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The project has revealed that (a% Verbal Evasion is achieved through the
false implicature that the message satisfies the original conversational demand when the message
actually satisfies a different demand in a misrepresented conversational frame, (b) Perceived
deceptiveness and perceived evasiveness are significantly correlated with perceived sincerity of the
message, and the sensitivity to deceptiveness and evasiveness depend on cognitive complexity and
perspective-taking ability of the hearer, and (3) among native speakers of Japanese, cognitive

complexity would not necessarily predict the use of strategic evasive messages in conflict-avoidance
situations.
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Z LRI L D iKkm(verbal deception)id, —fXAVIZIX STHIHIZ I N DD (@)= KM REHA D
HEMafErd 25 Eies) ). (b)IF#HzZ BEXIIZEET [BEfiZ(concealment) ], & L CT(c)PHblzEm%
T 57 [Ev ki - EEF(equivocation)] (Burgoon, etal., 1996)) . Z D 5 HD(c)F ikt - EFEIX
M & FICHEERARM ST DL Z L TR 28R TH Y (Jacobs, 1995), HIREMAZFET D
ZEMIEFICEEL | E - BEROBTOFTENER L 25 A CTHEITH L, 29 LK
TR RIAFITREFE SN DEE R A v —Uh D, BURFECAEE N v T OIHHATANE IS
KIS ALTFTMN, £ L THEAGIZBIT 2IRORVIE - ZFLET, Hix RJE CHAR
HATESE L TR Y (Galaginski, 2000), ZI 0T A~ — T RIS 2 DIBIE I
X, ZDOA D= AL %GNGm0 (2 a=r—T a3 y) PRI L TR Lt

= raIIKIR I B9 2 SEATIFZEICIE 3 DORMEA BRI T 5, B2, Mz Rt 2700
Sl SRR O W IR STk & D 03, SRR S RT3~ 2381 A 7 = X LB
5.3 AR NBESNC BT % FEAFRIBIZEIRFEE L TRV (KFHE, 2005) . K 2 55 L = O 58 ED
BLS S 58 LIZAFZE1X 8 525 (McCornack, 1992; i), Bl & FO@RmM (Hik) 12 F CTEEAIAATL
TR D70, AT, TERE - SVl ICEAEZ Y TRFRIRIZE A ERY 620, H=
(2, HER R R BFIE AR & RS U 7 BRIEEE D 72 D D JIIERS S 2 A o 7 — R TR T H
% (K¥52005), ZnbORMBEREZ#RET S L. F#IC Equivocation IZFT 2 a2 =/ — 3
RESAFTRIX 2 s & J5LiE IS AR 2 B L T2 BRI H H L E 2 D,

2. HROBH
ZO XD et L AT RS & | AWSEIT T TE Wk - BRE ) 1ITRER S D KIREL ST
BRzbh T, Iz TR 2T L 72 KI#i(Deception through False Implicature: DtFI)| & E#% L
Z OHER 7 1 2 R IZEE U CHESER AN EE A im(Tomasello, 2008 ) DFukH A T OIRFHAIE T /VAREL,
ék/;ct O, FEEATAMNLIZS ET DN EER GEABEHEESE) ORBIZOW T O FEIE 2 MREEE B
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(1) DtFI pEH, - EFRMERIORRAE : BRSO RME & LT, DFI Ofkx 72388 L T, £ D
HifE R, BEON R (T FOZIT5HIS) ZHUERNARFETHRL, C0k)
72 DIFI A > =T A ORI E &I S D D FEFTHRY Message Effect 5341 (Jackson,
1992) AWt 2T o7, BEBOPEICIT, TR TR A I TV D
Elicitation Task {5 (RN T WA > Siu7z BRI 7RI A SCE TR L, B 1IC 2 OdR
THOMNEBIHEHT A ve—V 2 L, 3FFMICER T2 Lok d) 2H0, HBoh
EZEL, FRENOER T L ICHE SN AL—T ) v 7 RFEERICHE- T, —EHM D k
L—= U T ERBATEEORE (G5EEB L O T) I2X > IS,

(2) DtFI OFEMH - EREEICEE T 2 AN BN ORERHE - Az I a=r—a Vi iok
A\ ZFREN R MEME (cognitive complexity) <1 s EBUA Zx(perspective taking)RE 7173 & Y (Burleson
& Caplan, 1998), /- HpCMMAD I 2= —3 3 A K A )L (MDL)IZ B3 % B fE
(O’Keefe & Lambert, 1995)72 EELS B D ERE L, 20 DIFI OFERIC G- 2 % 8% /R
AE L7z, By 7o DFI BEHEEL - fRIRAE ), SRERVEMENE - a3 2= —va v A4 A
NERE L, BEEOME G908 mireit-o7z, FEBORIEICIX, FITHFIE Chglk <
FIH & CTu % Elicitation Task 15 (JAZBNZT 4 v Sz BB 20k 2 SCE TR L, #%
BREICEORMTH ORERIHERT A v —V 2R L, #FMck+5L oKD %)
ZHAW BN ZEEIL, FNFNOER T LICHESNTL—T 1 v 7 RGFERITHE- T
—EHM D b L—= 0 T ERBATEEROFE (0FEF B Ot F) I L - TRHli S iz,

Q) BAIA N =R LDET ML : FifF GEHGR) . 3 0BY (2la=br—Ta %), e
FRENEE H Ff(Tomasello, 2010 fth) & W 5 FflA T, DIFLIZE T D R Heidm O S aEEEGmrIatH

(ETN) LEBFHISITEIToI,
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[1] DtFI FEH - fRRRAE T
[E]30E- [A]BE R 55 B 25 1Hi (Avoidance- Avoidance Conflict Situations) T A & — VEHTIX, 590 72
D OZNENFEICARERERIBE I (R1E5H),
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/Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations for each Message Types (Solicitation / Definition)

Solicitation Multiple Choice
Frequency Cognitive Complexity Frequency Cognitive Complexity
M SD M SD
1. Direct Answers: Bald 2 18.0 5.66
% Directhmsers 12 15.08 720
3. Lies (White Lies) 35 14.80 5.89 51 15.29 744
4. Direct Opting Out 0 - - 2 23.50 7.68
5. Indirect Opting Out 7 14.43 529 22 1423 6.60
6. Indirect Answers 40 16.73 9.11 33 18.52 9.12
7. Covert Evasion 46 17.87 9.11 34 17.00 6.35
Total 142 16.40 773 142 16.40 7.73
Notes:
Solicitation Message Type: Fis, 135 = .83, n.s., °=03; Gender (covariance):  F, 135 = .30, n.s., 7= .00
Multiple Choice: Message Type:  Fia, 136 = 1.86, n.s., n°=.05;  Gender (covariance): F\,136 = .39, n.s., 1°=".00

H H 7% R (Solicitation Task) Tid, i (white line)] (24.8%). [ ][RI (indirect answers)J
(28.3%). B MEXKIEFHRME VW ikiu(covert evasion)] (31.7%)EMIAE < . Z A5 O AN PER]
L DA TR Hiaino o, ERERE (multiple choice task) T & FASH I [FIAE O 1) A3 e RR
T3, —Eﬁ#rﬁ&MEﬁmwmwm@mMJ%%W?é&“?@“ﬁﬁ%hto[}E
[EREEBEG EIC I D A v — VBRI, (oW 72 2350 CORRIE S % 5 Th 28k12)
P LHHMA R 7 ) — 2R L CE b7, BiiiiaIa=br—3a v LERHRaI o
= —ra e LA T A —E R T D sldpii SN A XE TH D,

Ffl#%?%mwéﬂ(wwﬂMMMJ®%ﬁ @?5??%%E&LT 7RO SV
A =T H AT RGEE LTS R MO a5 & AR U5 F8R & LT Tk
(deceptiviness) | & S kiuE(evasiveness) | NILZEMIZEAR L TWA Z ENH LN ERD | F
7o, T 2B ET H EITHES L L TEIT [H M (sincerity) ] WNFFET 5 Z E NS5 P
> (K1, 28

Figure 3. Multiple Regression Analysis
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1. Wik (Misrepresentation of Speech Act) (281} 5 A v —UHERIZ D 5 55K o Bk

[2] DtFI PEH] - fRERAE TR D E N ZER
FRichE oz T — & RHc, LRSS IC B 1T 5 A 7 = VRO, L
7 '%‘DE’J?‘E"@I%(‘:X v — VEROBAG (M= ﬁ?ﬁ() DWW TN 21T 2 724558 . Wi
ﬂ@ ke LCHEIIC ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%% 1315 5 L7 5 o 72 (Solicitation: Fs, 135) = .83, n.s.,
=.03; Multlple Choice: F4, 136 = 1.86, n.s., 77=.00) or effect of Gender (Solicitation: F1,135) = .30, n.s.,
n2= .00; Multiple Choice: Fi1, 136 = .39, n.s., n°=.00).. (X2 Z#)

7720, BHEHFEICE W TIX FFEJTQIEI’}-Q(mdlrect answers)| B X O [EXIEIHRIIE ik
FU(covert evasion) ] JEH 3 O FRAMEMENE 2SR B I [ (white lie] < [FEEHI 18 (indirect
opting out) | FEHIFH IC %’b\fﬂi&b\{tﬁﬁ#%ﬁfﬁé nrz (l 03 BH), =45 OB IT < D0
RN ATRETH DAY, HFIZ HARANGEE OB Tk, IEEKI RIS ORI 49 U b a8 [a)8E 5
%%E%EE@LCBIJOD%EJ\&? DWEEZD [E50nikiv) & L TOERS (strategy) & L CHW B
TWEDITTIERL, BLETHLAvE—VEZBERRLEDETIHZOHBY OFELE LTH
WHILTW D AREMEDVRIR S D, W UZH X, White Lie X° Indirect Opting Out & VN> 72,
BRI CREEb NI A TDAvE—TIZH LT, IndlrectAnswer <> Covert Evasion &\
ST & FITH L TENZNRD, FEWFAIC@ E 20T, B e G EEREHE L
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b T ——— 3. Lies (White Lics) - KT —————
- T 4. Direct Opting Out [T
I 5. Indirect Opting Out ECNNNNTTT

. T . 6. Indirect Answers TN

- T 7. Covere Evasion | —————
T

m Cognitive Complexity

*

m Cognitive Complexity
Yoo ¢ s Note: (a) * p <.05 (Post Hoc Comparison, LSD)
Note: () *p <05 (Post Hoe Comparison, LSD) .
(b)( ) : Frequency of Each Message Type @)](2 )-lfrﬁq;encriyofd%ChMessageType
(¢) Error bar: Standard deviations (c) Error bar: Standard deviations

2. [FlE-IEES R S 01 B A v — VRS L RRAMEMEMEOBIMR O HEEMY A7 4 @R Z 2 7)

F7o, Bl THREEME] TSR] ~OMURE (sensitivity) (2B L Tix, [k NFREIHIAE
M) & THAETSERE ) OmS EHHREOFHENEO bbb D0, BEENZ L2, FE
DFRFEAT LD S A TIZONT R DZMHENEERI N (X3 2) .

Figure 1. Correlations between Cognitive Complexity and Message Perception I enrcoREorelationsbetweeniCornitive ComplexitylandiNlessage Perception
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B3 A RBVERNDOA v =2 A IS5 g (EX) & TEvikhtt) (BX) OfzIcg#ie s L

ENEPNEYHIESN

Z OBIERERN D OB ATRE R IR A 8 & T 2 L IZREECTH 505, HARFOFTY
FITF 2 WA T D RES T 28 MEMENE & . B < F THBRI S CH T O Z &
T5 [HREASRET) ) Mo HFREOMSINVEE © > THERE L, S S F ¥ A 7O %S
ITADPRICHBE 52 TS ENRBENT-EEZLND,

S Iz, EADO—fEHI72 A v —VPEH A Z A /L (Message Design Logic) & S\ ki A > &
— VPEH OBHRIZOW T BT AT/ o To it R, AWIFE ORESE L 72 BRI (T Rhetorical
Design % H 9 it BHHAHINC [E0akiv) HigEEZHT5)) SIXBRVERZ 27 | 2R
AATDNTIICBNWTHRRDaI 22— a VAZA LB TO A v —VEHEROF
BEREImEIN R (K4 2 .

L2 L, BARAGEEIZH T D Rhetorical Design Logic AN ERIRGIC D220y (7272 L, 3840
P GRS & L L C b R E IS L TV D) FEEEABRTIUE, AARAGEEICE
WTIHHRIS) 2 R 2 = — 2 a VOEEEMES AES 5TV D ATREMERER S, £ Ol
2. Rhetorical Design Logic fRA#& b LA HRIZAYIC THEIEH 2 I 2= — a2 LML
R HEICH D Z ENRBEND, ZORROMFIIASHOEEL2FETH 5,
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0 1 1 I
m 1. Direct Answers: Bald m 2. Direct Answers: w/ Politeness . f—
m 3. Lies (White Lies) 4. Direct Opting Out
m 5. Indirect Opting Out m 6. Indirect Answers m3. Lies (White Lies) = 4. Direct Opting Out m5. Indirect Opting Out
m7. Covert Evasion = 6. Indirect Answers = 7. Covert Evasion
Note: Overall difference (Message Type by MDL): )0 = 6.20, 7. Note: Overall difference (Message Type by MDL): s = 11.56, m.s.

4. [ElRE-[RREE RS IR D A v — UFEHMER) & Message Design Logic DB#fR (£ : H
HPEHZ 27 4 R 2 X 7))

Bl EVKNFEFERTDBIA H =X LDETILE

BEMFICBIT DiR~ 22 S VBB GUZOW TR DT TEZ Y ‘“Cuifﬂifi‘EL%fTb AN
|Z Galaginski (2000)? Meta Discursive Strategies &\ 9 BE& % 52 F L CRREIGE R 728l 5E
T/V’flﬁ % nit%‘f\_o

EF. EEREENS VRIS, L% *@%uﬁ(Palr Part 2: PPT2)7%, EFRIZHWHHTWD
25T l/*—A(Orlgmal Conversation Frame)(Z 35\ T il%»p?ﬁf\? % fi‘ﬁ“ﬁ AIOFEEE (&) (Pa1r Part
1: PPT1)D 455D %R (conversational demand) % & B 3GH 1912 AN B - LTV bR
DHT| FEEICK D ERIEPIRISEE T L — A “/7 ~ 75%T>bhhﬁ§ﬁ\ HHIZITHERE %Lf:%ﬁ L

\%537 L — A (Activated Conversation Frame)?D W CTHIDBEET ® PPl & L CEUIIHEIET 5
ZLETHAULDLEBIRTHD EBUE LT, Activated Conversation Frame |3®& < £ TEXIFEHIRAYD
BREICIEMEL SN D720, BE RIXIORFE 7 U—AIZB 1) 5 BN £ 7213552500 72 ke
~T @J%EE%: Or1g1na1 Conversational Frame T [%#&“\71%5}2 k EL:\LE@ R L LTEAFEOERN
ERERAY - 55 R EI’J CHEYNC L2 ERGRL TV D LR O, ZDOBI5 % Falsely Perceived
Conversatlon Frame (Z351F 5 False Implicature DEEIL, &9 *E%E,U\“C sl L7z, (K5 22,

) Conversation Frame Shift by Covert Evasion Original Framework Misrepresented Framework
Original Conversation Frame /A: Question (Accusation) A:  Request to

What do you think (about

your passing a problematic aletl il e st dlam

lawl (the potential increaSje in
T nce the number of gambling
B: No/Irrelevant Answer addicts)
we'll try our best not to
increase the total number of * B: Compliance
Activated Conversation Frame addicts ... we'll try our best not to
Metacursive Strategies \ increase the total
Spurious Agreement number of addicts ....
I fully understand ....
T agree that ....
That’s what I am thinking

Falsely Perceived Conversation Fr?qe (False Implicature)

Misrepresentation of Presupposition

< “Ais asking to deal V\{ith tl'1e

: i problem (the number of addicts)”
Spurious Conversational Relevance

5. FEEXARFE Vi (Covert Evasion) DYAL A B = X A
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