.

The SPSS 11.5 program generated over one hundred highly significant correlations. Not all
correlations will be evaluated or analysed in this study. Only those which have relevance to the
problems stated in Chapter one will be scrutinised. Inferences, estimates and deductions are made by

examining significance tables. Significance tables such as the one below will be located in Addendum 2

for references purposes.

Correlations

cheating is

| am totalty a form of

_ honest deception

| am totally honest  Pearson Correlation 1 .206™

Sig. (2-tailed) . .000
N 308 308
cheating is aform  Pearson Correlation 206 1
of deception Sig. (2-tailed) 000 ,
N 308 308

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Figure 26: “I am totally honest” Vs “Cheating is a_form of deception”

The significance table above indicates that there is a strong correlation between “I am totally
honest” and “cheating is a form of deception”. The table indicates a bi-variate correlation. This means
that we are getting the same results in two cells that are being compared. Further, it is an indication that
there is a causal relationship between the two varables, which are being tested. By comparing this
finding with other similar surveys and literature studies substantial conclusions and recommendations
are possible.

The pie chart below is an example of a chart that is used to display all results of a scenario with
the ahility to highlight certain crucial aspects of the final result. This pie chart indicates that almost 42°%

of respondents felt it was very wrong not to tell their partners of previous intimate relationships, almost
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15% felt it was quite wrong, while slightly more than 24% felt it was not very wrong and almost 15%

telt it was not wrong at all.

Nondisclosure of previous intimate relationships

: [l Notwrong atall |
-Ndveywm'ug .1,
 EVeywong |

41.9%

14.6%

Figure 27: Analysis of a partner’s nondisclosure of previous intimate relationships

The bar graph below indicates that more than 80% of respondents felt cheating is a form of
deception while shightly more than 10% felt it is not. A higher percentage of respondents strongly

agreed with the statements, compared to those who agreed.
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Cheating is a form of deception
50.6%

10.0%=

Figure 28: Cheating is a form of deception

CONCLUSION

In this chapter, I explained the procedure that was followed when conducting this survey. I
presented the breakdown of the questions that formed the questonnaire and provided an overview of
the fieldwork, which was cammed out dunng this study. Further, 1 explained how the survey was
conducted. I also gave an account of the steps that were followed when encoding data into the SPSS
programme. Following this, I explained statistical significance and its relevance to this study. Thereafter,
I explained how I would be using visual representation to illustrate my analysis of data. In the next
chapter, I will present the results of my study.



Chapter 12

RESULTS

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter 1 will present the results of my survey. I will give an account of my findings and
demonstrate my findings through the use of graphs. Tables demonstrating some of my findings can be
found in Addendum 2.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISATION OF THE RESPONDENTS

In the following sections, I will give a general demographic charactensation of the respondents
that participated m this study:
Gender

Almost 68% (209) of the respondents in my study were female and almost 30% (92) were male.
Just over 1% (4) respondents did not indicate their gender on the questionnaire. Almost 1% (2) of the
responses were spoilt responses. Being negligible figures, the “Spoilt Response” and "No Response”, to
the statement “I am a male / female", will not be considered for the purposes of my study. From the
pie chart below it can be deduced that there are more females than males at second year level studying
psychology at the Unwversity of KwaZulu-Natal Figure 42 in Addendum 2 shows the compositon of
respondents in terms of gender. The gender composition of the sample is represented by the pie chart
below:
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Gender of respondents
B % Female };
E%Mae |

Figure 29: Pie chart showing gender of respondents
Age

The figure below shows a breakdown of the age categories of respondents in this study:

Count Table %
Age 18 or below 7 2.3%
19 140 455%
20 73 23.7%
21 or above 73 23.7%
| do not want to
St 1 3.6%
Spoilt response 3 1.0%
No response 1 3%

Figure 30: Age of respondents

Respondents’ ages ranged from 18 years to over 21 years old. Just over 2% (7) of the
respondents range between the ages of 18 and below, and almost 46% (140) of the respondents were 19
years old. Almost 24% (73) of the respondents were 20 years old. Almost 24% (73) of the respondents
fell in the 21 or above category. Almost 4% (11) of the response to “I am ___ years old” was “I do not
want to answer”, showing that respondents felt uncomfortable about revealing their ages. Just 1% (3)
were “Spoilt response”. Less than 1% (1) of the respondents did not respond to this statement. These
being negligible figures will not skew the results of my research.

According to the table above, the age group 19-21 represents the biggest cluster of respondents.
The fact that these are psychology students tmplies that one can expect dependable value judgements
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on sensitive issues relating to deceptive communication. Respondents in this age group would be more
confident in their value judpements and would not be prone to value judgements based on hormone

mduced emotional changes found in teenagers.
Ethnic Group

It must be noted that there is a large disparity in the number of respondents polled per ethnic
group. Had 1 decided to poll an equal number of respondents per ethnic group 1 would have been faced
with the choice of having to leaving out certzin ethnic groups. I decided to instead include these groups
sO as to give a fair reflection of the views presented by respondents from each of the ethnic groups in

this survey. The ethnic composition of the respondents in this study was as follows:

Ethnic Group
Count Table %
| am African 76 24 7%
Coloured : 22 71%
Indian 156 50.6%
Jewish 6 1.9%
White 40 13.0%
| do not want to o
answer 2 6%
Spoilt
response 6 1.9%

Figure 31: Ethnic composition of respondents

Almost 25% (76) of the respondents were African, just over 7% (22) were Coloured, almost
51% (156) were Indian, almost 2% (6) were Jewish, and 13% (40) of the respondents were White. An
empirical analysis of the data shows that the Jewish respondents of the psychology students are an
msignificant number. I am therefore not going to analyse their results as if they are representative of the

Jewish community in general.

Almost 1% (2) of the responses to the question “1 am” was “I do not want to answer”, which
‘mplies that respondents found it uncomfortable to reveal their ethnic identity and almost 2% (6) were
“Spoilt response”. Being such a small percentage these responses can be regarded as negligible, and will
not be taken into consideratdon during analysis of data, as there is 2 negligible chance that they may

impact on my results.

There is a truism that a representative research sample should reflect demographic compositon
of the society being studied. The table above obviously does not reflect the ethnic composition of
South Africa, but instead the composition of the second year psychology students at the University of
KwaZulu-Natal. If the ethnic make-up of the psychology second year class at this university is

reptesentative of the greater institution, it can be deduced that 2 mere ten years after the first
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democratic election, and the reconfiguration of South Africa’s major institutions (e.g. education, the
economic sector and junsprudence), the affirmative action transformation targets of Govemment have
not yet been met m the University of KwaZulu-Natal, the primary institution of higher education in
KwaZuhi-Natal As far as other demographic factors are concemed, it is to be expected that they will
also not reflect the ideal social composition that affirmative action 1s aiming to bring about.

Areas where respondents grew up

The table below shows 2 breakdown by gender, of areas where respondents in this study grew

up:
Area where respondents grew up
Gender
female Male | do not want to answer Spoilt respanse
Count Col % Count Coi % Count Col % Count Col %

Rura) area 25 12.0% 15 16.3% 1 506.0%
Urban artea 151 72.2% 87 728% 2 50.0% 1 50.0%
| do not want to answer 28 13.4% 7 76% 2 50.0%

Spoilt response 5 2.4% 1 1.1%

ND response 2 2.2%

Figure 32: Gender Vs. Area where respondents grew up

While 12% (25) of the female respondents grew up in a rural area, just over 72% (151) grew up
m 20 urban area. Just aver 13% (28) of the female respondents felt uncomfortable about disclostag
where they had grown up. Further to this just over 2% (5) were spoilt responses, showing the
uncertainty of the females in disclosing information about where they had grown up.

Just over 16% (15) of the male respondents grew up in a rural area, while almost 73% (67) grew
up in an urban area. Almost 8% (7) of the male respondents chose not to answer the question, showing
that, like the females, they were uncertain about revealing where they had grown up.

Femmales and males showed the same general pattemn of a far larger number of respoadents
'having grown up i an urban area compared to those who grew up in a rural area.

Country where respondents grew up

Count Table %
Country South Africa 298 96.8%
where | greW  Aproad 8 2.6%
P Spoitt 1 a0
response
No response 1 3%

Figure 33: Country where respondents grew up
Almost 97% (298) of respondents grew up in South Africa, while almost 3% (8) grew up
abroad. There was an insignificant percentage of less than 1% (1) of “Spoilt response” and less than 1%
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(1) of “No response”. Compared to the area where they grew up, most respondents did not feel that the
question regarding the country where they had grown up was sensitive in nature and were prepared to

disclose the information.

THE SELF-IMAGE OF THE RESPONDENTS
Self-Image by Gender

In this section of the questionnaire, I wanted to ascertain the self-image of respondents. This
section was situated at the very beginning of the quesdonnaire so that respondents would from the
outset be induced to engage in intrapersonal communication to do self-assessment before they reported

on their morals and beliefs regarding deceptive communication.

Gender
Female Male
Count Col % Count Col %

| like { strongly agree g9 47.4% 48 53.3%

who!| ) agree 85 455% 33 35.9%

M | disagree 11 5.3% 4 4.3%

| stronghky disagres ps 1.0% 4 4.3%

} do notwant to answer 1 1.1%
Spoittresponse 1 5%

NG response 1 5% 1 1.1%

Figure 34: Gender VS "I like who I am”

Just over 47°% (99) of the female respondents strongly agreed with the quesuon “I like who I
am”, while just over 53°0 (49) of the males agreed with this statement. A larger percentage of males
strongly agreed that they like who they are. More females, almost 46°% (95) stated thev agreed with the
statement “[ ke who I am”, compared to almost 36°% (33} of the males. The wmble above shows that
generally, both females than males have a positve self-image. Slightly more than 5% {11) of the female
respondents disagreed with the statement, while shghtly more than 4%0 (4) of the males disagreed.
About 1°% (2} of the female respondents stronglv disagreed with the statement, while slightly more than
4%5 {4} of the male respondents strongly disagreed with the statement. Shightly more than 1% of the
males said they did not want to answer the question. Slighty more than 1°% of the males chose also not
to respond. Less than 1% (1) of ternale responses were both spoilt response and no response. Being
such 2 small percentage these responses can be regarded as negligible, and will not be taken mto
consideration during analysis of data, as there 1s a neghgible chance thart their responses would mmpact

on my results.

The table above shows that the self-esteem of males and females 1s abour the same, showing

that we are moving awav from a chauvinistic society, where males have 2 more positive self-image and
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females are usually more subservient. Both the genders having a positive self-esteem shows that social

transformation is working.

Baumeister et al (2005: 84) state that attention to self-esteem has become a communal concern
and sees a favourable opinion of oneself as the central psychological source from which all manner of
positive outcomes spring. The corollary, that low self-esteem lies at the root of individual and thus
societal problems and dysfunctions, has sustained an ambitious social agenda for decades. According to
Baumeister et al campaigns to raise people’s sense of self-worth abound.

Baumeister et al (2005: 88) state college students with high levels of self-regard claimed to be
substantially better at initiating relationships, better at disclosing things about themselves, better at
asserting themselves in response to objectionable behaviours by others, better at providing emotional
support and better even at managing interpersonal conflicts. Baumeister et al 2005: 91 state that self-
esteem relates to happiness. The consistent finding is that people with high self-esteem are significantdy
happier than others. They are also less likely to be depressed. Logic suggests that having a good dollop
of self-estcem would enhance staving and persistence in school, while making a student less likely to
succumb to paralysing feelings of incompetence or self-doubt.

Self-Image by Ethnic Group

The sigmficance table as shown in Figure 43 indicates that there is a strong correlation between

“I like who I am” and “I am”. The table indicates a bi-variate correlation.

Figure 44 in Addendum 2 shows the resuits of the cortelation of self-image by ethnic group.
These are represented in the bar graph below.



Self-image by ethnic group
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Figure 35: Self-image by ethnic group

Almost 78% (59) of the African respondents strongly agreed with the statement “I like who 1
am” compared to almost 82% (18) of the Coloured respondents, slightly more than 37% (58) of the
Indian respondents and 20% (8) of the White respondents. On the other hand, slightly more than 21%
(16) of the Afnican respondents agreed with the statement “I like who I am” compared to almost 14%
(3) of the Coloured respondents, almost 51% (79) of the Indian respondents and almost 73% (29) of
the White respondents. An analysis of the bar graph above shows African and Coloured respondents
show the same pattern. A far bigger percentage of the ethnic sub-populations strongly agreed that they
like whom they are as opposed to the Indians and Whites, where a greater percentage placed value on
“I agree”. This shows that the value systems of the Afnicans and coloureds and that of the Indians and
whites may be converging.

General Conclusions about Self-Image

Trends that can be discerned in terms of gender indicate that while female respondents in this
survey are overall more positive about themselves, male respondents are not far behind and that
students on the whole have a good self-image, which augurs well for their general outlook on life. The
stgnificant differences in self-image among respondents, m terms of ethnic group, are worth noting.
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While Indian respondents are less sure about themselves African, Coloured, Jewish and White

respondents indicate a proportionally higher self-image.

MORAL REASONING

In the moral reasoning section of my questionnaire, | wanted to determine the moral reasoning
skills of young people. I presented them with various scenarios and then asked them to make moral

judgements in each scenaro.

Circumstances that wartant a lie

Respondents were asked: “How wrong is it to tell the police that a suspect 1s not hiding in your
home when s/he is. Figure 45 in the Addendum 2 shows that there is a strong correlation between *1
am who others think I am” and “How wrong is it to tell the police that a suspect is not hiding mn your
home when s/he is?” The strong cortelation shows that respondents that have a posiuve self-image are
prepared to mislead the police. This involves blatantly presenting the other party with an outright
fabrication of the truth. Respondents did not feel it was morally wrong to hide 2 suspect in their home

because they perceived the suspect to be the victim and the police to be the aggressor.

Respondents’ concept of cheating as a form of deception

Ekman (1989: 18) states that when children consider whether to cheat on a school exam, or
when adults consider cheating on their income tax or spouse, they usually frame the issue in terms of
breaking a rule, not in terms of lying. Lying is just what you have to do if vou are going to cheat, a
necessary function of being a thief, an embezzler or an adulterer. The cheater comrals the real source of

the information and fulely presents it as his own. Denying having cheated if challenged s a second le.

My data reveals that there 1s a strong correlation between “I am totally honest” and “Cheating 1s
a form of deception” as shown in Figure 46 in Addendum 2. Respondents that have a positive self-
image, perceiving themselves to be totally truthful and sincere saw cheating as a2 form of decepton. This
could possibly be the result of a strong value and belief system entrenched in the students. According to
Goleman (1998b: 96) the self 1s built up slowly, from childhood on, as perhaps the most basic grouping
of schemas the mund holds. Its ongins are in the interactions between parent and infant, its
development runs along lines carved by the contours of reladonships with parents, family, and peers.
Goleman (1998b: 100} states that people with high self-esteern carry within themselves a loving parent

who 1s proud of their successes and tolerant of their failures.

The data reveals thar students who have a posiave self-image with 2 much higher-order self-

schema of “I am totally honest” are able to correctdy idennfy cheating as a deception strategy where one
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covers up information falsely presents it as his own. My results show although the majority of
respondents perceive cheating to be deceptive in nature, there were some differences when respondents

were asked whether cheating in 2 monopoly game is a form of deception.

CHEATING IN A MONOPOLY GAME

The table below shows that the majornity of the respondents believe that cheating in 2 monopoly
game 1s a form of deception. Most respondents strongly agreed and agreed with the statement. It is
interesting to note that there is a split among the Indian respondents. A slighdy higher percentage of
respondents, 53.2% (83), agreed with the statement, while 44.9%% (70) disagreed with the statement.
There is unanimity among the White respondents. just 5% (2) of the respondents disagree while 95%
{38) agree that cheating in a monopoly game is 2 form of deception. A greater number of African and
Coloured respondents agreed with the statement as compared to those that disagreed. This shows that

African and Coloured respondents may share common values.

CIwathghammmlygameisafmmufdeceﬁtinn

| am
African Coioured Indian Jewish White

Counli Col% | Count| Cal% | Counl | Cot % | Counl [ Coil% | Couni | Col %
Lsgt"ggg"f 20| 26.3% 8l364%| 29]18.56% 11167%| 18| 200%
| agree 28138.2% B 27.3% 54| 346% 1]116.7% 22 550%
E 21 | 27.6% 51227%| 46 295% 3| 50.0% 2| 50%
disagree
\strangly
disagree 2] 26% 241 15.4% 1| 16.7%
idonot
want to 3} 3.9% 1 6%
answer
Spoitt
response 11 1.3% 1 45% 2] 1.3%
MNo
response 2 91%

Figure 36: Cheating in a monopoly game is a form of deception
White lies

Figure 47 in Addendum 2 shows a correlation between “Area where I grew up” and “Telling
white lies 1s a form of deception”. According to Ekman (1989) a white lie is told to make a situation
easier to deal with. According to Bok (1978) white lies are accepted as excusable as long as they do not

become excessive.



Telling white es is aform of deception

Area where | grew up

Rural area Urban area
Count Col % Count Col %
t strongly agree 8 185% 37 16.7%
| agree 18 43.9% 124 55.9%
} disagree 7 17.1% 40 18.0%
t strongly disagree 2 49% 13 5.9%
| do notwant to answer 3 73% 5 23%
Spoilt response 2 49% 3 1.4%
Mo response 1 2.4%

Figure 37: Telling white lies is a form of deception

Almost 20% (8) respondents who grew up in a rural area strongly agreed with the statement
that telling white lies is a form of deception, while almost 44% (18) agreed. Slightly more than 17%% (7)
disagreed with the statement while almost 5% (2) strongly disagreed. Of those respondents that grew up
in an urban area almost 17% (37) strongly agreed with the statement that telling white lies is a form of
deception, while almost 56% (124) agreed. Precisely; 18% (40) of the respondents disagreed that telling
white les is 2 form of deception and almost 6% (13) of the respondents strongly disagreed. There is a
clear-cut difference between those who agreed and those who disagreed. On the whole, more

respondents agreed that telling white lies is a form of deception.

Goleman {1998b: 223) states that white lies are an innocent, even well-intended, form of social
deceit. They are a way of protecting the frames that guide a harmonious social life. But the same
dynamic can operate to hide facts that are not so innocent. What begins as 2 white lie, an innocent

agreement to keep touchy facts out of frame, can shade over into less innocent social uses.

Ekman (1989 109-111) adds that the overzll consensus of children and adults is that some
types of lying are good and some are bad. The question we have to ask ourselves 1s: “Where do we draw
the liner” Almost all of us, adults and children alike, tell white lies all the dme. These may be told
consciously or unconsciously through habit. So often when asked, we have told our spouses/partners
that the outfit s /he 1s wearing looks good on her or him. Ekman (1989: 109 explains that if we did not
have this type of white hie, there would be a lot of hurt feelings. The question asked did not really want
an honest comment on the clothes, but an ego boost. The person posing the question expects us to say

that we like it even if we have to le.

Ekman (1989) states that children have no regrets about having to tell these lies, as long as they
believe it 1s done for a good purpose. This mayv include having to get out of wouble. Children approve
of Iving, for example, about how late they stayed up and surfed the net. If the lie works and keeps the

children out of rouble, we tend to overlook these lies because the lies are not meant to hurt anvbody.

252



The use of tact

According to Goleman (1998b: 210), the well-mannered deployment of attention is a large part
of what we call “tact”. Figure 48 in Addendum 2 shows a strong correlation between ethnic groups and

“Tact sometimes requires saying something completely untrue”.
q ying pietely

Tact sometimes requires saying something compietely untrue

tam
i do not want Spoilt
African Caloured Indian Jewish Wihite to answer ragponse

Count] Col% | Count | Coi% | Couml | Col% j Couni | Col% | Counl | Col% ; Counl| Col% | Count| Col%
L";Eg;‘g“ 8]105%| 41182%] 20]128%| 2(333%| 4|100% 11187%
| agree 211 27.8% 91 408% 86 | 551% 3| 5600% 20 | 50.0% 11 50.0% 3| 50.0%
|
disagree 18] 25.0% 5|227% 351 224% 111867% 151 37.5%
i strongly
disagree 3| 39% 1] 71% 1] 25% 1118.7%
| do not
want o 221 28.9% 3| 13.6% 2| 1.3% 1] 50.0%
answer
Snoilt -
response 21 1.3% 11 16.7%
No
response il 39% 11 4.5%

Figure 38: Tact sometimes requires saying something completely untrue

Ekman (1989: 28) states that we teach children tactfulness, which means not saying what they
know is true — like, “That is really a dull present, Grandma.” We encourage them at times to say what
they know is false — like, “Thanks a lot! I really wanted a ge.” The reason we consider this to be tact and
politeness rather than lying is not just because it spares the target’s feelings. Evervone knows that for
the sake of politeness and tact, we do not always tell the literal truth. We pretend to flatter, approve and

show interest. Everyone 1s taught the rules early.

In Figure 38, almost 11°0 (8) of African respondents strongly agreed that tact sometimes
requires saying something completely untrue, and almost 28%% (21) of the respondents agreed. Exactly
25% (19) disagreed with the statement, while almost 4% (3} of the respondents strongly disagreed.
What is interesting is that almost 29% (22) of the respondents felt uncomfortable about the queston
and chose not to answer it. This may not have been the issue of values, but an issue of understanding

the term “‘tact”.

More than 18%% (4) of the Coloured respondents strongly agreed with the statement that tact
sometimes requires saying something completely untrue and almost 41°0 (9) of the respondents agreed.
Almost 23%0 (5) of the respondents disagreed. Almost 14°0 (3) of the respondents felt uncomfortable

about answenng the question.
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Almost 13% (20) of the Indian respondents strongly agreed with the statement that tact
sometimes requires saying something completely untrue and just over 55% (86) of the respondents
agreed. Just over 22% (35) of the respondents disagreed while just over than 7°% (11) of the
respondents strongly disagreed. Slightly mote than 1% (2) of the respondents chose not to answer the
question and shightly more than 1% (2) of the responses wete spoilt responses. Being neghgible figures,

these will not impact on the results.

While 10% (4) of White respondents strongly agreed that tact sometimes requires saying
something completely untrue, and 50% (20) of the respondents apgreed. Almost 38% (15) of the
respondents disagreed and almost 3% (1) of the respondents strongly disagreed.

The results show a split in each ethnic group, with the larger proportion of African, Coloured,
Indian and White respondents agreeing that tact sometimes requires saying something completely

untrue.

Goleman (1998b: 222}, states that tact — in the form of discreet inattention — is a keystone of
the social alliance to honour the integrity of the frames we share. To call attention to a leaky channel 1s
to violate the social contract that obligates us to protect one another’s public face — to break a frame. In
this sense the failure to exhibit attentional tact constitutes an attack. It violates the larger codes that

preserve the smooth workings of the social order.

According to Goleman (1998b: 210) the frames for public interaction define those junctures
where paving overt attention is acceptable. The salesperson’s “May I help your” is one such; as is the
well imed “How are you today?” of a casual acquaintance as we pass by, or the quick glance other
passengers pgive us as they make room on an elevator. If in anv of these instances we find ourselves
observed too intently, we feel discomfort, if not embarrassment. The well-mannered deplovment of
attention 1s a large part of what we call “tact”. We all depend on each other to employ tact, so that we

can maintain our course unruffled.

Self-deception

According to Figure 49 10 Addendum 2 almost 15% (31) of the fernale respondents swongly
agreed with the statement that overestimating one's own abiliies is a form of decepton, while almost
35% (73) agreed with the statement. Almost 41%% (85) of the females disagreed with the statement and
just over 7% (15) strongly disagreed. This shows a split within the group. Almost the same percentage
as those who agreed, disagreed with the statement.

254



Almost 19% (17) of the male respondents strongly agreed with the statement that
overestimating one's own abilities is a form of deception, while almost 34% (31) agreed with the
statement. Just over 29% (27) disagreed with the statement and just over 14% (13) strongly disagreed.
Just over 4°% (4) of the male respondents felt uncomfortable about answenng the question. The males
show that same basic pattern as reflected by the females. There is a split within the group with a slightly

higher percentage of males agreeing that overestitnating one’s own abilities is a form of deception.

‘The bar graph below represents the respondents views on the statement “Overestimating one's

own zabilities 15 a form of deception” by gender.

The bar graph below shows the same basic pattern in both genders. More respondents agreed
compared to those who strongly agreed. More respondents disagreed compared to those who strongly

disagreed. Those who strongly disagreed represented the smallest proportion of respondents in both
genders. -

Self-deception is the process or fact of misleading ourselves to accept as true or valid what is
false or invahd. Self-deception, in short, is a way we justify false beliefs to ourselves. According to
Goleman (1998b: 97) facts are better remembered the more they have to do with oneself. Or, most
people in a group feel that they are the centres of activity. In intemational politics, decision-makers
perceive the acts of distant nations as being aimed at themselves, when in fact thev reflect local
conditions. People see their own acts as accountng for chance events, such as winning a lottery ticket.
Lying to ourselves 1s easier than lying to others. We have a sympathetic audience. We receive instant,
positive reinforcement with the fantasy we have just accepted. It offers us escape from having to deal

with realities that we would rather not accept. When we lie to ourselves, we do not tend to feel fear of

being caught.
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Figure 39: Overestimating one’s own abilities is a form of deception

Deception in sport

A boxer who feigns a blow is deceiing his opponent

Gender
Femaie Male
Count Col % Count Col %

| strongly agree 16 77% 20 21.7%
| agree 50 239% 23 250%
| disagree o 435% 23 250%
| strongly disagree 34 16.3% 20 21.7%
| do not want o answer 14 6.7% 3 33%
Spoilt response 1 5%

No response 3 1.4% 3 33%

Figure 40: A boxer who feigns a blow is deceiving his opponent

Respondents were asked whether a boxer who feigns a blow 1s deceiving his opponent. Almost
8% (16) female respondents strongly agreed and almost 24% (50) agreed. However, the number that
disagreed was larger. Almost 44% (91) disagreed and more than 16% (34) disagreed. Almost 7% (14) ot

the female respondents were unsure whether it 1s a form of deception or not and chose not to answer
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the question. Spotilt responses were less than 1% (1) and no responses were slightly more than 1% (3).
Being such a small percentage these responses can be regarded as negligible, and will not be taken into
coasideration during analysis of data, as there is a negligible chance that their responses would impact

on my results.

Male respondents were equally divided in their opmion. Almost 22% (20) males strongly agreed
that that a boxer who feigns 2 blow is deceiving his opponent and 25% (23) agreed. Exactly 25% (23) of
the males disagreed while almost 22% (20) strongly disagreed. Equal numbers of males (43) agreed that
the boxer is decetving his opponent and disagreed that the boxer is engaging in deception. Those
respondents that agreed believe that boxers should not employ tactics that dupe the opponents, while
those that disagreed imply that deceptive tactics form an integral part of sporting manoeuvres that assist

in ourwitting opponents.

Females and males that agreed with the statement have looked at the issue of deceiving one’s

opponent in the moral sense, and have therefore concluded that it is wrong to deceive one’s opponent.

According to Bok (1978: 104) the use of force and the use of deception would be acceptable
when consenfed to, given certain restnctions. The consent would have to be based on adequate
information and ability to make a choice; and there would have to be freedom to opt out of the violent
or deceptive situation. Where such informed and voluntary consent obtains, there 1s no longer a
discrepancy of perspectives between lar and dupe, agent and vicam. Deceptive batgamning in a bazaar,
for instance, where buver and seller try to outwit one another would present few problems to these
reasonable persons. The same 1s true of professional boxing matches. Deception can be justified in such

situations only if they are knowingly and freely entered into, with complete freedom to leave.
Withholding information in relationships

Respondents were asked how wrong 1s 1t of a partner not to tell the other one that s/he was
involved in a gay/lesbian/bisexual relationship. The 18 or below group as well as the “Spoilt response”
and “No response” constitute too small 2 group to make valid conclusions and will not be considered

for the purposes of this study. The largest group is the voung adults represented by the 19 vear olds.

Just 40°0 {(4) of respondents aged 19, and 20%s (2) of respondents aged 20, and 20°s {2} of
respondents aged 21 or aborve, felt it was not wrong at all of a partmer not to tell the other one that s/he

was involved in a gav/lesbian/bisexual relatonship.



Almost 38% (9) of the 19 year olds, almost 17% (4) of the 20 year olds and just over 33% (8) of
those who are 21 and above felt it was not very wrong of a partner not to tell the other one that s/he

was Involved in a gay/ lesbian/bisexual relatonship.

Just over 31°% (15) of the 19 year olds as well as just over 31% (15) the 20 year olds, and just
over 27% (13) of those who are 21 and above felt it was quite wrong of a partner not to tell the other

one that s/he was involved in a gay/lesbian/bisexual relationship.

Almost 51%% (110) of those were 19 vears old, almost 23% (49) of those who were 20 years old,
and just over 21% (46} of those who were 21 and above felt it was very wrong of a partner not to tell
the other one that s/he was involved in a gay/lesbian/bisexual relationship. The 19 year olds by 2 large
majority felt it was deceptive of 2 partner not to disclose such informaton. There is unanimity among

the 19 and 20 year olds who share a strong moral character condemning deception with regard to sexual

otientation.
How wrong is it of a partner not to tell the other one that s/he has been in a gay/lesbian/bisexual
_ relationship? -
Not wrong at | Not very | do not want
ail i wrong Quite wrong  :  Very wrong to answer No response
Coun | | Coun i Coun - Coun : Coun - Coun !
t iCol% ., t - Col% | t - Col%i: t Col% ¢t Col%: t  Col%
18 or ©10.0 : ‘ ! i ‘
below 1 % | 1 42% 1. 21% 4 1.8% _
19 . 400 375" 313 . 50.7 14.3 . 500
40 Ty 9 T 18 Ty el T 1 Ty T Ty
20 . 200 16.7 . 313 . 226 286 . 500
20 Ty 4 Ty 18 T 4 Ty 2 Ty Ty
21 or L2007 333 271 21.2: 571
above 2 % 8 % 13 % 48 % 4. %
t do not ? 100 '
want to 1 % 1 42% 3 6.3% 6 2.8%
answer : : :
Spuailt : \ . :
respons 1 42% 1 21% . 1. 5%
e N
No : ‘ :
respons ' ’ 1 5%
e .

Figure 41: Nondisclosure of information

According to Blair et al (2001) if partners were intimate, there was a greater chance that 2
falsification or distortion would be revealed. Falsification (ie., contradiction} was found to be the most

frequently reported deception strategy followed by omission, with distortion as third.

In examining the relanonship between power and deception in interpersonal relatdonships, Blair
et al (2001: 61) looked at forms of deception along a continuum ranging from overt to covert decepton
strategies. The three-point continuum placed covert deception at one end (represented by ofmussion),

distortion in the middle, and conrradiction at the far end as the most overt tvpe of decepuon. Blair et al
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proposed that the terms covert and overt deception strategies could be substituted with the labels of
indirect and direct methods of deception respectively. The labels of indirect and direct are dertved from

the strategies of influence literature.

Blair et al (2001: 61) state that indirect influence strategies such as withdrawal and hinting, are in
general more veiled methods of getung one’s way that can be paralleled to the covert forms of
deception, such as omission, that are the more sumreptiious manner of Iying. Similarly, direct strategles
of influence, like stating importance, telling, and asking, all involved openly and directly communicatng
what is desired to the other party. This bears resemblance to overt deception forms, such as
contradiction, which involves blatantly presenting the other party with an outright fabrication of the

truth.

Blair et al (2001: 67) state thar omission might rate higher in social desirability, as students might
view omission as the least hurtful deception strategy available. Omission means that thev do not have to

blatantly contradict the truth or verbally twist it into a distortion.

Goleman (1998b: 156-157) states that the bonds of a relationship are strengthened by tacit blind
spots. In well-adjusted marnages we expect that each parmer may keep from the other secrets having to
do with financial matters, past experiences, current flirtations, indulgences in ‘bad’ or expensive habits,
personal aspirations and wornes, actions of children, true opimons held about relatves and mutual
friends. These strategically located points of reticence make it possible to maintain a desired status quo.
Such protectve reticence is all the more secure as we engage in a simple coltusion: vou don’t tell, and [
don’t ask. Each partner 1n 2 working couple ignores areas of shared experience that would threaten the

parmers’ shared sense of a secure, comfortable relationship.

According to Ekman {1989: 28) advice columnist Ann Landers often tells her adult audience
not to confess any past infidelities, to let sleeping dogs lie. Ekman ates the example of sixteen-vear-old
Betsy who stated that she had never lied to her parents about having had sexual intercourse. They never
asked so she did not tell them. Ekman believes that we may believe someone does not want to know
the truth because 1t makes it easier for us to do what we know thev disapprove of without feeling guilty

about it.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter I presented the results of my survey. I gave an account of my findings and
demonstrated my findings through the use of graphs and tables. My results reveal that students

generally have a high self-image and regard cheadng to be a form of deception, although there were
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some differences when respondents were asked whether cheaung in a2 monopoly game is 2 form of
deception. Results showed a spilt in groups when respondents had to decide whether they were
engaging in self-deception. The 19 and 20 vear olds who share a strong moral character condemned
deception with regard to sexual onentation. In chapter 13 1 present my conclusions and

recommendations regarding deceptive communication, when it is legitimate to deceive others and when

it 1s not.
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Chapter 13

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

INTRODUCTION

In this, the final chapter of my dissertation, I will present my conclusions and recommendations

regarding deceptive communication, when it is legitimate to deceive others and when it is not.

CONCLUSIONS

Gass and Seiter (2003) state that communication is not value neutral, because it manifests as
states of formal domination, equality, subordination, or as an undecided power relation, all of which

pertain to persuasion, social influence and compliance gaining.

From birth every creature has an obsession with the condnuation of its own life. Survival
requires well-developed senses. Deception in animals is not intentional, but a strategy evolved for the
preservation of the species. To make this range of nonverbal communication possible, many animals
have sensory capabilities that far outstrip those of humans. While animals use body language faking
mnjury, camouflage and mimicry, humans use 2 combination of nonverbal and verbal communicaton to
manipulate and deceive others. Intentional deception by humans occurs through gesture, through
disguise, by means of action or inaction to muslead others, to make them believe that we ourselves do
not believe, even through silence. Deceptive communication is an ancient techmque and has been used
by human beings as an adequate response to their environment since the origin of the species.
Deliberate deception has become an effective form of communication during political campaigns and

diplomatic negotations.

The difficulty with lving is that the subconscious mind acts automancally and independently of
our verbal lie, so our body language gives us away. Although we become far more effictent liars, as we
grow older, we cannot conceal the physical signs. The lack of congruence that is likelv to occur in the
use of the main gestures, the body’s micro signals and the spoken words do not allow us to fake our
own body language. According to Goleman (1998b: 219} the face has maximum sending capacity, and

1s especially well-equipped to lie. By contrast, the body 15 less conuollable, slower and less obvious.
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While this makes the body a less effective channel for lies, it also makes it more prone to leaks, those
nonverbal messages that inadvertently reveal a feeling the person 1s trying to hide.

The media, particularly television, is responsible for spreading the word that lying 1s not only
useful but also fun. Reality shows like Survivor, where alliances are forged and broken on a regular

basis, teach us that when push comes to shove, a little creative deception may be necessary to stay alive.

According to Bok (1978) we have to understand that advertising is basically persuasion, not
information, nor education, and not coercion. Many important moral and ethical issues {concerning
intent and consequences, priorities, individual and social effects, truth and deception, legal and
regulatory problems} are related. The more we know about the basic techniques of persuasion, the
better able we are, not only to cope with the multiple persuaders in our society, but also to include these

ethical issues,

Deception is not based on ves/no options. We have to consider where specific concepts fall in
a gradual scale of a continuum from unacceptable to acceptable, for example, the concept of wearing
make-up, models that are touched up in the media, people that nnt their hair. If we have to make value

judgements, these emanate from our valie and belief systemns within 2 particular religious framework.

Gass and Seiter (2003: 259) state that whether one observes teenagers embellishing their
accomplishments on a first date, card plavers bluffing in a poker game, negotators stretching the truth
in negotiattons, poliicians making promises they have no intentions of keeping, caminals king 1 police
interrogations, researchers serving up cover stories to their subjects, or parents claiming the existence of

Santa Claus, it 1s clear that deception is a ubiquitous form of communication.

Bok (1978: 78) states that just as lies intended to avoid serious harm have often been thought
more clearly excusable than others, so lies meant to ds harm are often thought least excusable. Lies,
which neither avoid nor cause harm, occupy the middle ground. Evervone depends on deception to get
out of a scrape, to save face and to avoid hurtng the feelings of others. Bok (1978: 247) adds that we
lead our lives among all forms of duplicity: the changes of subject, the disguises, and the gestures meant
to lead us astray. From childhood onwards we develop wavs of coping with them, of believing some,

seetng through others and consciously ignonng snll others.

Bok (1978:110-112) states that a cosis may be acute, as in the life-saving cases; bur a state of
crisis can also become chronic. The same elements are present — great danger and no escape — but the

ume frame is entirely different, and there i1s no one concal turming point. The threat mav be conanuous,

262



so that one lie after another rarely staves off disaster, or it may recur over and over agamn, each time
posing the issue of deception. In extreme and prolonged threats to survival, as in plagues, invasions, and
religious or political persecution, human choice is intolerably restricted. Survival alone counts; moral
considerations are nearly obliterated. People may stll give each other help and protection in extremes of
physical and mental stress; they may sull forego hies and stll share alike; but the choice goes far beyond

duty. For many, the moral personality 1s itself crushed; the ability to choose is crushed.

Undet such circumstances, the luxury of altematives is out of the question. The overwhelming
justification is survival. It appears to be the most powerful aspect of the prnciple of avoiding harm —
the battle against personal extinction. At such times the spread of deceptive practices cannot be a
consideration insofar as it has alreadv taken place. Society /s in a state of collapse, and 2 lie will not add
to the chaos or the degradation. For all these reasons, public debate of how jusafiable such lies are
would then be largely beside the pomt.

Bok (1978: 110) adds it has been argued that although lying might be justified on rare occasions,
most of us will, in fact, never encounter a situation where a lie might be excusable. We should proceed
in life, therefore, as if no lies should ever be told. This is 2 comforting thought and makes evervday
choices simple, but it holds little consolation for those many whose lives are touched more often and
more crushingly by cnsis than one mught think. More mdividuals than not lead their lives under a
continuous threat to survival or to their polifical or religious freedom. Even in societies where there are
no such threats, there are professtonal groups - doctors or military personnel, for example — whose
members can expect frequent coses i their work. For them, there can be no such easy certanty that a

crsis where 2 lie will be necessary, will probably never come into their lives.

Bok (1978: 105} explains that there are general principles that govern the justification of lies:

0 We must ask, first, whether there are alternatve forms of action that will resolve the

difficulty without the use of a he

o Secondly, what mighr be the moral reasons brought forward to excuse the lie, and what

reasons can be raised as counter-arguments

o Third, as a test of these two steps, we must ask what 2 public of reasonable persons

might sav about such lies



RECOMMENDATIONS

1. I recommend that the study of wuth and deception should form part of ethics where
truthfulness and deception are not considered in relation to the salvation or the

damnation of the soul, but the survival imperatives of human beings.

2. Educational institutions have a very large role to play. They have to look at their own
practices and examine how scrupulously honest they are in setting an example.
Educators have to examine how they cope with cheating, with plagiarism and fraudulent
research. Educators have to check to what extent and in what disciplines deceptive
techniques are actually taught to learners. Ethical and unethical forms of behaviour
should be dealt with 1n the Life Onentation Learning Area.

3. Colleges and universines, as well as nursing schools, police academies, mulitary
academies, accounting schools, and many others need to consider how moral choice
can best be studied and what standards can be expected, as well as upheld The central
aim is to prepare students to act wisely and responsibly when faced with moral
problems. Materials on professional and research ethics can be integrated into technical

courses, as well as for freestanding ethics courses.

4. Ethics should be studied at university level as part of the philosophy programme.

5. Evidence shows a high level of corruption in all spheres of our life, including the
government departments. Government should ensure that ethical policies be enforced
with the view to annihilating all traces of deception and corruption. Key personnel
could undergo effective training to empower them with the ethically grounded skalls and
values. This will augur well for South Africa emerging as an economically stable

COUI!B'}'.

6. Before it is safe to conclude that high self-estcem leads to happiness, further research
should address the shortcomings of the work that has been done so far.

Finally, in our age when deceit threatens every area of our soctety, I recommend that the

last word should be: Speak the truth, be the truth, for your truth sets others free.
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FOR OFFICE USE ONLY: Respondent Code:

VOLUNTARY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR UNIVERSITY STUDENTS
“When it is legitimate to deceive others, and when it is not.”

Department of Communication Science
University of Zululand (Durban Campus)
Researcher: Yasmin Rugbeer
Study Leader: Prof. R.M. Klopper

Note to the respondent

@ We need your help to understand how people use deceptive communication, which
forms of deception are acceptable, and which are not.
Although we would like you to help us, you do not have to take part in this survey.
If you do not want to take part, just hand in the blank questionnaire at the end of the
survey session.
% What you say in this questionnaire will remain private and confidential. No one will be

able to trace your opinions back to you as a person.

4

9

The questionnaire as four parts:

Part 1 asks permission to use your responses for academic research.
Part 2 asks general personal particulars like your age, gender and home
language.

Part 3 asks about deception.

Part 4 asks how wrong it is to deceive others.

How to complete the questionnaire
1. Please answer the questions as truthfully as you can. Also, please be sure to read and follow

the directions for each part. If you do not follow the directions, it will make it harder for us
to do our project.

2. We are only asking you about things that vou and vour fellow students should feel
comfortable telling us about. If you don’t feel comfortable answering a question, you can
indicate that you do not want to answer it. For those questions that you do answer, your
responses will be kept confidential.

gy N

You can mark each response by making a iick or a cross, or encircling each appropriate

(V¥

€
response with a PEN (not a pencil), or by filling in the required words or numbers.

Thank you very much for filling in this questionnaire.



NB: Mark only one option per question or fill in the required information.
PRACTICE QUESTIONS
A. T am an undergraduate student:
O True O Sort of true & Notverytrue U False
B. 1like my girlfriends/ boyfriends choice of clothes:
O True O  Sortoftrue O Notverytrue I False

PART 1: PERMISSION TO USE MY RESPONSES FOR ACADEMIC RESEARCH

This information is necessary 1o show that a real person completed the guestionnaire. It will be kept strictly

confidential. Your personal identity will not be revealed 1o anyone, also when the results of the survey are published

I hereby give permission that my responses may be used for research purposes provided that my identity is
not revealed in the published records of the research.

Initials and sumame Postal address:

Postal code:

Contact numbers: Home: Cell:

PART 2: GENERAL PERSONAL PARTICULARS
Please tell us a little about yourself
Please mark only ONE option per question below.

How 1 feei about myseif:
1. Ilike who I am:

O [ strongly agree Q  [Istrongly disagree
O Tagree O I do not want to answer this question
O Idisagree

2. Others like me:
U Istrongly agree O  Istrongly disagree
3 Iagree 0O Ido not want to answer this question
O [ disagree

I am who others think I am:

(%)

U

Q I strongly agree I strongly disagree
J  Iagree 0 Ido not want to answer this question

d 1 disagree

2




4. 1 am totally honest:

W I'm always honest td  I'm never honest

Q TI'm honest most of the time O Ido not want to answer this question

Q I'm honest sometimes
5. 03 Iam years old. O 1 do not want to answer this question
6. Tama: Q female O male O 1do not want to answer this question
7. Tgrewupin: ) aruralarea O anurbanarea O I do not want to answer this question
8. Igrewup: O in South Africa W abroad:

O Ido not want to answer this question
9. Tam:
Q African O Colowed Indian O Jewish O Oriental O White
Q a member of another ethnic group:
O Ido not want to answer this question
PART 3: WHAT IS DECEPTION?

16.  Briefly explain in your own words what you think deception is:

0O 1do not want to answer this question
11. In general, how wrong is it to deceive others?

3 Not wrong at ali O liis somewhat wrong

Q It depends on what one is deceiving others about It isn’t wrong at all

.

L) 1do not want to answer this

L)



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Cheating in a test is a form of deception.

0 [Istrongly agree L Istrongly disagree
O Iagree J Ido not want to answer this question
Q [disagree

Cheating in a monopoly game is a form of deception.

3 Isirongly agree O 1strongly disagree
@ Tagree Q Ido not want to answer this question
O 1disagree

Pretending to like someone that you do not like 1s a form of deception.

O Istrongly agree U Istrongly disagree
O agree O 1do not want to answer this question
3 1disagree

Promising to visit someone when you have no intention to do so is a form of deception.
J Istrongly agree d  1strongly disagree
QO [agree O 1do not want to answer this question

O Idisagree

Overestimating one’s own abilities is a form of deception.

O Istrongly agree U Istrongly disagree
@ Iagree O Ido not want to answer this question
O Idisagree

A rugby player who executes a dummy pass is deceiving his opponent.

Q  Istrongly agree Q Istrongly disagree
O Tagree 3 1do notwant to answer this question

QI disagree



18.

19.

20.

21.

)
9

A boxer who feigns a blow towards his opponent is engaging in deceptive behaviour.

O Istrongly agree [ strongly disagree
L1 Tagree 1 Ido not want to answer this question
U Idisagree

The term “fiction” in narrative fiction means that which is fictitious or not literally true.
Do you consider fiction to be a form of deception?

[} Istrongly agree Q  Istrongly disagree

QO ]agree O Ido not want to answer this question

Q Idisagree

Telling white lies is a form of deception.

1 1sirongly agree d  Isirongly disagree
 Iagree (3 Ido not want to answer this question
L} Idisagree

Impersonating a police officer/ airline pilot/ medical doctor is a form of deception.
O 1sirongly agree O Istrongly disagree
QJ  TIagree W Ido not want to answer this question

Q 1disagree

The movie Spiderman deceives little boys into believing thev can climb walls with ease.

QO |sirongly agree d  Istrongly disagree
Q  Iagree Q 1do not want to answer this question
O 1disagree

Your lecturer is concerned about you when s/he asks: “Good moming. How are you?”

O [strongly agree I strongly disagree
Q  Tagree I do not want to answer this guestion



24. Tact sometimes requires saying something that is completely untrue.

o Istrongly agree O [Istrongly disagree
Q Tagree J  Ido not want to answer this question
O 1disagree

25. The emotionless facial expression of a poker player, poker face, is a form of deception.
Q 1 sirongly agree O I strongly disagree
3 Tagree & 1do not want to answer this question
& I disagree

26. Concealment of the President’s state of health after a heart attack is a form of deception.

W Istrongly agree U Istrongly disagree
O Iagree O [ do not want to answer this question
Q Idisagree

27. There is nothing wrong with dodging the issue if you do not want to hurt the feelings of a

{riend who puts you on the spot.

O [Istrongly agree I strongly disagree
O Tagree J I do not want to answer this question
O Idisagree

28. A soldier wearing camouflage uniform on the battlefield employs deception.
Q Istrongly agree Q  Istrongly disagree
Q  Tagree U [do not want to answer this question
L [Idisagree

29. A soldier wearing civilian clothes during a battle in an urban area employs deception.
I sirongly agree W Isirongly disagree
O Iagree O 1do not want to answer this question
Q Tdisagree



30.  The a person who tries to be on her/his best behaviour on a first date is being deceptive.

o Istrongly agree O 1strongly disagree
L TIagree Q Idonot want to answer this question
O [Idisagree

PART 4: HOW WRONG IS IT TO DECEIVE OTHERS?

31 How wrong is it for a child to lie 1o her/his parents about not having done homework?
(2 Not wrong at all O  Very wrong
O Not very wrong U I do not want to answer this question
O  Quite wrong

32. How wrong is it for hypnotists to tell hypnotised subjects that onions are apples and to

eat them in order io eniertain audiences?

0 Not wrong at all Q Very wrong
O Not very wrong U Ido not want to answer this question
O  Quite wrong
33. How wrong is it for illusionists/ magicians to decetve their audiences?
1 Noi wrong at all O Very wrong
J Not very wrong Q Ido not want to answer this question

Q  Quite wrong

34 How wrong is it for spies to deceive the people around them by living among them?
O Noi wrong at all QO  Very wrong
O Not very wrong O 1do not want to answer this question

L Quite wrong

35. How wrong 1s it for parents to tell their children that Father Christmas brought them gifts

for Christmas, when the parenis actualiv bought the giits?

L Not wrong at all Q  Very wrong
d  Not very wrong 3 I do not want to answer this question
{ Quite wrong



36. How wrong is it for parents to cover up their rows with one another by giving their
children false accounts of what really happened?

1 Not wrong at all O Very wrong

O Not very wrong O 1do not want to answer this question

O Quite wrong

37.  In gang language, members often use covert terms so passersby cannot understand what
they are saying. How serious a form of deception do you consider this to be?

0 Not wrong at all O Very wrong

0 Not very wrong 0 Ido not want to answer this question

0 Quite wrong

38.  If one gang member uses gang language to covertly identify a potential victim for other
gang members, how serious a form of deception do you consider this to be?

L) Not wrong at all Q Very wrong

& Not very wrong QO Ido not want to answer this question

O Quite wrong

39. How wrong is it for learners not to speak up when something serious has happened at
school and they know who the culprit is?

O Not wrong at all O Very wrong

O Not very wrong O 1do not want to answer this question

O  Quite wrong

40.  How wrong is it to conceal having been fired before in a job application?

3 Not wrong at all U Very wrong
0 Not very wrong 0 Ide not want to answer this question

O  Quite wrong



41. How wrong is it to tell your host: “The meal was really delicious,” when you did not

really enjoy it?

O Not wrong at all QO  Very wrong
U Not very wrong O 1do not want to answer this question
O  Quite wrong

42. How wrong is it to tell the police that a suspect is not hiding in your home when in fact

s/he is hiding in your house?
O  Not wrong at all Q Very wrong

QO Not very wrong U [ do not want to answer this guestion

O  Quite wrong

43, How wrong is it for a salesperson to only point out the good features of a product?
O Not wrong ai all d  Very wrong
D Not very wrong Q 1do not want to answer this question

d  Quite wrong

44, When an estate agent refers to a property that requires a significant amount of fixing up
as being in need of “tender love and care™ how serious a form of deception is such a form of
sales talk?

QO Not wrong at all 4 Verywrong

O} Not very wrong O [ do not want to answer this question

O Quite wrong

45, How wrong is it to end a telephone conversation by saying there is someone at the door/
that you need to go to the loo when you just want to end the conversation?

O Not wrong at all @ Very wrong

O Not very wrong Q I do not want to answer this question

U Quite wrong



46. During the 1960 Vietnam War the American Army used American Navaho Indians to
encode radio messages in Navaho so that the enemy could not understand what was being said.
This process is known as “Code Talk”. How serious a form of deception is Code Talk?

O Not wrong at all O Very wrong

O Not very wrong Q Ido not want to answer this question

0 Quite wrong

47.  In the year 2000 the well-known author Sir Jeffrey Archer received a four-year jail
sentence in Britain for having been found guilty of having lied under oath in a previous court
case. How do you feel about his sentence for having lied under oath?

O It wasn’t too long O It was far too long

0 It was a bit too long O Ido not want to answer this question

48. When a couple starts dating seriously, how wrong is it of a partner not to tell the other
one of previous intimate relationships?

O Not wrong at all O  Very wrong

O Not very wrong O 1do not want to answer this question

O  Quite wrong

49. When a couple starts dating seriously, how wrong is it if a partner does not to tell the
other one that s’he 1s suffering from a serious illness?

0 Not wrong at all O  Very wrong

L Not very wrong 0 I do not want to answer this question

O  Quite wrong

50. When a couple starts dating seriously, how wrong is it if a partner does not to tell the
other one that s’he has a parent/ brother/ sister who is in jail?
0 Not wrong at all [  Very wrong

QO Not very wron O Ido not want to answer this question
2 q

O  Quite wrong

10



51. When a couple starts dating seriously, how wrong is it if a partner does not to tell the
other one that s/hie has a patent/ brothet/ sister who 1s seriousiy deformed?

d Notwrong at all O Very wrong

Q Not very wrong Q Idonot want to answer this question

O Quite wrong

52. When a couple starts dating seriously, how wrong 1s it if a partner does not to tell the

other one that s/he has a pareni/ brother/ sisier who is in an asylum?

O Not wrong at all O Very wrong
U Not very wrong O Ido not want to answer this question
Q)  Quite wrong

53. When a couple starts dating seriously, how wrong is it if a partner does not to tell the

other one that s’he has been in jail before?

0 Not wrong at all 0 Very wrong
O Not very wrong U Idonot want to answer this question
0 Qute wrong

54, When a couple starts dating seriously, how wrong 1s it if a partner does not to tell the

other one that s/he is still involved with another partner?

Q@ Not wrong at all Q Very wrong
U Not very wrong O I do not want to answer this question
O Quite wrong

55. ‘When a heterosexual couple starts dating seriously, how wrong 1s it if a partner does not

tell the other one that s/he has been in a gay/lesbian/ bisexual relationship before?
U Not wrong at all Q Very wrong
J  Not very wrong [ do not want to answer this question

O Qute wrong

Thanks again for helping us with this research project

1
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Gender of respondents

Count : Coi%
Female 209 ¢ 67.9%
Male 92 29.9%
| do not want 4 1 3%
to answer ' e
Spoiit 2 6%
response . ’
No response 1 3%

Figure 42: Table representing gender composition of respondents

Correlations
I | ike who 1am | am

I like who | am Pearson .
Correlation 1 2177
Sig. (2-tailed) ) .000
N 308 308

lam Pearson e
Correlation 21769 !
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 )
N 308 308

“* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Figure 43: Table showing correlation berween "I like who [am’ and "Tam”

| am
African Coloured Indian Jewish White
Count | Col% | Count} Col% { Couni| Col% | Count| Col % | Count| Col %
[ 1
like strangly 59 776% 181 81.8% 58| 37.2% 4] 667% 81200%
who agree
! | agree 18| 21.1% 3| 13.8% 78| 50 5% 21333% 28 72.5%
am I
disagree T 13% 121 77% 1| 25%
| strongly
disagree 5/ 32% 1] 2.5%
fdonot
wantto 1] 25%
answer
Spoilt
response ! 6%
No
rasgonse 11 45% 1 H%
Figure 44: Self-image by ethnic group
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Figure 43: "' am who others think { am” Vs. " How wrong Is it to tell the police that a suspect is

Correlations

How wrong is it
. to tell the police
. that a suspect
lamwho . is not hiding in
others .  your home
think | am @ when s/he is?
| am who others think | Pearscon Correlation 1 - 161"
am Sig. (2-tailed) ) j 005
N 308 ; 308
How wrong is it to tell Pearson Correlation -161(™) 1
the police that a suspect Siq. (2-tailed |
is not hiding in your g ¢ ) 005
home when s/he is? N
308 308

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

not hiding in your home when s/he is?”

Figure 46. Correlation berween "I am totally honest” and “Cheating is a form of deception”

Caorrelations
Cheatingis a
I am totally form of
honest deception

| am totally honest Pearson Carrelation 1. .208(™)
Sig. (2-tailed) _ 000

N 308 308

Cheating is a form of Pearson Correlation 208(™) 1
decsption Sig. (2-tailed) 000 _
N 308 308

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Correlations
Telling white
Areawhere | liesis a form
grew up of deception
Area where | grew up  Pearson Correlation 1 - 116(%
Sig. (2-tailed) . 042
N 308 308
Teliing white lies is a Pearson Correlation - 118(") 1
form of deception Sig. (2-tailed) 042 .
N 308 308

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levei (2-tailed).

Figure 47: Correlation between “Area where I grew up’

deception”

and “Telling white lies is a form of




Correlations

et
sometimes
requires
saying
something
completely
I am : untrue
lam Pearson Correlation 1 - 1880
Sig. (2-tailed) _5 001
N 308 308
Tact sometimes requires Pearson Correlation -.189(*") | 1
saying something Sig. (2-tailed !
completely untrue 9-{ ) 001
N 308 308

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

?

Figure 48: Correlation between "I am” and “Tact sometimes requires saying something

completely untrue”

Overestinating one's own abilities is a form of deception

Gender
Female Male | do notwantto angwer Spoilt response
Count Col% Count Col% Count Col % Count Cal %

! strongly agree 3 14.8% 17 168.5% 1 250% 1 50.0%
| agree 73 349% Ky 337% 1 250%

idisagree a5 40.7% 27 29 3% 1 500%
i strangly disagree 15 7.2% 13 141% 1 25 0%

1 3o not want to answar 3 14% 4 4.3% 1 250%

Spoilt response 2 1.0%

Figure 49 Overestimating one's own abilities is u form of deception
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