INFORMATION TO USERS

This was produced from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming. While the
most advanced technological means to photograph and reproduce this document
have been used, the quality is heavily dependent upon the quality of the material
submitted.

The foliowing explanation of techniques is provided to help you understand
markings or notations which may appear on this reproduction.

1. The sign or *“‘target” for pages apparently lacking from the document
photographed is ‘‘Missing Page(s)”. If it was possible to obtain the missing
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages.
This may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating
adjacent pages to assure you of complete continuity.

2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black mark it is an
indication that the film inspector noticed either blurred copy because of
movement during exposure, or duplicate copy. Unless we meant to delete
copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed, you will find a good
image of the page in the adjacent frame. If copyrighted materials were
deleted you will find a target note listing the pages in the adjacent frame.

3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photo-
graphed the photographer has followed a definite method in “sectioning”
the material. It is customary to begin filming at the upper left hand corner of
a large sheet and to continue from left to right in equal sections with small
overlaps. If necessary, sectioning is continued again—beginning below the
first row and continuing on until complete.

4. For any illustrations that cannot be reproduced satisfactorily by xerography,
photographic prints can be purchased at additicnal cost and tipped into your
xerographic copy. Requests can be made to our Dissertations Customer

Services Department.

5. Some pages in any document may have indistinct print. In all cases we have
filmed the best available copy.

[ Hami srame i

LA IvQr Dll

Mlcrofllms
International

300 N. ZEEB RD., ANN ARBOR, M! 48106



8129396
DULANEY, EARL FRANKLIN, JR.
THE LANGUAGE OF DECEPTION: AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY

The University of Cklahoma PH.D. 1981

University
Microfilms
International . zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, M1 48106



PLEASE NOTE:

In all cases this material has been filmed in the best possible way from the available copy.
Problems encountered with this document have been identified here with a check mark _v .

—

Glossy photographs or pages

2, Colored illustrations, paper or print__

3 Photographs with dark background _____

4, Hlustrations are poorcopy __

5. Pages with black marks, not original copy ___

6. Print shows through as there is text on both sidesof page ____

7. Indistinct, broken or small print on several pages _14_

8 Print exceeds margin requirements ______

9. Tightly bound copy with print lostinspine _____

10. Computer printout pages with indistinct print____

11. Page(s) - lacking when material received, and not available from school or
author.

12. Page(s) seem to be missing in numbering only as text follows.

13. Two pages numbered . Text foliows.

14, Curling and wrinkled pages
15. Cther

University
Microfilms
International



THE UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOHA

GRALUATE COLLEGE

THE LANGUAGE OF LECEPTION: AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY

A CISSERTATION
SUBMITTED TO THE GRADUATE FACULTY
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the
degres of

DCCIOR CF PHILOSOFHY

BY
EARL FRANKIIN CULANEY, JR,
Norman, Oklahoma

1981



m

’e
]
14
(&
b
[

[ L
(8]

brt

o]

1

[
I

[S¥]

-9



¥Yanuscript to be submitted
REVIEW OF LITERATORE. .

METHCD.

TABLE CF CONTENTS

h
Q
2]

RESULTS © o o o o s o o o o

DISCUSSION' ] * L . * L L] L]

APFENDIY A:
APPENTLIX B:
APPENLIY C:

APPENTLIX D:

EROSPECTUS: REVIEW
CONSENT FCRMS » «
INTERVIEW CUESTIONS

SUMMARY TABLIS. ., .

iii

L 4

publication

OF LITERATURE

o)
I\
[V}

1
21
24
38
78
81
83

M



DELCICATION
This dissertaticn is dedicated to Jennye, Jessica,

and Leah who saw very little ¢f me during the preparation of
this manuscript. I love you dearly.

iv



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

My sincere appreciation tc

--Wayland Cummings, the Chair cf my conmmittee, £for
his much needed and often undeserved +ime and
guidance.

~--The members of my committee--Dorothy Higgingbot-
ham, Larry Tcothaker, and wWilliam Carmack--for
their aid and encouragemert.

--The University of Oklahoma communication graduatse
assistants who provided me with suppert and
encourageecent throughout this project.



The language of Decertion: An Exrerimental Study
Earl F. Dulaney, Jr.

University of Oklahonma

In this study 20 subjects were placed in a situation
designed to elicit a number of truthful and dishonest state-
ments, Differences in these statements were examired by the
SLCA IIT and LEXIC prcgrams tc¢ uncover language variables
which discriminate between individuals' ¢truthful and decep-
tive statements, The resul%ts indicate that when 1lying,
individuals (a) use fewer words, and as a consequence, fewer
unique words with a larger *ype-token ratio and smaller per-
ceived-cocnitive activity, (b) use fewer past tense vert
forms, and (c) that males use the indicative mood more ofter
wher lying and the subjunctive mood less often when lying.
In addition, when used in a discriminant functicn egquation,
14 ¢f +he SLCA ITIT arnd LEXIC variatles were atle to cor-
ractly identify 100.CC% cf the subjects' statements as
truthful or deceptive,
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Cver the past few years there fkas been an increasing

[

(Bl

interest in the fields ¢f csychclogy and communication con-
cerning deceptive comnunication. (For a detailed review see
Knapp & Ccmadena, 1979). The primary focus of most of this
research has been in the area of nenverbal indicants of
deceptiorn, Researchers have investigated eye Dbehavior,
pitch changes, facial affect, <£foot and leg movement, hand
gestures, head nodding, smiling and laughing, and numerous
other nonvertal mannerisms. There has been, however, a
paucity of research into the 1linguistic indicants of decep-
+ion,

Regardless of the unit of analysis in deception
r2search, whether verbal or nonvertkal, the underlying
assumrtion seems to be that the act of deception produces an
increase in anxiety which ultimately manifests itself in
changes in *he intermal states of the body. These changes
in turr affect both verbal and nonverktal behavicf. One of
the curren* areas of interest in deception concernps whether

untrainad cbservers may accurately classify an individual as

decep*ive/nondeceptive and what corditions rprecvide for

P
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optimal classification. While the majcrity of this research
focuses on subjects'! use cf ncnverbal mannerisms when making
attributions, it would be equally relevant to fccus on lan-
guage tehavicr in making veracity attributions. It is to
this objective that the current investigation was addressed.

In 1974 Knapp, Hart, and Dennis conducted an explor-
atory study in which 11 linguistic and 3 nonverbal indices
were identified which discriminated  betweer 1liars and
truth-tellers. Thirty-eight male undergraduate veterans
were given a 100 word passage which listed typical respoanses
to both sides of a controversial issue and were asked tc¢
speak roth fer and against the issue (about which all sub-
jects agreed). Trained coders then viewed the videotapes
and transcrirts and ccded the ncnverbal behaviors; traired
con*ent analysts viewed the videotapes and transcripts and
coded the verbal content; and the remarks were sukjected tc
an autcmated lanquage analysis program, TEXAN. Cn the basis
of these procedures five clusters of indices were identi-
fied:

1. Two indices--the ccnfidence ratio (total number
of words spoken divided by the total interaction time) and
+the different werds index {(a count of the number of unique
words) --comprised +he certainty dimensicn.

2 A vagueness dimension was comprised of the fol-
lowing four indices: The factual statements index was a

count of the number of statements which "remark about an
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existing perscnis), chiject(s); or set(s) of conditions
objectively verifiable by the senses"™ (p. 19). The self-ex-
periences index was a count of the rumber of "statements
made ty the subject which expcund upon actual experiences he
has had (or is having) or upon activities he has engaged in
(or is engaging in)" (r. 19). The past references index was
a count of the number cf fpast tense verbs, and the levelirng
terns index was a count of the number cf overgeneralizations
such as "all", "every", "none", etc.

3. Three indices--the total words index (number of
words spocken), +the message duration index (measure of time
spent speaking), and probes 1index (rumber of interviewer

4, A dependence dimension was comprised of the fol-
lowing three indices: The self references index (number of
tgelf" yords), the self-interest index (number of statements
"of 2ither factual or evaluative character which s*ate the
costs or tenefits which have (or have not accrued), are (or
are not accruing), should (or should not accrue) to self™
{(p. 20)), and the cther references index (the number of
+hird person plural prencuns).

5. Two indices--the grcup references index (number
of first perscn plural prencuns) and the disparaging state-
ments index (number of statements "depicting unfavorable

actions or statements c¢f ancther persen, group, or institu-

tion"™ (p. 20))--comprised the neqative affect dimension.
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Knapp, Hatt, and Dennis found that deceivers!
messages did not differ from truth-tellers' in qualification
(sutjunctive mocd words), in hypotheticals (remarks based on
the premise “what if"), and in absolute verbs (all of the
forms of the verb form "to be". They did, however, differ
in confidence ratio indicating that deceivers tended to not
nfill-in" the interacticn time with verbage. Subjects also
differed in the different words index indicating a form of
restricted code for deceivers. In sum, based on these two
indices, knapp, Hart, and Cennis found that deceivers! mes-
sages seeh mcre uncertain,

They also found that deceivers made fewer factual
statements, mentioned their own e3xperiences less often,
referred to past events less often, and made more swveeping
generalizations. Future references (rumber of future tense
verks) and cther experiences references (remarks about oth-
ers' real or imagined experiences) feiled to discriminate
between truth-tellers ard liars. In general, Xnapp, Hart,
and Dennis suggest that deceivers seem more vague than nor-
deceivers,

Thirdly, they found that deceivers seemed more reti-
cent than nondeceivers., Deceivers used fewer words, had
shorter message duraticn (g < .08), and had a greater number
of interviewer probes {short remarks from the interviewer tc
encourage them tc continue talking) than nondeceivers.,

It also appears that deceivers seem +c¢ dissociats



themsslves from the situaticn more than nondeceivers, They
referred *to themselves less frequently (g < .10) and to oth-
ers more frequently,

Finally, Knapp, Hart, and Dennis found that though
affirmative nods, smiles, and other interest statements did
not discriminate truthful from dishonest statements, deceiv-
ers did use fewer'grcup references and made more disparaging
remarks. Deceivers, it se=sms, are more defensive and
unpleasant than noﬁdeceivers.

Knapp, Hart, and Dennis concluded:

At face value i+ appears that the six beha-
vioral styles we are associating with deception are
really very natural, common traits of us all.
Apparently, however, deceivers exhibit such traits
excessively, thus thrcwing themselves out of the
bounds of normality. . . .We know that there are at
least 14 communicaticn differences between deceivers
and nondeceivers. . .¥e also know that only ccntin-
ued research in +he area can indicate we know what

* we think we know. (pp. 26-27)

Based én the assumption that scmen's 1language dif-
fers in numerous ways from zen's language, Todd (1977) exanm-
ined the 14 Knapp, Hart, and Dennis irdices in women's lies
and truthful statments, since the previous experimenters
used all male subjects, Surprisingly, only one index sig-
nificantly discriminated between truthful and dishonest
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statements--the disparaging statements index. Certainly,
more research to distinguish sex differences in deceptive
language is warranted.

Todd-Mancillas and Kibler {(1979) aétempted to empir-
ically assess the validity cf the Knagp, Hart, and Dennis
indices ty correlating them with four new indices previously
shown to measure similar aspects of uncertainty., vagueness,
negative affect, and reticence (the dependence cluster was
omitted since nc krown measure of dependence was available),
The Silence Quotient (SQ), operétionalized as the ratio of
amount of time spoken tc amount of available speaking time;
the Modified Flesch Reading Ease Score (MFRES), cperational-
ized as the number cf syllables spoken per 100 words; +he
Modified Flesch Human Interest Score (MFHIS), operational-~
ized as the average numker of personal words (personal pro-
nouns, words with masculine cr feminine gender, and prorper
nouns) ; and the Discomfecrt Relief Quotient (DRQ), operation-
alizad as the ratio of negative affect words tc positive
affect words, vere ccrrelated with the eleven previocusly
defined indices ({omitting the three degendence indices).

The SQ has been previcusly demonstrated to be a
valid measure of interviewee outrput. Based on the assump-
tion that persons talk more when they are certain, positive
correlaticns were expected between the SQ and the indices of
the Certainty dimension, Partial suppcrt was found.

The MPRES and the MFHIS, both measures ¢f reading
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ease, shculd be inverse measures of vagueness., Hence, it
was expected that the indices cf +the Vagueness dimensico
should ccrrelate regatively with the MFRES ard MFHIS. No
support was offered for this hypothesis,

The DRQ has been shown to be a valid measure of neg-
ative affect. Hence, it was expec*ed to correlate posi-
tively with the Negative Affect dimension. No support was
found for this hypcthesis.

Finally, the SQ was expected tc correlate positively
with the Reticence dimension under the assumftion that a lcow
SQ is indicative of reticence *o interact with others. Full
support was found for this hypothesis.

Tcdd-Mancillas and Kikler concluded: "Since it has
not been possible tc identify artifacts +that are 1largely
rasponsible for these nonsignificant results, it 1is con-
cluded that these indices are not valid measures of uncer-
tainty, vagueness, and negative affect as originally argued"®
(p. 122).

Chapman (Note 1) examined rpassages from Nixon's
Waterga*e speeches which were objectively verified (by later
evidence in the chrcnolegy of the Watergate affair) as true
or false, Using an earlier version c¢f the SLCA III prograr
{Cummings & Eenshaw, 1979) he was able to identify categor-
ies similar toc thecse cffered by Rnapp, Hart, and Dennis
(1974) and Todd-Mancillas and Kitler (1976) which were use-
ful in discriminating ketween Nixon's truthful and deceptive
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statesments, He found that Nixon (a) had a heightened use of
self references, (b) used more concert modificaticn through
adjectives and adverbs, |(c) was more abstract and vagueAby
using more nonsensory-based words such as peace, honesty,
integrity, etc., and (d) was more emphatic and assertive
vhen lying. ©None cf Chapman's data, hcuever, were subjected
to the rigors of statistical inferencse. Two years earlier,
in a more gualitative content analyis of Nixon's Checkers
speaech and the two Watergate speeches, Gibbons and Felkins
{1974) fourd similar characteristics in Nixen's language
behavicr., They noted (a) a pronounced "I" orientation, (b)
abstractness and vagueness, and (c) a "simple, basic, ~and
emotional form of language™ as indicated in a low type-toker
ratio.

In sum, the scant research tc date has demcnstrated
that deceivers (a) will be wmcre reticent (use fewer vords,
have a shorter message duration, and a higher silence gquoc-
tient), (b) may be less certain (have a smaller confidence
ratio, a larger silence quctient, and use fewer adjectives
and adverbks), and (c) may be mcre vague (use more ncmsenso-
ry-tased words, fewer rast tense verbs, and more overgener-
alizations). Befcre these assumptions are elevated to the
status of covering laws, however, thke following criticisms
shculd be noted.

First, all of these studies have Lkeen conducted
using a rather restricted sample of sutjects. Knapp, Hart,

8



and Dennis {1974) used all males, Todd-Mancillas and Kibler
(1979) used all females, and Chapman used a sanmpling of
statements from one individual. In 1977 Todd attempted to
replicate Knapp, Hart, and Dennis' ({1974) study using 38
female subjects, He found support fcr only one index, the
disparaging statements index. Clearly, women and men differ
in changes in language behavior from a truthful tc a decsg-
tives context, 1In addressing this discrepancy Todd-Mancillas
and Kibler (1979) stated: wsince Knapp, Hart, and Dennis
made nc case fcr presuming that their indices are more valid
measures of men's +han women's deceptive speech, then it may
be presumed that these indices are valid measures regardless
of source gender" (pp. 121-122). Todd's (1977) earlier
finding renders this presumption somewhat tenuocus. A better
method would ke to include subject sex as a blocking varia-
ble in future decerticn designs, This would provide ade-
quate control for any differences which may be due *c source
gender.

A second criticism of earlier language-based decep-
ticn research concerns cperaticnalizations of 1lying. The
lie act has been defined as the preserntation of an altered
view of one's perception of reality (Knapp & Cecmaderna,
1979) . The &methcd enplcyed by Knapp, Hart, and Dennis
{(1974) , Todd (1977), and Todd-Mancillas and Kibkler (1979),
however, may bhave gererated statements which may not be

prima facie valid lies, In such a structured role playing
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situvation subjects may nct be rresenting an altered view of
their reality, rather they may be presenting their percep-
ticns ¢f arothert!s view of reality. Tc help them succeed in
their role playing experience Knapp, Hart, and Dennis (and
presumably Todd and Todd-#ancillas and Kibler) gave the sub-
jects lists cf counter arguments. The subjects, then, may
not have presented an altered view of their perceptions of
reality, Ta*her, they may have presented their perceptions
of the reality indicated in the lists c¢f arguments, A bet-
ter method would be one in which the subjects are given an
oppcrtunity to make their own decision ¢to lie and to choose
their own strategies and metheds in doing so.

A third criticism of previous language-based decep-
tion research concerns the subjects! motivaticn for lyirg.
The methods employéd may nct have provided the subjects with
a personally relevant motivaticn for 1lying, and may have
failed to create any anxiety or fear ¢f being found decep-
tive, The subjects were simply playing a zero sum game ip
which the rewards cf lying plus the ccsts of lying in terms
of increased anxiety equal zero, A tetter method would be
to rrovide the subject with a situaticn in which the costs
for lying clearly outweigh the rewards gained. Such sifua-
tions would be more tyrical of that which occurs in the nat-
ural setting and would give the subject a heightened motiva-
tien tc succeed in their deception crce they determine te
daceive, This heightened motivation would have an

i0



unconscious effect on  subjects' physiological behavior
{Gustafson and Crne, 1963) and, presumakly, on their verbal
and ncnvertal behaviors,

Finally, Knapp, Hart, and Dennis gave the subjects
brief lists c¢f arqguments prior tc the deception to "minimize
the bias resulting from familiarity with the tcpic® and
noted that the resultant statements were %somewhat¥® sponta-
neous., Since the raiscn d'etre for mcst inferential studies
is to generalize to the natural setting, such prior inter-
vention in giving the subjects things tc say would interfere
with spontanei*y and perhaps affect the subject's linguistic
performance in the deceptive condition, thereby biasing the.
results,

This study was advanced in ap effort to account for
these criticisms and tc shed some 1light on a relatively new

area swhere the shadows of methodological weakness seem to be

growing.

The Deception Inducing Brocedure. The procedures

used in the presernt study to generate truthful and deceptive
statements from the sukjects were designed +c meet the fol-
lowing criteria: They must generate ({(a) spontansous and
unrehearsed truthful and dishonest statements which (b) neet
the standards cf a lie as defined by fprevious research, (c)

i1



are lengthy, and {d) ara2 elicted from a situation which
provided the subject a heightened motivation for 1lying and
an interest in the success ¢f the lie. The procedures are
similar to those employed by Exline, Thibaut, Hickey, and
Gumpert (1970), Shulman (1973), Bauchner, Brand+t, and Miller
(1977), and Bauchner, Raplan, and Miller (1980). {See Note
2) .

Ten male and ten female undergraduate speech stu-
dents enrclled in the basic speech course at the University
of Cklahoma were asked to participate in an experimental
study to "assess the effects cf group size on problem solv-
ing ability." Each sulject was paired with a male Confeder-
ate and told that cther groups of various sizes (five-,
four-, three-, and two-members) were sclving the same prob-
lemg--first estimating the number of squares cn a series of
three cards, then estimating the number of dots on a similar
series of three cards. The sex of the experimenter was var-
ied %o maintain an equal number of male-male, male-female,
female-male, and female~femrale dyads in the interview por-
tion which followed the task portion.

The experimenter +then described the firs+ task tc
the pair, explaining that he or she would flash a card for
about five seconds and then give them time to confer until
they reached a consensus on the nunrter of squares. The
Experimenter continued with the task being careful to record
the pair's recsponses ¢n a score sheet placed in front of

12



him, aAfter th

1)

first +ask (squares) vas completed and
before the second task (dots) was begun a seccnd Experimen-
ter, who had been listening unobserved from an adjoining
room, entered the room and informed the first Experimenter
that he or she had an important phone call in an office on
the same floor. Both Experimenters then left the room leav-
ing the score sheet in a manila folder on the table with the
Confederate and the sukject.

After pausing fcr abcut one minute the Confederate
wondered aloud whether the answers were in the manila
foider, suggested looking, and regardless of the subject's
response, opened the folder to find the answers. He then
stated them cut lcud and returned the fclder to its previous
positicn,

At this point the first Experimenter entered +the
room, apclogized for the interrupticn, and continued with
the task with the Confederate and the subject using the dis-
honestly cttained answers tc make accurate judgements. At
the conclusion of the second task, the Experimenter sug-
gested that the Confederate leave the room while the subject
answered a few questicns "concerning the strategies and
me thods employed to arrive at an answer." In each case the
Experimenter was careful to state that the Confederate would
be called in next to answer the same questions. This inter-
view was audiotaped with the subject's awareness of the tap-
ing.

13



The Experimenter then asked a series of gquestions
about the processes, methcds, and strategies used by the
pair tc solve the prc¢blems, Pach subject was previously
randomrly assigned to a truthful-déceptive crdering or a
deceptive-truthful crdering of questicns and the questions
for the second task were essentially the same as for the
initial +task. Unless the subject reported the <cheating
which took place any answers toc questicns about the strate-
gies and wmethods the fpair used to come to consensus about
thé nunber of dots in the second task were considered decep-
tive. Of the 22 subjects who participated in this study, 2¢C
failed to report the cheating and their responses to the two
sets of questions were compared for differences., At this
poirt subjects were carefully debriefed and gquestioned to
determine if any had suspicions during the study. No sub-
jact reported that s/he suspected the Experimenter or the
Confederate which minimally suggests the success of +the
manipulations,

Transcripts of the interviews were carefully made
with +wo extralinguistic factors ccded in--the average
response time latency, orerationalized as the amount of time
in seconds from the end cf an experimenter's question to the
beginning of *+he subject’s answer, and dysfluencies, ogpera-
tionalized as (a) stutters or stammers, (b) word repe*ti-
tions, (¢) vocalized pauses such as "ah", *"uh", etc., and
(d) pauses of five seconds or more., The data were coded and

14



analyzed by the SLCR III (Cummings & Renshaw, 1979) and
LEXIC (Dulaney, Note 3) programs tc generate a number of
scores for each éubject. |
Data analysis. The SLCA III ard LEXIC programs gen-
erate for each subject's truthful and deceptive remarks a
numbar of scores which are measures of language behavior and
lexical diversity. This secticn presernts the variabies used
in the analysis.
Coded input for the SLCA III analysis is processed
in the following manner. (See Cummings and Renshay, '1979,
for a more thcurough discussion of tﬁe processes employed by
SLCA III). ?iist, each word is checked against a number of
dictionaries and assigned a value if it appears in a partic-
ular dictionary. Bach word is then tagged according to its
various attributes, Nouns and pronouns, termed information
units (IU) may be classified by the following four attrib-
utes:
1. Seccial percerticn centent. An IU will be tagged
{a) GC if it is fcund in the generalized-cther
dictionary which contains words like they, then,
+heir, etc., (b) A0 if it refers to a specific
person, place, cr thing, (c) SELF if it is found
in the self references dictionary which contains
words like me, mine, my, I, etc., (d) AUD if it
is found in the audience rteferences dictionary
which contains words like you and yours, and (e)

15



INAN if it refers to an inanimate cbject.

2, Existential content. An IU will be tagged nega-~
tive if it is preceded by a word which indicates
negation c¢r is itself a word which indicates
negation, and will be tagged positive ctherwise.
For example, in the sentence, "No one cares.",
the IU one would be tagged negative. Rowever,
inlthe sentence, "One does care.", the IU one
would be tagged positive, A neéative I0 indi-
cates nonexistence; a pcsitive IU0 indicates
existerce.

3. Sensory content. An IU will be tagged sensory-
tased if it symbolizes scme object or entity
which is cbjectively verifiable by the senmses,
and will ke tagged nonsersory-based ctherwise,
For exanmple, arm, leg, green, loud, and salt are
all senscry-based words while peace, hate, envy,
honesty, and integrity are all nonsenscry-based

words.

4, Degrse of gualificatio

(=]

in the sentence. An IU

T
wll be tagged as defined, if it has one or more
adjectives associated with it, or undefined if
it has nc adjectives associated with it.
Words such as adjectives and adverbs, termed quali-
fiers/quantifiers (QQ) may be classified by the fcllowirng

three attributes:

—b
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1.

2.

istential content, 0C words will be tagged

negative if they are preceded by a word or pre-
fix which indicates negaticn, and will be tagged
rositive cthefwise. Unlikely, illegal, and
impractical are all exarples of negative QQ
werds while 1likely, legal, and practical are
examples of positive QQ words. Negative Q¢
vords indicate nonexistence while positive (QC
words indicate existence,

Referents. QQ words are also tagged according
to whether they modify an IU or an RI.

Sensory content. QQ words will be tagged senso-
ry-based if they symbtolize something objectively
verifiable by the senses, and will bLe tagged
nonsensory-based otherwise, For exanple,
lcudly, green, hot, and salty are examples of
sensory-based QQ words while inadvertently, bor-
ing, and temperamental are examples of nonsenso-

ry-based Q¢ words.

Finally, words which are parts of a verb phrase,

termed relational units (RL) may be classified by the fol-

lowing six characteristics:

1.

Tense. PL words may be tagged past tense 1if
*hey indica*te something which should have or has
already taken place, £future tense if they indi-
cate something which should or will occur, and

17



2.

3.

4.

present tenpse if they indicate something which

is occurring.

Existential content. RL words will be tagged

negative if they indicate negation, ard will be
tagged positive otherwvise. For example, in the
sentence, "You should not do that.", the RL dc¢
vould be tagged negative, However, in the sen-
#ance, "You should dec that.®, the RL dc would be
tagged pesitive,

Degree of gualification ir € sentence. RL

the sent

words will be tagged as defined,” if they have
one or more adverts associated with them, unde-
fined ctherwiss,

symmatry or trapsitivity. An RL will be tagged

transitive if it has an ctject and will be tag-

ged intransitive otherwise, For example, in the

sentence "He dropped the tkcok.", the RL drcpred

would be tagged transitive, Cornversely, in t+he
sentence, "The book dropred.", the RL drepped
would be tagged intransitive. Intransitive sen-
tences are asymmetric while transitive sentences
are symmetric.

Mood. An BRL will ke tagged subjunctive if it
indicates scmething which should be done or
should have been done, and will be tagged indi-
cative if it indicates something which was done
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cr ¥ill be done. For exanmple, in the sentence,
"You should eat your carrcts." <*the RL eat would
be tagged.subjunctive. In the sentence, "You
will eat your carrots.", the same RL would be
tagged indicative. RL werds which are subjunc-
tive in mood are sometimes referred to as condi-
tional while RL words which are indicative in
mood are referred tc as assertive,

6. Voice. RL words which are taken from the vert
form "to be" (e.g., am, is, are, was, were, be,
being, been) are considered passive in voice,
while any cther RL words are considered active
in voice, Passive voice verbs indicate nonmo-
tion while active vcice verbs indicate motion.

The computer routine accumulates frequencies of the
various types of words and computes prcportions or densities
by dividing each frequency by the PCA, which is the total
rumber of IU, RL, and ¢Q type words. 211 cther words which
are not IU, BlL, or QQ tyre words (e.g., a, and, the, 1if,
well, etc,) are simply disregarded.

This analysis allows for a numter of logical clus-
terings of variables into_language dimensions, The SENSORY
dimension includes +the sensed- and ncrsensory-based 1IU and
RL densities., The PEFCEPTION dimensicn includes the self,
generalized-cther, authcrity-cther, audience, and inanimate
dencsities, The NEGATICN dimension includes the negative IU,
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RL, and ¢Q densities. The MOTION dimension includes the
active anrd passive vcice densities. The TIME dimension
includes past, present, and future RL densities. The SYMME-
TRY dimensicn includes the transitive and intransitive den-
sities. The DEFINITION dimension includes the defined and
undefined I0 and RL densities, The EXISTERTIAL dimension
includes positive anrd negative  ezistential densities.
Finally, the CONDITIONALITY dimensior is comprised of the
assertion density (indicative mocd) ard conditional density
(sutjunctive mocd).

The LEXIC program accepts input coded for a SLCA III
analysis and returns for each subject a number co¢f scores
representing various aspects ¢f lexical diversity. It gen-
erates the total numker of words, +the number of uniqgue
vords, *he type-token ratio which is the ratio of unique tc
total words, frequencies and percentages for each unique
word used, frequencies and percentages for varicus word
lengths (for words ur toc 25 characters), the average word
length, the frequency of dysfluencies defined earlier, and
the dysfluency ratio which is the freguency cf dysfluencies
divided by the total number of words.

The 3¢ SLCA III variables and 6 variables from the

LEXIC program wers analyzed by a nuster of multivariate it

tests {Hotelling's T2 statistic) in a 2x2 repeated measures
design incorporating the subject's sex as a blocking varia-
ble., Further, the variables frcm both programs were used as
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discriminating variables in a discriminant function

analysis.

Data from the multivariate T2 analyses as presented
in Tabie 1 indicate a significant simultaneous difference in
the variables which comprise the lexical diversity measure
when an individual attempts decegtion (g(7,12)=5.096,2§.007f
and the univariate analyses reveal that the difference may
be related to differences in response time latency (RTIL)
(F(1,18)=14,06,p<.001), total nunker of words used
(211,18)=10.82,g§.60u), number of anique words used
(F(1,18)=16.50,p<.001), type-token ratic
(F(1,18) =4,91,p<.08), and perceptual-cognitive activity
(PCR) (F(1,18)=8.35,p<.01).

Insert Table 1 atcut here

The data reveal that when attemp*ing deception an individual
will have a shorter RTL (¥=2.65 vs X=1.62), will use fewer
unique words (¥=109.40 vs ¥=80.55), vill have a larger

type-tcken ratic (¥=.59 vs ¥=.65), and will have a smaller

21



PCA (¥=65.3%5 vs ¥=49.85). HNeither the multivariate nor
univariate main effect tes*s for sex nor +he multivariate
nor univariate interaction effect tests for sex by lie/truth
condition proved significant for variables in the lexical
diversity measure.

As Table 1 reveals, a similar multivariate main
effects test indicates a significant simultanecus difference
in tense when lying (F(3,16)=3.50,p<.Cl4) and an inspection
of the wunivariate tests reveal that the difference may be
related to differences in the number of past tense words
(F(1,18)=7.05,p<.02) such that when lying individuals use
fewer past tense verbs (X=.106) than when telling the truth
(X=.134) . VNeitker the multivariate main effect test for sex
ror the multivariate interaction effect proved significarnt.
Similarly, no univariate main effect test for sex nor uni-
variate interaction reached the 1level of significance for
tense variables.

As indicated in Table 1, ore final multivariate
analysis proved significant, that being a sex by lie/*ruth
condition interacticn in language conditionality
(F(2,17)=3.79,p<.04). The univariate tests for the condi-
tionality (subtjunctive mood) densities reveal a correspond-
ingly significant 1interaction (211,1e)=u.51,2<.05). Post
hoc individual comparisons of cell neans using Dunn's ¢t
(where t+he alpha level for any cne ccmparison is divided by
the number of compariscns, in this case six, resulting in an
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overall alpha level for all the comparisons of .05) indicate
that when lying, males use less conditiocnality (¥=.05) than
they do when telling the truth (¥=.01) (t(36)=2.85,p<.0083),
The univariate tests for assertion (indicative mcod) densi-
ties reveal a significant condition main effect
(F(1,18)=6,42,p<.021), yet there was also a significant sex
by .lie/truth conditien interaction (E(1, 18)=6.58),p<.02},
such that when lying, sales use more assertion (¥=.26) than
when‘being honest (¥=.21) (£(36)=3.87,p<.0083), and use sig-
nificantly 1less assertion than truthful females (X=.25)
(£.(36)=3.41,p<.0083) or deceptive females (T=. 25)
(£.(36)=3.38,p<.0083),

Fer the purpose ¢f the discriminant function analy-
sis the twenty subjects were randomly assigned to a truthful
condition (in which only their truthful remarks were exan-
ined) or a deceptive condi*icn (in which only their decep-
tive remarks were examined)., Frcm the pool of 42 variatles,
14 vwere included in the final stepwise equation which incer-
porated Rao's V as the selecticn criterion., Table 2 pres-
ents the standardized canonical discriminant function coef-

ficients,

Insert Table 2 abocut here
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The resultant canncnical correlation was .998 and the final

equation correctly classified 100,00% cf the cases,

Discussion

The data clearly reveal that when individuals shift
from truthfulness to deception there are ccrresponding
shifts in their 1lexical diversity. The most noticeable
shift occurs in output level--when deceiving, an individual
uses fewer werds.  This findirg is ccnsistent with Knapp,
Hart, and Dennis' (1974) earlier finding and suggests that
deceivers are more reticent than nondeceivers., Perhaps the
deceptive individual feels an aversion to the lying process
which would cause a decrease in verbal cutput, or it may be
that the individual is afraid of the possibility of giving
himself away by saying too much. #hen questioned after the
interview about their internal states during +the deceptive
portion of the interview, most of thke subjects indicated
that they felt unccmfortable and wished the gquestioning
would have moved at a faster rate,

Secondly, there was a decrease in the number of uni-
que words used, a decrease in the perceptual-cognitive
activity (PChd), and an increase 1in the type-token ratio.
These changes, however, may have proved significant due tc
the overall decrease in the numker of words from the truth-
ful context to the decertive context. To determine if these
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differences would occur if the number of total words were
held constant, a multivariate analysis of covariance for the
lexical diversity dimrension was conducted using the total
number of words variable as a covariafe._ Tatle 3 presents

the results c¢f this analysis,

Insert Table 3 akcut here

As befora, the multivariate interacticn effect and the nul-
tivariate main effect test for sex froved nonsignificant.
Alsc, none of the univariate interaction effects or sex
effects proved significant. Surprisinrgly, the multivariate
condition main effect test proved significant
(F(6,12)=2.96,p<.05) and the cnly ccrrespoending univariate
test which <reached the level cf significance was response
time latency (F(1,17)=14.83,p<.001). From ¢this analysis,
then it appears that the differences in PCA, tyre-token
ratio, and number cf unique words frcm the truthful to the
deceptive context was related tc¢ differences in the total
nunker of words used. When the total number of words used
was held constant, these differences failed to appear.

A second factor relative +to lexical diversity which

is influenced by the attemfpt of decefption is response time

N
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latency. Prior research has indicated that deceivers have
either an extremely 1long RTL ({Baskett & Freedle, 1974;
DePaule, Zuckerman, & Rcesenthal, 1980) or an extremely
short RTL (Hemsley, 1970; Matarazzo, Wiens, Jackson, §
Manaugh, 1970; O'Hair, 1979). The subjects in this study
had shcrter RTL when being deceptive than when being truth-
ful. Kraut {1978) argued that judges are more 1likely to
viev a subject as truthful if s/he resgonds quickly to ques-
tions. Perhaps the subjects in this study were using this
principle tc appear truthful.

The data also indicate that when being deceptive,
individuals use fewer fpast tense verbs, a finding consistent
with prior research (Knapp, Hart, & Dernis, 1974). One lcg-
ical explanaticn for this finding would be that past events
are more easily verified than present and future events. To
avoid detection the deceiver musf keep attention £focused
away from the past. This will ultimately manifest itself in
verb phrase tense, _

The data also reveal that +when being deceptive,
males' language behavior tends tc be mcre assertive and less
conditional. Males tend to use a greater number cf indica-
tive sentences and fewer subjunctive sentences; the same is
not true for women. Certainly *he person who uses indica-
tive sentences would be perceived as mcre assertive than one
who uses subjunctive sentences, Pricr research =suggests
tentatively that rales escape detection more often than
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females (Parker, 1979), and perhaps one of the factors which
allow them this advantage is the difference 1in indicative
and sutjurctive mocd.

Finally, the data from the discriminant function
analysis indicate that with 14 of the SLCA III and LEXIC
variables, individuals*' statements may be accurately classi-
fied as truthful or deceptive. Inspection of the standard-
ized ccefficients (see Table 2) reveals that the more impor-
tant variables are degree of defined IU,l subjunctive mood,
number of unique words, positive QQ, and intransitive verb
forms. These 14 variables produced a very high degree of
separation as indiéated in the final wilks Lambda
(.0C41,F(14,5)=85.95, p<.0001) and cannonical correlation
(.998) for the discriminant function.

when comparing the results of +this study with those
obtained ty earlier decepticn researchers, one must consider
the issue of the deqree of apprehensicr or anxiety caused by
the stimulus situaticn, In previous language-based decep-
ticn studies the role playing game rlayed by *the subjects
could not allcw for a great degree of apprehension or anxi-
ety about the 1lie being told. In this study the subjects
were facing rersoral esbarrassment and academic punishment
for lying. In either situation certain factors proved sig-
nificant (tense, conditionality, and lexical diversity)
which argues for +*he validity of these factors as measures
of deception across situations which vary in potential for
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apprehension and anxiety. Other factors vhich wvere
significant in earlier research but ncnsignificant here did
not prove equally valid as discrimirators, It appears,
ther, that an important and previously overlooked factor
which may acccunt for some of the variance in language
behavior in deceptive «contexts is the potential for appre-
hension cr anxiety asscciated with iying. This finding cer-
tainly deserves further research.

It is apparent from the results of this investiga-
tior that when individuals shift frcm being truthful o
being deceptive there are some clearly discernable changes
in their language behavier., The question remains, however,
why?

It seems reasonable %o assume on the one hand that
most,. if not all of the changes which occur ir language
behavior iwhen shifting from one context to the next are
under our comnscious control. One does, after all, have the
ability tc decide how much to say when asked a gquestion and
also how quickly to respond. On the cther hand, it seers
reasonakble tc assume that cne would nct consciously decide
to make such subtle changes as using fewer past tense verbs
or fewer sutjunctive verb fcrms., Given this premise, then,
it is difficult *o say whether when shifting from truthful-
ness to deception individuals conscicusly manipulate word
choice and lexical diversity or whether the 1locus for such
manipulations 1is the unconscious. Perhaps an even more
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tenable assumption would be that some language behaviors are
consciously manipulated and cthers are unconsciously manipu-

lated, Certainly this issue also demands future attention.

In this study 20 subjects were placed in a situation
designed to elicit a number cf truthful and untruthful
statements, Differences in these statements were examined
by the SLCA III and LEYIC programs tc find variables which
discriminate between truth tellers and liars. The results
indicate that when lying, individuals use fewer words, and
as a ccnsequence, fewer unique words and also have a larger
type-toker ratio and a smaller PCA, use fewer rast tense
vert forms, and that males tend to use a greater number of
indicative mood sentences and fewer subjunctive mcod sen-
tences, When used in a linear combination combination, 14
of the SICA III and LEXIC variables were able +c provide
100.00% ccrrect classification for the veracity of the sub-
jects'! statements.

This study vas conducted to correct some of the
methodolcgical weaknesses in previous language-based decep-
tion studies, namely, the use of stimulus situations which
would not occur with apmy regularity in the natural setting.
The results seem encouraging, yet may only be prcven valid
by more research. The mers fact that there have been only a
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into the 1linguistic indicants of

handful cof studies

deception while +the number of studies into the necnverbal

indicants is enormous calls f¢r more research.

w
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REFERENCE NOTES

Chapman, D. The rhetoric of decertion:  Nixcn and th

D

Ratergate. Unpublished rarmuscript, 1960. (Available frorx
the Department of Communication, Uriversity of Oklahonma,
Norman).

The procedures employed in this study violate the stand-
ards set forth by the APA for use of human subjects in
axperimentation. The author obtained permission and
approval to conduct this investigation from the Institu-
+tional Review Board of the University of Oklahora and was
careful tc¢ pminimize any potential rhysical, mental, ot
psychological risks to the subjects. The author *ook
extreme care to thoroughly debrief each subject fcllowing
participation, Mcre information concerning the methods

used in conducting this study may ke obtained from the

Y. E. LEXIC: A computerized prograp for measuring
lexical diversity. Unpublished mantscript, 1981. (Avail-
able from Earl Dulaney, Division of Speech Communication,

Texas A & M University, College Station, Texas).
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TABLE 1

Multivariate and OUnivariate Analyses of Variance

e AL S AR A D G D G A DA G DS DR WD AR R R D YD A ) A G D D AP D WD R DD AR D AP D b D WD A WD A W S Gh W D D . -

SEX CCNDITION INTERACTICN

LEXICAL DIVERSITY 1.415 672 5.906** ,865 «970 «601

RTL ‘ 041 14, 6C1%x .002
Total words 2.170 10. 822%* «358
- Unique words 415 16.50 1% 1.961
TTR 2.931 4,907* 000
Word length .382 « 175 3. 182
Dysfluency ratio 4,435 1.4€1 ' « 322
PCA 2,313 . Be3U5*x 1.089
TENSE .967 .392 3.501% .630 1.825 .505
Past tense « 250 T.047* « 743
Present tense «391 + 160 + 865
Future tense 3.124 3.782 3.535
CONCITIONALITY <978 321 3.459 +«538 3.790*% 555
Asserticn 702 6.420% 6.579%
Conditional 2,501 3.540 4,512%
*p < .05
**g < .01
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TABLE 2

Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients

- W - -  w W - - - - - an - - - -

Variable Coefficient
Response time latency 1.636
Unigue words 15,291
Average vword length 2.933
Frequency of dysfluencies -2.089
Unsensed-based QQ density 5.298
Positive SELF density -4,922
Inanimate density -9, 943
Defined IU density 27.778
Intransitive RL density 13.719
Nonmcticn (passive voice) demsity -6,885
Past tense density -9,082
Future *ense density 13.422
Conditionality -26, 189

Function Evaluated at Groufp Centroids

Groug Centroid
1 14.717
2 -14.717
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TABLE 3
Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Covariance

Covariate: Tctal swcrds

SEX CONLITION INTERACTICN
SOURCE E R F R F R

LEZICAL DIVERSITY 1.258 .621 2.962% 773 1,071 «5S91

RTL 004 14, 877%* .019
Unique words .004 3. 350 2.217
TIR +662 «385 .616
Wword length <601 « 115 3.278
Dysfluency ratio 4,244 .007 <717
PCA «135 «287 2.026

* < .05

**p < ,01

w
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Appendix A

A Review cf the Selected Literature in

Leceptive Ccmmunication



PROSPECTUS
A Review of the Selected lLiterature in
Deceptive Communication

Cver the paét few years a considerable body of
research has devaleped in the field of communication regard-
ing deceptior., There pmust be a great rumber of forées mcti-
vating this sudden interest in .decertion, but a few secen
obvious, The release of thé Pentagen Papers and several
post-presidential bicgrarhies have ccnfirmed the public's
suspicion cf countless decertions spanning four presidential
torms and almost twenty years concerring decisicn-making,
€. gde, the Vietnam war, Cther incidents such as Russia's
downing of Gary Power's U-2 spy plane during the Eisenhower
administration, Kennedy's Bay of Pigs fiasco, Jchnson's
insistence that there would be no grcund war 3in laos, ard
Nixon's involvement in Watergate made the public even more
cognizant of public cfficials' dependence on deception.

As early as 1967, Hans Morgerthau was writing that



the act of decerticn was not being practiced occasionally as
a necessity, but "ccnsistently as a kind of light-hearted
sport through which the deceiver enjoys his power" (p. 19).
Bok (1978) feported a survey ccnducted in 1976 by Cambridge
Survey Research in which sixty nine percent of the respon-
dents felt that over the past ten years, this ceocuntry's
leaders had consistently lied to the fpublic., Write Wolk and
Henley:
The sheer prevalence of lying does mean that

a climate of deceit is the psychclogical weather of

our age and that <the gerscn whe can tolerate the

climate with a minimum of stressful guilt will reap

psychoclogical benefits from the acceptance of the

realities, . . .We telieve that +this civilizaticn's

climate cf deceit makes lies not only unavoidable,

but indespensitle, They help ©Fpeople tc rreserve

their emoticnal equillibriur. (p.7)

In 1573 the American Psychological Associatien pres-
ented the informed consent code in which experimenters are
expected to tell subjects various aspects of their research
which might influence their decision tc particirate. This
attempt tc legislate hcnesty in social science research has
stimulated much experimentaticn to determine the effects of
deception on experimental subjects and to determine if cther
non-decertive research methcds may more ethically and effec-
tively be employed (see Freedman, 1969; Holmes & Bennet,
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1974; Miller, 1972).

The APA's attempt to legislate honesty is not with-
out its counterpart in business, industry, and goverament,
Consider, for instance, the numerous truth-in-lending lawvs,
advertising policies,' ethics committees, and conflict of
interest stipulations.

With the public!s ccncern for deception came a cor-
responding increase in interest in decertion as a ccmmunica-
ticr ccnstruct, In reviewirg the research it becomes appar-
ent that the act of deception has Leen operationalized
typically as the conscicus attempt to alter information
about one's perceptions in order to change ancther’s perceg-
tions. Bok (1978) defined the lie act as "an intentionally
deceptive message that is stated. Such statements are most
often made verbally or in writing" (p. 13). Some research-
ers (Fkman & Friesen, 1969; PFeldman, 1976; Feldman, Devin-
Sheehan, & Allen, 1978) have made subjects lie tc interview-
ers about their emotional states which is a form cf
deception termed disserbling. Others (Hocking, Bauchner,
Kaminski, & Miller, 1979; Krau%t, 1978) have made subjects
lie abcut factual infcrmaticn such as their name, GPA, or
occupation., Some (Knafpp, Hart, & Dennis, 1974; Todd-Mancil-
las & Kibler, 1979) have made subjects argue against a posi-
tior that they favcr, cr for one they disfavor, 1in a count-
er~attitudinal advocacy (CAA) rparadigum. In a few studies
(Rauchner, Brardt, & Miller, 1977; Exline, Thitaut, Hickey,
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& Gumpert, 1970; Shulman, 1973) experimenters have placed
the subjects in a situation which would elicit spontaneous,
unsancticned, and unrehesarsed lies. Some have argued {Bau-
chner, Kaplan, & Miller, 1980; C'Hair, 1979) that experimen-
tars who have analyzed lies which are unspontaneous, sanc-
t+ioned, and rehearsed are nct analyzing "lies"™ since the
subjects are not presenting an altered view of their percep-
tions; rather, merely Wrcle-playing® or acting out behaviors
requested by the experimenter, They argque that the use of
such tehaviors may prcduce £findings inconsistent with the
everyday behaviors asscciated with 1lying and deception,
since +*he latoratory 1liar lacks the same motivation fer
lying, interest in success of the lie, and anxiety about
being "found out",

Having thus set the stage for a discussion of decep-
tion, it is appropriate at this time to begin by answering
the question: "What is the nature cf the lie act?" The
answer to this question is found by addressing the fcllowing
two questions: What are the verbal, ncnverbal, and paralin-
guistic factcrs which distinguish sgcken lies from spoken
+ruths, and what are the cues which ckservers use to dis-
criminate truthful frcr dishorest speakers.

Attrikuticns made by ckservers

Before reviewing the literature concerning the vari-
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ous verbal, nonverbal, and extralinguistic variables that
are associated withk lying, it wculd be useful to examine a
line of research designed to answer the question: "fhat is
the most impcrtant infcrmation used by observers to classify
liars and truth-tellers?™  The majority of these studies
have examined channel differences in the detection cf decep-
tion {e.g., sight vs scund v& =sight and socund, or head vs
body vs head and body) while a few have examined the sex,
age, field independence, and ability tc¢ self-monitor expres-
sicns of cbserveré in an effort to determine characteristics
of effective observers,

Bauchner, Kaplan, and Miller (1980) posited that the
relationship between amount of total informaticn availabls
0 a judge and accuracy in judgements of truthfulness is
negative, That is, as individuvals are given nmore informaf
tion about an individual's behavior in an interview (live
viewing_vs transcript) the success of their judgements
should be poocrer than if given a restricted amcunt cf
‘informa*icn, Their results, however, failed to find such
differences. bredictive equations tased on the amount of
available total (verbal and nonverbal) information and on
amount of used ipnformation were unalkle to predict judges?
accuracy scores. They state: "The amount of information,
both total and nonvertal, does not predict accuracy in
detecting deception., Furthermore. . .an interaction between
the wuse ¢f necnverbal and verbal information occurs when
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observers make varacity judgements"™ (r. 262). The results
of this study casts serious doubts on the findings of ear-
lier channel effects research,

The earliest proposal relative to chanrel differ-
enées came frem Ekman & Friesen, In 1969 they argued that
differences in sending capacity of the face, hands, and feet
provide predictions about the types ¢f nonverbal tehaviors
which produce leakage cf decerticn. They argue:

For both neuroanatomical and sociclcgical
reasons individuals in Western Cultures grow subject
to mors commentary, instruction, and reinfocrcement
on their facial activity than their body movement
during conversation. This. . .results in a greater
ongoing awareness ¢f ongoing facial expressions and
better retrieval for the purpose of sipulation.
{1974, pr. 288-28§)

They proposed that when cne is lying, the body, more
than the face, 1is a source of leakage and decegtion clues,
(Leakage cccurs whenever the nonverbal act reveals a message
that is otherwise being concealed while deception clues are
nonverbal behaviors that dindicate deception but do rot
raveal the hidden ressage,) This effect is due to the fact
that becuase there is greater focus cn the face +han the
tody, one will attempt to inhibit, 4interrupt, or mask the
facial expressions to the exclusion of conscious control

over tcdy movements,



A 1974 study involving nurses who either lied or
told the +truth about their feelings after watching an
unpleasant film tested this hyrothesis (Ekman and Friesen).
They found that +the face was mentioned more often that the
body when the nurses were asked aftgrward which tehavicrs
should be ccntrolled during decertion. They also found that
when observers viewed the nurses, there was no difference ‘in
accuracy tetween those who viewed only nurses' heads and
those who observed only their tcdies when the observers had
no prior information abcut nurses' nonverbal Ltehaviors.
However, when given segments of the nurses' honest nenverbal
behaviors to use as a standard, more accurate judgements
were made frcm the bedy thar frcam the face,

Hocking (1977) examined the difference between head
and body otservations when sulbjects sere verbally dissem~
bling and when they were 1lying about factual material, He
fourd *hat when subjects were masking emotions, cbservers
nade better judgements from the body than the head, but rnc
differences 2merged when subjects pade untrue statements
about factnal information. This finding was later ccnfirmed
by Hocking, Bauchner, Kaminski, and Miller (1979). Finally,
Wilsont's (197%) results failed +to detect any significant
head-body differences,

Concerning vocal-visual distinctions, DePaulo (1978)
conducted two studies which indicated that chservers tend tc¢
be more influenced by visual cues than auditory cues unless
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a liar's ncnverbal and verbal behaviors are highly
discrepant, in which case auditory cues become pore salient
for observers, Hockiné (1977) fournd that subjects who
receive audio and video were more accurate in judgements
than subjects who received only video portioms. However, he
failed to include an audic-only condition in his design.
Hocking, Pauchner, Kapinski, and Miller (1979) fcund that
for both factual and emotional accuracy, ohﬁervers vho were
in the audic-cnly ccnditicn were nc nore effective than
those who reviewed only transcripts. They also found that
when otservers viewed lies abcut factual material, those who
Teceived video and audio information were more accurate than
those who received visval infcrmation cnly. No such differ-
ences emerged for lies of emotional matter. Maier and Thur-
ber (1968) found tha*t judges in audic only and transcript
only conditions were @mcre accurate than judges in an audio
and video condition. They posit that the visual areas of
the interview serve primarily as distractors which lower *he
proportion of accurate judgements, Finally, Wilson (1975)
found that observers make better judgements frcm nenverbal
thar from verbal information,

The results of this line of research suggest, tenta-
tively, (a) that for lies of emctional nature, the body is a
batter place tc look fcr decertion cues and leakage than the
head, and (t) observers may do tetter ty limiting the amount
of inforpation t¢ audio or written modalities than by
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increasing the amoun* of inccming interpretable stimuli.
Yet, what kinds of persons make better judges of deception?
Research hkas investigated sex, age, and ability to self-mon-
itor expressive behaviors as factors which may influence the
observer's predictive accuracy.

Maier and lavarakas ({1976) reveal that females tend
to make mcre accurate judgements <than males, yet Lavarakas
(1977) and Parker (1979) failed to find the sex difference,
Interestingly, Parker reports that child viewers, contrary
to what might be expected, are no less capable of detecting
deception than are adults., Male deceivers were found tc
escape detecticn mcre cften than females, and older persons
were able to escape detection more frequently than younger
persons. Feldman and ®White (1980) report a similar sex
effect in that "girls are better at r[rresenting themselves
when saying they dislike =something that <they actually dc
like, while boys are better at pretending to like something
they actually dislike" (p. 126). In a related study, Feld-
man,  Jenkins, and Porcola (1979) report that adults secer
b;tter akle to detect decertion in children than in other
adults, Finally, in a study which exarined observers' abil-
ity +0 self-monitor their cwn nonvertal behaviors, Snyder
(1974) found that subjects with higher self-monitoring capa-
bilities (Gerger, Rarick, and Soldow, 1977) were better able

to detect deception than those with lcw-monitoring ability.

t+

‘hese studies suggest that sex, age, and
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self-monitoring ability may impact upcn observers' abilities
to detect deception, as perhaps do charnel differences. It
is hoped that future research mightAmake the exact influence

of such factors on observers'! veracity judgements clearer.

Nonverbal characteristics

Research into eye behavior of truthful and ncntruth-
ful individuals is, at present, conflicting. Hocking and
Leathers (1980) <recently found that liars have a lcnger eye
contact duraticn than truth-tellers while Horvath (1973) and
O‘ﬁair (1979) found that 1liars have shorter eye contact
durations. Burns and Kintz ({1976) found that pales gaze
longer into females®' eyes while 1lying and that females gaze
longer into males' eyes while lying. Knapp, Hart, and Den-
nis (1974) failed tc¢ f£find any sigrificant differences.
Hemsley (1977) found that liars have wmore eye mcvements and
flutters while Hocking and ieathers {1S80) uncovered no such
differences, Hemsley also found that individuals Eklink more
wvhile lying., Concerning the frequency cf eye contact units,
both Knapp, Hart, and Dennis and Hocking and Leathers fcund
ro significant differences betwaen truth-tellers and liars.
In related research, Clark (1975) anrd EKeilveil (1976) £found
that when individuals lie, their pupils dilate mcre thar
when telling the truth,

The majority of studies investigating the frequency
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"of self ranipulative or grcoming tehaviors in deceptiorn
tends to suppcrt the centention that liars engage in more
than an ample share of self manipulative behaviors (Hemsley,'
1977; O'Hair, 1979; McClintcck & Hunt, 1975; Morris, 1977).
Kraut (1978) found that cbservers are more likely to judge
as truthful individuals who engage in less grooming. Bock~
ing and Leathers (1980), however, found no such distinctions
between individuals! truth-telling and 1lying behaviors,

Hocking and Leathers {1980) and Knapp, Hart, and
Dennis (1974) detected nc differences between those telling
lies and those telling the truth in smiles and overall
pleasan* facial expressions, while Feldman, Devin-Sheehan,
and Allen (1978) and McClintcck and Hunt (1975) found that
liars smiled less than truth-tellers, Conversely, O'Hair
(1979) found that during segments of an interview in which
the lying subjects were prepared to lie they smiled nore,
but no differences were fcund when subjects were telling
unrehearsed lies. Finally, Kraut's (1978) chservers were
more likely tc judge as truthful an individual who smiled
less during and interview,

Research also seems to suggest that liars engage ir
more postural shifts than honest individuals (Kraut, 1978;
O'Hair, 1979; McClintock & Hunt, 1975), though Hocking arnd
Leathers (1980) failed to £find any significant differences
for pcstural shifts between 1liars and truth-tellers, Fur-
ther, research has consisteﬂtly failed to find differences
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between liars and honest individuals in ¢the frequency of
shrugs (Ekman, Friesen, and Scherer, 1976; C'Hair, 1979).

Concerning hand gestures, Ekman, Friesen, and
Scherer (1976) found liars tc exhibit fewer adaptcrs while
Hocking and Leathers (1980) were wunable to document such
differences, and O'Hair (1979) found liars to exhibit more
adartors than truth-tellers, Similarly, McClintock and Hunt
(1975) document an increase in illustrators (which are hand
gestures used to emphasize or expand cne's verbal messages)
during deception while Hocking and Leathers (198C), Knapp,
Hart, and Dennis (1974), and C'Hair (1979) found no such
differences.

Finally, O'Hair (1980) reported that liars tend to
engage in more 1leg and foot movements and affirmative head
nodding than truth-tellers, Other researchers (Knapp, Hart;
& Dennis, 1974; Hocking & Leathers, 1980), have found nc
consistent differences fcr either type of behavior.

Research tc date has failed to pinpoint specific
ronverbkal mannerisms which characterize the 1lying individ-
ual. Pesearch has focused on eye behavior, pupillary dila-
tion, self-grooming and manipulation, postural shifting,
smiling, shrugging, hand gestures, 1leg and foot movements,
and affirmative head nods. Perhaps the divergence in
research findings could be attritutable to the varicus situ-
aticns and methods which have been emfployed to generate sanm-
ples of lying behavior, I+ may be, using twec pofpular
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experimental frocedures as an example, that a role-playing
experience creates 1less anxiety, guilt, and interest in
lying than counter-attitudinal advocacy. Such differences
in experimental methecdclogy might be the cause of the dis-
cordant findings. A few studies have examined such "situa-
tional" variables and have uncovered scme rather interesting
findings. Pirst, Mehrabian (1971) did find differences in
certain nenverbal behaviors when individwals were role-play-
ing and when they were counter-attitudinally advocating, a
finding which lends credence to the previous example.
séCondly, Feldman (1976) £found that "publicness in
which an individual interacts with ancther affects tis non-
vartal behavicr" in decertive interaction (p. 44). Feldman
argues that increases in the pubtlicness of the interaction
will cause increases in the liar's fear of detection which
in turn will affect the individual's ncnverbal behavior,
Thirdly, a few studies have invesiigated the =ali-
ency of topic content (Manaugh, Wiens, & Matarazzo, 1970;
Matarazzo, Wiens, Jackson, & Manaugh, 1970) and have found
that certain topics seem more personally salient for sub-
jects than others, and when discussing such relevant topic
areas, suljects tend tc speak 1lenger with shorter response-
time la%encies, Results indicate that discussion of these
content arsas "tapped an already present, differentially
viable (salient) motivational state which revealed itself ir
*he speech behavier «cf bcth experimental and control
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subjects"® {p. 23). They conclude that momentary
motivational states such as that of a deception set, as well
as more enduring motivaticnal states may be mirrored in a
speaker'’s speech behaviors. Perhaps differences between
studies in terms of tcpic centent could account for much of
the discrepancy in findings.

Fcurthly, O'Hair {see alsc O'Hair, McGlaughlin, &
Cody, 1980) hypothesized in 1979 that an individoal's behav-
ior while telling a lie that is sancticned by the experihen-
ter and rehearsed pricr to the interview might differ from
his behavior while telling an unsanctioned and unprepared
lie, His results suppert the hypothesis in that certain
behaviors were useful in discriminatirg between truth-tell-
ers and liars when the 1liats were telling rehearsed and
sanctioned 1lies, but were not wuseful in discripinating
between the two when liars were telling spontaneous angd
unrehearsed "cover-up®" type lies,

Fifthly, McClintcck and Hunt (1975) found that when
subjects were verktally dissembling (lying to mask emotions)
they smiled more, shifted pcsture more, and increased their
self rmaripulations. Hcwever, when 1lying about factual
information, subjects tended to smile less while increasing
their pecsture shifts and =self manipulatioms. Perhaps dif-
ferences in the nature of the context of the . deception
affect the findings and account for scre of the variance,

Sixthly, Thackery and Crne (1968) had subjects lie
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about neutral factual evidence and personally relevant
information, They conclhde that "personally relevant rate-
rial is significantly nmcre detectable than neutral material,
although consequences for detection were the same for both
types" (p. 234). In short, it seems harder for one to lie
about something in which he is personally involved. This
might account for some of the variance in research findings
as well.

Finally, Gustafson and Orne note in 1963 +that the
higher one's motivation to deceiQe, the more intense is his
physiological response as measured by mechanical lie detec-
tors, If this physiolcgical response has its nonverbal and
varbkal counterparts, then differences in ncnvertal and ver-
bal behaviors between highly motivated liars and unmotivated
liars are to be expected., Perhaps suck is the case vhen one
considers the differences between various methods used to
gensrate lies in the laboratory experiments previcusly ref-
erenced,

All of these findings may be useful in explairing
the varicus discrepancies that have been noted in nonverbal
and verbal research into deception, As indicated previ-
ously, a variety of procedures have teen employed tc gener-
ate samples of lies., Scme researchers have used factual
information while others have preferred material c¢f emo-
tional content, Some have used‘role-playing: others have
enployed counter-attitudinal advocacy. Some have allowed
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their subjects to rehearse their 1lies while cthers have
elicited unrehearsed =sanmples of lies, Some have employed
salient topic areas; others have employed nonsalient ones.
Some have attempted to increase the subject's motivation for
lying while ctters have nct. The situational differences in
experimental methodology in decertion research abound.

Some might argue, as this researcher does, that sit-~
tational variance in experimentation into deception and:
lying is an asset rather than a 1liakility since 1lies are
employed in a variety of situations and settings. The
research may be illustrating the presest inability to define
cross-situational nonvertal correlates of lying, and that
one's nonverktal patterns change from one situation to the
next. If this proves true, then a ncre stable irdicant of
deception must be sought. Perhaps cne might do better ty
looking to an individual’s extralinguistic behavior to infer

veracity.

Extralinguistic characteristics

Though research intc the extralinguistic domain
often borrows from linguistic terminolcgy (i.e., the seman-
tic or pragmatic aspect of rparalanguage), extralinguistic
concerns are distinct from 1linguistic concerns. Extralin-
guistic factors impact upcn cne's vertal output, yet fall

withir the ncnverbal dceain, Fcr example, pitch is the pri-
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mary vehicle through which one's statements are perceived as
declaraticns or gquestions, Such vccal distinctions as
pitch, however, are not verbal, yet are an integral part of
one's meaning, For the purpose of this review, extralin-
guistic factors are those elements of one's spoken or writ-
ten communication which include pitch, rhythm and rate, non-
fluencies, amcunt of verbal cutput, mean duration of
utterance, and response-time latency. Numerous studies have
focused on differernces in such facters between liars and
truth-tellers,

Two studies report that when an individual 1lies he
chocses a higher pitch than when telling the truth. Ekmén,
Friesen, and Scherer (1976) found that observers' judgements
appear to ke based on hand movements and pitch which are
correlated (during deception illustrators decrease while
pitch increases) and which change between deceptive and hon-
est communication, Streeter, et al (1977) found similar
results fecr pitch when chservers listered to a tape in which
honest and deceptive speakers' semantic content had been
filtered cut, However, when observers listened to the tape
with semantic content unaltered, observers' judgements -were
uncorrelated with frequency,  suggesting a somewha* tenable
conclusion that truthfulness is negatively correlated with
pitch.

R number of studies have tested the hypothesis that
individuals will have more dysfluencies (i.e., stutters,
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repetitions, vocalized rpauses, etc.) when lying than wvhen
telling the truth, Mehrabian (1971) ard Hemsley {1977) both
found that ccmmunicatcrs have mcre dysfluencies while lying,
yet Knépp, Hart, and Dennis (1974), and Hocking and Leathers
(1980) found no such differences between liars and truth-
t2llers, Mehrabian also found that deceivers talk slowver
than nondeceivers while Hocking and Leathers found no such
difference, and Knapp, Hart, and Dennis (1974) found a mar-
ginally nonsignificant trend in that direction.

Concerning the use of pauses, Feldman, Devin-Shee-
han, anrd Allen (1978) fcund that liars paused more fre-
quently, while Hocking and Leathers.(1980) and Knapp, Hart,
and Dennis (1974) fcund no such differences. Numercus stud-
izs have examined liars' and truth-tellers' response-time
latency (RT1) which is the length of hesitaticn prier to ar
answar or ccmment, Previcus 1zesearch has concluded that
longer RTL is negatively ccrrelated with social desirabili-
ty--that if one hesitates cLefore answering an interviewer's
guestion he is attempting tc hide something. Write Lay and
Burron:

Judges tend to rate the ncnhesitant speaker
mere faverably than the hesitani Speaker over a
large number of heterogeneous trait adjectives,
This "halc effect" suggests that hesitant speech, at
least at certain levels, is viewed as an undesirable
characteristic of the speaker, or, in additicn, that
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hesitant speech may he aversive to the 1listener.
(1968, p. 955)

Baskett and Preedle (1974) had judges listen to two
tapes cf a person saying "true" or %"false"™ to a gquestion.
The tapes were prepared so as to systematically vary the
time between the adjective and the response, They found
that if a person responded either too quickly or toc siowly,
the judges attributed the response as teing a lie mcre often
than if the delay were mcre moderate in durationm. Similar
results were adhieved ty CePaulo, Zuckerman, and Rosenthal
(1980) who state: "terhaps. . .any deviation frecm a hum-
drum respcnse, whether in the direction of an underplay or
an overplay, can signal fraudulence t¢ a vigilant cbserver®
(pe 136). The results cf Manaugh, ©Wiens, and Matarazzo
(1970) , Matarazzo, ﬁiens, Jackson, and Manaugh (1970), Hems-
l2y (1977), and O'Hair (1979) indicate that wher lying, sub-
jects have sherter resgonse-time latencies, particularly, as
the first *two studies discovered, wher the topic o¢f conver-
sation is a salient one. Hocking and Leathers (1980), hcw-
ever, fcournd nc such differences, and Rraut (1978) reported
tha*t judges were more likely %o judgce an interviewee as
truthful if he had a shorter RTL. Ir a seccnd experiment
Kraut found that judgés used a longer pause to infer decep-
*ion only 4if it rpreceded a self-serving answer, A long
pause pricr to a self-serving statement may cause it to be
believed less and a lcng pause rrior tc a self-incriminating
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statement may cause it té be believed more.

Numerous studies have examined the length cf liars!?
and truth-tellers' responses to determine significant sys-
tematic differences., Some have analyzed the total number of
words while others have examined the 1length in seconds.
Knapp, Hart, and Tennis (1974) found that nondeceivers use
significantly more words +than deceivers, yet found that
there was only a marginally significant trend in that direc-
tion when cemparing message duration in seconds. Support
for this finding was offered by Hemsley (1977) arnd O'Hair
(1979). Conversely, Mehrabian (1971) found that deceivers
spoke less and slower than nondeceivers, a finding similarly
reported ty Kraut (1978). Finally, DePaulc, Zuckerman, and
Rosenthal (1980) found that extremely long and extremely
short answers characterized deceptive messages.

In sum, the research to date irn extralinguis*ic fac-
toré associated with lying, 1like that of research into the
nonverkal area, is inccnsistent and inconclusive. Pitch
differences (as indicated by only twc studies) seem to Le
the most stable indicant yet studied. Inconsistency ir
findings regarding nonfluencies, rate, pauses, RTL, length,
and mean duration of utterance casts doubt upcn>the utility
of using +these variables tc make accurate veracity judge-

mants, Perhaps, then, ¢the best place to look for stable



indices of decepticn wculd be the linguistic domain.

Given *he increasing interest in decepticn as a cop~
manicaticn censtruct (Rnapp and Comadena, 1976}, it is sur-
prising to note the lack of concern for linguistic factors
associated withk lying. While this avthor found over sixty
experimental studies which detail ncnverbal and extralin-
guistic ccrrelates c¢f decertion, only eight studies were
uncovered which even touched upon the linguistic aspects cf
deception, since +these studies are more relevant to the
line of research examined in this research project, *they
will be examined in mcre detail that those presented in the
foreqoing portion of the review. An agpropriate division of
+he task at hand should prcve to be the three-part sequencse
of (a) semantic, (b) pragmatic, and (c) syntactic precperties
of lies (see Morris, 1938, and Miller, 1964). Accordiﬁg to
Morris, syntactics is concerned primarily with the linguis-
tic structure, sematics with problems of corprehension,
while pragmatics 1is concerned with the uses to which lan-
guage is put after one has performed a semantic/syntactic
analysis. Paskett and Preedle (1974) note that "the prag-
matic aspect of language study [is ccrcerned with]. . .what
is done with informaticn after its ccntent has been appre-

hended” (p. 118).
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be rpragmatic evidence. Only two studies have
addressed the pragmatic implications of their £findings.
Baskett and Freedle (1974), building on Miller's (1964) con-
cefption of pragmatics as the degree cf belief or disbelief
of linguistic informaticn, argued that "the pragmatic aspect
of degrees of belief concerning vertal utterances which
leads to acceptance cr rejection of this information is in
some cases intimately related to certain social perceptions
such as the arousal of susgpicicn that a lie has been told"
(p. 118). They examined the extert to which subjects
believed lies to have cccurred as a function of the delay of
time between a question and an answer (RTL), Their results
(noted previously in this appendix) indicated a curvilinear
ngn shaped function ir RTL and attribations of 1lies such
that particularly long and particularly short RTL are used
by observers to infer veracity. They conclude: "lLinguistic
contant, believability, and the progpertions of lie attrib-
utions +together indica*te that a fruitful apprcach to the
analysis c¢f scre perceptions may be made from the point of
view of language pragmatics® (p. 130).

The second study which examined pragmatic issues ir
deception is +that of Bevwers, Elliot, and Desmond (1977)
which investigated pragmatic rules one might emplcy to con-
struct "devious messages", Limiting *hemselves to situa-
tiorns in which the explicit fulfilmert of the ccmrunicative
demand wculd ke a "yes" cr "no" respcnse, they argue that
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there are certain pragmatic rules which one might employ to
communicate falsehood without having tc lie overtly. For
instance, when a perscn asks, "Are you going out tonight2®
and is met with the response, "Is the Pope Catholic?", while
the response does not £ill the demand syntactically (i.e.,
is rot a yes/no response), the inquirer will habitunally
process this response pragmaticalily Iecause he assuges gocd
faith in ¢the respondent, They state: "Assuming that devi-
ous messages are inimical to the gocd life (and we do noct
claiﬁ that they are, always), =scciety would be well advised
to seek means of detecting them" (p. 239). What are scne
fundamental propositicns one might make about deviously
structured messages?

First, there appears to be an abundance cf metaprec-
positions (i.e., prorcsitions about propositions). For
example: {(C) "Do you like my dress?" (A) "You would te
wvrong if you thought I disliked it!", Secondly, there is an
abundance of negation, Finally, there tends %o be a large
number of propositions offered in the absence ¢f a demand
for numercus propositiens, For instance: () "Do you want
to come %to my party?" ({3) "wWell, nmy mother-in-law is com-
irg, my father is sick, my car is not running, I dont't have
a baby-sitter. . . " Using these prcpositions, one might
be able +to devise messages by which rragmatic rules convey
deception yet allow the deceiver *to avcid overt lying.

The semanticy/syntactic evidence. Certainly one cf
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the most interesting and detailed examinations of the
deception construct is that of Knapg, Hart, and Dennis
(1974) . Their study (pcrtions of which have been discussed
in pricr sections of this review) iniestigated a large num-
ber of nonverbal, extralinqguistic, and linguistic variables
which are assccia*ed with deception. Fleven linguistic and

thre

d

nonverbal indices emerged as =ignificant discrimina-
tors tetween truth-telling and deceptive interactiomns.
Based on an a priori "commonsensical"™ clustering, five
dimensions were presented:

1. Two indices--the cenfidence ratio (total number
of words spoker divided by <the total interaction time) anrd
the different words 1index (a ccunt of the number of unique
words) --comprised the certainty dimensicn.

Ze A

<

vagueness dimension was comprised of the fol-
lowing four irdices: The factual statements index was a
count of the number of statements which "remark about ar
existing rersen(s), cbject(s), or =set(s) of conditions
objectively verifiakle ty the senses" (p. 19). The self-ex-
periences index was a count of the rumber of "statements
made by the subject which expcund upon actual experiences he
has had (or is having) or upon activities he has engaged ir
(or is engaging in)"” (p. 19). The past referencas index was
a count of the number cf past tense verbs, and the leveling
terms index was a count of the number c¢f overgeneralizations

such as "all", "every", "none", etc.
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3. Three indices-~the *otal words index (number of
words spoken), the message duration index (measure of time
spent speaking), and probes index (number of interviewer

4, A dependence dimension was comprised of the fol-
lowing three indices: The self references index (number of
"self" words), the self-interest index {number c¢f statements
"of either factual ot evaluative character which state the
costs or benefits which have (or have not accrued), are (cr
are not accruing), shculd (or should not accrue) to self"
{p. 20)), and the other references index (the number of
third person plural pronouns).

Ce Two indices-~the grcup references index (number
of first person plural pronouns) and the disparaging state-
ments index {number o¢f stataments “depicting unfavorable
actions or statements of ancther perscn, group, or institu-
tion" (p. 20))--comprised the pegative affect dimension.

They found firstly that deceivers' messages, while
not differing from truth-tellers in dualification (subjunc-
tive mood words), in hypofheticals {remarks based on the
prepise "what if"), and in absclute verbs (all of the forms
of the verb form "to kam), did differ in confidence ratio,
indicating that deceivers were less able to "fill-in" the
interacticn time with verbage, and in different words indi-
cating a form of restricted code for deceivers. In sunm,
based on these +we indices, deceivers' messages seeh more
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uncertain,

Secondly, they found that deceivers made fewer fac-
tual statements, menticneé their own experiences less often,
referred to past events less often, and made more sweeping
generalizations, Future references (rumber of future tense
verts) and cther experiences references (remarks about oth-
ers* real or imagined experiences) failed +toc discriminats
betueen *ruth-tellers and liars. 1In general; deceivers seen
more vague than nondeceivers.

Thirdly, *hey found that deceivers seemed mcre reti-
cent than ncndeceivers, Deceivers used fewer words, kad
shorter message duration (p < .08) anrd had more probes than
rondeceivers,

Fourthly, it appears that deceivers seem to dissoci-
ate themselves from the situation mcre than nondeceivers,
They referred tc themselves less frequently (p < .10) and to
others more frequently.

Finally, +hey £fcund that thcugh affirmative nods,
smiles, and cther interest statements 4id not discriminate
truthful from dishonest statements, deceivers did use fewer
greup teferences and made mcre disparaging remarks. Deceiv-
ers, i+t seems, are more defensive and unpleasant than ncnde-
ceivers, They conclude:

At face value it aprears that the six teha-
vioral siyles we are associatirg with decepticn are
really very natural, common traits of us all.
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Apparently, however, deceivers exhibit such traits
excessively, thus throwing themselves out of the
bounds ¢f normality. . . .We know that there are at
least 14 communication differences Letween deceivers
and ncndeceivers. . .Ww2 alsc know that only contin-
ued research in the area can indicate we know what
we think we knew. ({ff. 26=27)

Based on the assumption +hat wcmen's language dif-
fers in numerous ways from men's language, Todd (1977) exam-
ined the 14 Knapp, Hart, and Dennis irdices in women's lies
and truthful stathents, since the previous experimenters
used all male subjects., surprisingly, only cne index sig-
nificartly discriminated between truthful and dishonest
statements--the disparaging statements index. Certainly,
more research to distinguish =<sex differences 1in deceptive
language is warranted,

Todd-Mancillas and Kikler (1979) attempted to empir-
ically assess the validity cf the Knapp, Hart, and Dennis
indices ty correlating them with four new indices previously
sheown to0 measure similar aspects of uncertainty, vagueness,
negative affect, and reticence (*he dependence cluster was
omitted since nc krown measure cof dependence was availakle).
The Silence Quotient (SC), operationalized as the ratio of
amount of time spoken tc amount of available speaking time
(D. 114): the Modified Flesch Readirng Ease Sccre (MFRES),
operationalized as the number cf syllables spokern per 10C
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words: the HKodified Plesch Human Interest Score (MFHIS),
operationalized as the average numker of perscral words
(personal proncuns, words with masculine or feminine gender,
and proper nouns) ; and the Discomfort Felief Quotient (DRQ),
operationalized as the ratio of negative affect words tc
positive affect words, were correlated with the eleven pre-
viously defined indices (omitting the three dependence ird-
ices).

The SC has been previously demonstrated +0 be a
valid measure of interviewee output. Based on the assump-
tion that perscns talk mecre when they are certain, positive
correlaticns were expected tetween the SQ and the indices of
the Certainty dimension. Partial suppcrt was fcund.

The MFRES and the MPHIS, both measures of reading
ease, should be inverse measures of vagueness, Hence, it
was expected that the indices c¢f the Vagueness dimension
should correlate negatively with the MFRES and MFHIS. Ne
suprort was cffered for this hypcthesis,

The DRQ has been shcown tc be a valid measure of neg-
ative affect. Hence, it was expected to correlate posi-
tively with the Negative Affect dimension. No support was
fourd for this hypothesis,

Finally, the SC was expected tc correlate positively
with the Reticence dimensicn under the assumption that a low
SQ is indicative of reticence to interact with cthers., Full
support was fcund fcr this hypothesis,
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State Todd-Mancillas and Kibler: "Since it has nrot
been possible to identify artifacts that are largely respon-
sible for these nonsignificant results, it is concluded that
these indices are not valid measures cf un;ertainty, vague-
ness, and negative affect as <¢riginally argued" (p. 122).
I+ should be noted, however, in light cf Todd's (1977) ear-
lier finding relative to wcmen's deceptive language, that
Todd-ﬂancillas‘and Kibler used 'cnly female subjects, while
Knapp, Hart, and Dennis' subjects were all males, Perharps
sex could be the biasing artifact which intervened 3in the
present study causing contradictcery results.

Further research investigating semantic/syntactic
facets of deceptive ccmmunicaticn has isolated other cate-
gories useful in discriminating between truthful and decep-
tive statment*s, Chapman (Note 1), . fof example, examined
passages from the Nixon Watergate speeches which were objec-
+ively verified (by later evidence in the chronology of the
Watergate affair) as true or false, Ee found four clusters
of deceptive behaviors: Nixecn was (a) nore self-oriented
when lying as 1indicated by a heightened use of self refer-
ences, (b) more emphatic when lying as indicated in a larger
ratio of subject words tc ccnnector wcrds, (c) more uncer-
tain when lying as indicated in a heightened use ¢f concept
modification through adjectives and adverbs, and (d4) more
abstract and vagque when lying as indicated in a heightened
usage of non-sensed based words (i.e., peace, 1integrity,
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loyalty, etc.). Ncne of the data were subjected to the
rigors of statistical inference, however., Note the similar-
ities between Chapman's self-orientaticn, uncertainty, and
abstractness dimensichs and Knapp, Hart, and Dennis' degend-
ence, uncertainty, and vagueness dimensions, Gibson and
Felkins (1978), in a similar content analytical rhetorical
criticism cf Nixon's "Checkers™ speech and the two Watergate
speeches noted that Nixon (a) had a definite "I-orientation"
(2.9., dependence/self-orientation), |(b) was more abstrac*
in the Watergate speeches (e.g., abstractness/vagueness),
(c) used a "more simple, basic, and potentially emotiornal
form of language" in the Watergate speeches as indicated ir
a lower type-token ratio (e¢.g., uncertainty).

Kraut found that observers use the plausibility,
vagueness, and consistency of an answer to infer its degree
of veracity with scme success., All three are based on
semantic/syntactic analfses of the vertal content and seerw
to fit with +the vagueness and certainty dimensions offered
previously.

Eeugli (1971) found that a trustworthy group repre-
sentative's communication is judged tc be greater in_empa-
thy, sensitivity, emotional control, and objectivity than
that c¢f an untrustworthy representative!s comnmunication.
Parhaps these dimensions might add to those previcusly men-
tioned and aid observers in discrimirating between +truth-
tellers' and liars' statements,
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Finally, Horvath (1973) presented three types of
vaerbal statements that are made by persons undergcing poly-
grarhic irvestigaticns, These are cosplaints (e.g., nega-
tive affect), queStions (e.g., uncertainty), and requests to
hurry the examination (e.g., negative affect, reticence).

Certain semantic/syntactic dimensions of deceptive
language emerge from these studies and seem to <recur with
some degree cf regularity. A few of these include negative
affect, self perception, uncertainty, vagueness, cther per-
ception, empathy, emotional ccntrol, cbhbjectivity, consist-
ency, empahsis, dependence, and reticence, Certainly, these
and other dimensicns of syntactic rpatterns and semantic

classificaticns need further analysis.

In sum, the research in deception to date is, at
best, confusing. Certain nonverbal characteristics of
deception have beenrn cffered, yet none have emerged, with the
possible exception of BTL, as stable ctaracteristics. Simi-
larly, research into extralinguistic factors has failed to
present stable ex*ralinguistic factors associated with
deception, perhaps with the excepticn of pitch changes,
Finally, a relatively new line cf research has emerged which
may offer more promise fcr detecting deception through anal-

ysis of syntactic/semantic patterning.
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Appendix B

Consent Form for Voluntary Participation
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TITLE OF PROJECT: COMMUNICATION STUDY

INVESTIGATOR: EARL P, DOULANEY, JR., DEPARTMENT OF COM-
MUNICATION, UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA, NORMAN

THIS IS TC CERTIFY THAT I, + HEREBY AGREE TC
PARTICIPATE AS R VOLUNTEER IN A SCIENTIFIC INVESTIGATION
AS A PART <©OF AN AUTHORIZEL RESEARCE PROGRAM OF THE UNI-
VERSITY OF ORLAHCMA UNDER THE SUPEEFVISICN CF EREL FRANK~-
IIN DUIANEY.

I UNDERSTAND THAT ©EARL FRANKLIN DULANEY HAS AN CBLIGATICN
AND A ®ESECNSIBILITY TO INFORHY ME BFIOR TO MY DECISION TC
PARTICIPATE OF THE PURPCSE CF THE KESEARCH, THE PROCE-
DURES TO BE EMPLOYED, THE PHYSICAL AND/OK MENTAL DISCOM-
FORTS I MIGHT EXPERIENCE AS A PARTICIPANT, THE EHYSICAL,
MENTAL, AND/OR SOCIAL RISKS TO HE FROM PARTICIPATION IN
THIS STUDY, AND THE BENEFITS THAT I MIGHT EXEECT FERCY
EARTICIPATION IN THIS STUDY. I RYALIZE, HOREVER, THAT
FUOLL DISCLOSURE OF THIS INFORMATIOK MIGHT AFFECT THE CQOT-
COME OF THE STULY. MY SIGNATURE EELOW INDICATES THAT I
AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY WITHOUT PRICE DISCLO-
SURE OF THE ABCVE MENTICNED INFORMATION. MY SIGNATURE
RELOW ALSO INDICATES THAT I AM WILLING CF MY CWN ACCORTL
TO TAKE WHATEVER RISKS MIGHT BE INVOLVED IN PARTICIPA-
TION.

I UNDERSTAND THAT T AM FREE TC REFUSE TO PARTICIPATE IN ANY
PROCEDURE QR REFUSE TO ANSWER ANY QUESTION AT ANY TIME
#ITHOUT PREJUDICE TO ME. I UNDERSTAND THAT I AM FREE TC
WITHDRAW MY CONSENT ANLC TO WITHDRAW FROM THE RESEARCH AT
ANY TIME WITHOOT PREJUDICE TC ME.

I UNDEFSTAND THAT EY AGREEING TO PABTICIPATE IMN THIS

RESFARCH AND SIGNING THIS FCRM I T[C NOT WAIVE ANY OF MY
LEGAL EFIGETS.

75



T UNDERSTAND THAT THE RESERRCH INVESTIGATOR NAMEL ABOVE WILL
ANSWER ANY OF MY CUESTIONS RELATING TO THE RESEARCH PRO-
CEDURES AT ANY TINE.

I UNDERSTAND THAT DURING THE COURSE CF THE STUDY MY VERBAIL
COMMENTIS MAY BE AUDIO-TAPED AND THAT TEANSCRIETS CF MY
VEREAL CCMMENTS WILL BE MADE FOR THE PUORPOSE OF ANALYISIS.
MY SIGNATURE BELOW INDICATES APPECVAL FOR AULIC-TAPING
AND FCF TEANSCRIPTS TO BE USED ONLY FOR THE PURPOSES OF
THIS STOUDY, NO BROADCASTIS OR PUBLICATIONS COF THIS MATE-
EIAL MAY BE MADE WITHCUT MY PRIOR WFITTEN CONSENT.

DATE: SIGNED:
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Appendix C

Interview Questiors
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The fcllowing gquestions were answered by each sub-
ject fcr beth the sguares task (truthful) and the dots
task (deceptive). Each subject was randomly assigned tc¢
a deceptive-truthful crdering or a truthful~deceptive

ordering to contrcl fcr crder effects,

1. Exactly how did you and {name of Confederate)
arrive at an answer? cculd ycu explain that in more
detail?

2. How much different were ycur initial estimates
for the nrumber of dcts/squares from {name of Confeder-
ate).,

3. Did you use the same procedures for estimating
the nurber of squaresydots fcr *he first card as you did
for the last card? In other words, did your methods fer
estimating the number change as ycu progressed in the
task?

4, How confident are ycu in your's and your part-

ner's answers?



Appendix D

Summary Tables



This appendix presents a detailed supplemental sum-
mary in tabular form of the multivariate and wvnivariate
analyses of variance fcr the dimensions and densities
which failed to meet the level of significance. It alsc
presents means and standard deviaticns for all the varia-

tles used in the study.
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TABLE A

Means and Standard Deviations

- R D D D D D P D - D - =

lexical Diversity

Response time latency
Total Words
Unique words .
Type~-+tcken ratic
Average word length
Dysfluency ratio
Perceptual-ccgnitive
activity (EC3)

Linguistic Activity

I0 density
RL density
CC density

Sensory Ccntent

Sensed-tased IU density
Onsensed-based IU density
Sensed-tased RL density
Ursensed-based RL density

Social Eerception Content

Pcsitive
Negative
Positive
Negative
Positive
Negative

R0 density
AC density
GC density
GO density
SELF density
SELF density
Positive AUD density
Negative AUL density
Iranimate density

Symmetry

Transitive density
Intransitive density

P NS G A A U WP WS R WD P R WD W WP WD W wn w > -

Truth Lie

X SD I SD
2.649 1.544 1.621 .« 857
105.400 41,787 80.550 33,210
62,000 16. 441 47,350 16,378
.594 .080 « 650 . 099
3,763 .220 3.813 . 198
. 064 .033 .078 .Cly
65.350 24,888 49,850 18.619
«283 . .0u8 « 293 056
«270 . 045 «276 +Cu47
447 .047 U431 .082
.283 048 +293 . 056

. 000 .000 .000 . 000
«360 .082 . 344 .C76
.087 041 . 087 «05%
.000 .000 .000 .C0C
.003 .010 . 000 . 000
.007 .012 .010 .C17
.052 .026 . 047 .032
014 .013 .013 . 020

. 129 040 . 124 .C58
.003 .005 .003 . 008
.011 .019 .01C .C16
,062 .033 . (84 .C6C

. 114 .036 .122 .C36

. 157 .048 . 154 . 038



ﬁeans and Standard Deviations

D A G D D D AP WD PGP D TP D b A D DR D P D WD D P G D A D T W D D D D WD D G S D D D - - - -

e AP D A D A DD D P D D D D D S G R R D ED DGR R GD AR W G D CD P T D D U YD U P D D A AU D AP WD WS WD W W am

Definition

Defined IU density
Undefined IU density
Defined RL density
Undefined RL density

Motion

Passive density
Active density

Tens=

Pas* tense deasity
Present tense demnsity
Future tense density

Conditionality

Assarticn density
Conditional density

Negaticn

Negative existential density
Negative ¢C density
Negative RL density
Negative AO density

Negative GC density
Negative SELF density
Negative AUD density

Existence

Pesitive existential density
Nega*ive existential density

+283
.000C
. 095
. 176

«201
.070

. 138
. 134
.030

«233
.037

0227
.004
.017
,N03
.052
. 129
019

.048
.000
.030
.054

054
.033

«0U5
«055
037

«056
.039

.055
.008
016
0010
026
+043
.019

« 292
.001
.C20
. 187

«192
. 084

. 106
. 129
.C13

«256
«019

« 245
.003
014
.000
. 047
. 124
.011

. 056
.004
.035
.034

.061
034

.039
050
.29

+C4¢S
.030C

.060
.C09
.C16
.0C0O
.32
.C56
.016

- s e P D D D P D WD D TP R D D W W DG A A T D WD D W D WD D D > W D D D D > . > -
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TABLE B
Multivariate and Univariate Analyses for

Existence, Symmetry, and Hotion

SEX CONLCITION INTERACTICN
SOUECE E R E R E R
EXISTENCE .253 .17C  .T75  .378  .250  .388
Positive existence .236 818 2.922
Nzgative existence ,161 «970 1.588
Transitive density 1.177 « 850 «238
In*ransi*ive
density €41 « 043 .001
MOTICN <192 149 1.540 «392 . 214 . 157
Nenmotion density « 176 419 . 005
Mction density 403 2.911 .308

R D R A = D N R TR L D D AR D AN A TR WS AP D T G R D D W R D AR W G A WD e AR W D D SR G E D D W WS em D - W W
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TABLE C
Hultivariate and Univariate Analyses for

Negaticn and Social Perception

SEX COXLITION INTERACTICN

SOURCE PR E R E ]

NEGATION .919 .591 2.586 .775 .922 591
Negative existence ,161 « 970 1.588
Negative QQ 1.417 . 192 .C19
Negative RL 1.949 1.952 1.952
Negative AC . 004 « 333 .005
Negative GO .006 « 122 « 153
Negative SELF 1.310 +C€7 « 345
Negative AUD 2,524 .74 477

SOCIAL PERCEPTION <460 541 «598 »591 1. 164 . 715
Positive AC 000 «0CC .000
Negative AO 1.%49 1.952 1.952
Positive GC .109 «567 2.408
Negative GC .004 « 333 . 005
Pcsitive SELF .001 011 4,918%*
Negative SELF 006 . 122 « 153
Pcsitive AUD 004 022 . 045
Negative AUD 1.310 . 067 . 345
Iranimate 1.583 2,822 2.156
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TABLE D

Multivariate and Univariate Analyses for

Language Activity, Sensory Content, and Definition

- - R " P A D WD W = D > -

CONLITION INTERACTION.

R ¥ R E E

D D D G P WP D D DD W - = D D D W - - - - - - - - e e -

LANGUAGE ACTIVITY

IU density
RL density
QC density

SENSORY CCNTENT

Sensed-tased IU
Unsensed-basead IU
Sensed-tased RL
Unsensed-based RL

DEFINYITICN

Defined TU
Undefined I0
Defined RL
Undefined RL

429 . 177 179 « 130 « 154

. 3EE .283
317 136
. 546 « 301

. 342 . 1€C «202 « 655 « 386

.388 .243
.0C0 .000
« 735 «150
. 000 2.861

¢332 «5S9 <371 «260 « 255

« 328 «291
1.000 « 260
. 2E8 .025
1.229 «295
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