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Hypothesis: \We suffer from a social valence bias. We
are more likely to think positively-valenced language is
spoken by members of our In-group, anc
negatively-valenced language is spoken by members of
our out-group.

Question 2: Do we cue into word
valence anyway? (Spoiler: Yes.)

Question 1: Is word valence one such
regularity? (Spoiler: Not really.)

Background: There exist linguistic
regularities In speech that make it
nossible to predict a speaker's group
membership (e.g. political party) based
on word choice.

Q1: Does valence contain information? Q2: Study 2
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