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CHAPTER I 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Most of us will readily accept that deceptive communication 

plays an integral role in the general development and maintenance 

of mankinds' day to day existence. Everyone encounters deception 

in various forms each day, whether on a large scale exposure from 

media advertisements and political announcements or on a smaller 

scale of friends, relatives or chance passersby. 

Knapp and Comadena (1979, p. 271) indicate that many of the 

studies on deception apply the definition of lying and deception 

as/"the conscious alteration of information a person believes to be 

true in order to significantly change another's perceptions from what 

the deceiver thought they would be without the alteration," A lie 

may range from "a little white lie" to a malicious endeavor in decep

tion. The purposes and forms taken on by lies vary greatly. 

Bonhoeffer (1965) explained deception in relation to a total reality 

of individual utterances. By this he illustrated truthfulness ac

cording to what is being discussed, who is being addressed, and who 

is doing the questioning. The truthful word is dependent on the 

circumstances as defining what the whole reality is. 

Given the individuals present, and the situation in which they 

are involved, a variety of deceptive communications could occur. 

Newman (1976) points out that euphemisms and exaggerations may build 



or enhance information given, and may become lies only in the con

text of the specific interaction. In some cases, phony praise and 

spurious agreement is considered deception, but in other instances 

c'.j;. Lhc bi)red parly-goer tliankiiig the host for a "wonderful evening", 

it is discounted or ignored as an expectation of the situation 

(Jones, 1976). Implied messages, which do not actually state fluc

tuation from the perceived truth have been identified as devious by 

Bowers, Elliott, and Desmond (1977) and Washburne (1979), and as in

direct messages by Nofsinger (1976). The omission of information may 

also affect what is perceived as the truth. "In several instances, 

the act of omission is a significant feature in describing deceit; 

e.g. 'you didn't deny your guilt so you must be guilty,' or 'your 

silence was tacit support for the lie you knew he was telling!" 

(Knapp and Comadena, 1979, p. 272). 

It is clear that deception encompasses a wide range of communi

cative interactions. The review of literature will examine the 

literature dealing with deception. Specifically in this review I 

plan to: (a) review the various mechanical methods utilized for 

detecting deception, (b) review studies which explore verbal and non

verbal cues to deception, and (c) review studies regarding the factors 

which influence deception detection accuracy. 

Mechanical Methods for Detecting Deception 

Several methods for detecting deception have been devised. 

Perhaps the most widely known methods for discerning a truth-teller 

from a liar are the machines utilized for this purpose, such as the 



Psychological Stress Evaluator and the Polygraph Test. 

The Psychological Stress Evaluator (PSE) is a device that is 

said to be useful in detecting emotional stress in the voice. The 

PSE is purported to detect involuntary and inaudible frequency modu

lations in the speaker's voice. The strength and pattern of these 

modulations are inversely related to the degree of stress in a 

speaker (Horvath, 1978, p. 338). 

The Psychological Stress Evaluator, The Mark II, and the Hagoth 

voice analyzers all claim a 90-95% accuracy rate. These may be used 

in interview situations, with tapes, television and radio broadcasts, 

and over the telephone. Rice (1978) examined two dozen studies which 

tested these voice analyzers and concluded that "in reputable studies 

of actual criminal suspects, whose guilt or innocence was later 

determined by confession or trial, voice analyzers have proven accurate 

in only 50-60% of the cases" (p. 67). 

The polygraph test is a device which typically measures blood 

pressure, breathing, and skin conductivity. This test has received a 

great deal of scrutiny concerning possible reliability problems. Some 

of the problems related to polygraph reliability are the possibility 

of differences in individual responses to lies and lying, the 

possibility of an examiner's bias being injected into the test 

itself, and the absence of other than a physiological response 

measure (The Presidential Privacy Commission Report, cited in O'Hair, 

1979). The polygraph's reliability is questioned further by Lykken 

(1979). While an 88% to 96% validity rate in the detection of 



deception of subjects tested is claimed by some researchers 

(Podlesny & Raskin, 1977), Lykken (1979) indicates that 74% to 71% 

range represents accurate detection rates of the polygraph. 

HousLon and Holmes (1965) produced a study in support of poly

graph examinations. They posit that skin resistance and pulse rate 

cannot be voluntarily controlled by subjects. However, Corcoran, 

Lewis and Carver (1978) discovered evidence that people can learn how 

to "beat" polygraphs. Thirty volunteers were given standard poly

graph tests. The examiner was 88% accurate in detecting deception 

in this group. The volunteers were then split into three groups of 

ten. Two groups received biofeedback training and one group received 

no training for a month. After a month's training the two groups 

who had received training to monitor and control their GSR through 

relaxation were given polygraph tests by the same examiner. Only 24% 

accuracy was achieved for these groups, while the examiner maintained 

88% accuracy for the control group. 

Horvath and Reid (1972, p. 285) report that the use of a Silent 

Answer Test will increase polygraph accuracy: 

The SAT (Silent Answer Test) is one in which the 
subject is instructed by the examiner to refrain 
b.i'ilr^:-: the te.st from giving anv audible answers to 
trie questions tnat are asiced of nim. . . . The SAT 
appears advantageous in detecting the evasive ef
forts of subjects who use their audible answer as 
an excuse to distort the polygraph tracings. 

Another method proposed to increase polygraph accuracy involved 

behavioral observations. Horvath (1973) conducted a study which 

indicates that verbal and nonverbal behavior of "truthful polygraph 



subjects differs in significant observable respects from that of 

lying subjects" (p. 151). From this he concludes that behavioral 

data can be advantageously used in conjunction with the polygraph 

test to diagnose truth and deception. 

Behavioral aspects of deception have been shown to play a role 

in the utilization of mechanical devices in that the machines are 

sometimes given more credit than they deserve. Quigley-Fernandez 

and Tedeschi (1978) built on this assumption in devising the "bogus 

pipeline." In their study subjects were convinced that an "electro-

myograph" would measure their innermost feelings. The subjects were 

then supplied information to help them score well on a test. After 

this they were interviewed, given a questionnaire, or connected to 

the "electromyograph." The bogus pipeline elicited more confessions 

from subjects that did the interviews or questionnaires. 

In sum, the effects of a polygraph at identifying liars has met 

with varying success. Furthermore, the use of voice analyzers in 

detecting deception provides variable results, Horvath (1973) indi

cates the advantage of using behavioral indices in conjunction with 

mechanical devices to detect deception. The advantages of identifying 

nonverbal and verbal cues to deception extends beyond this in that 

mechanical devices are not available to the average individual 

seeking to detect deception. The observation of nonverbal and verbal 

cues also does not require that the person in question give permission 

or submit to a "test" of honesty. It is, therefore, important to 

know if cues to deception are "leaked" by liars. Thus, in the next 



section of the paper I will review nonverbal and verbal deception, 

examining first the less successful approach of nonverbal behavior. 

Detecting Deception Via Behavioral Cues 

Eck (1970) indicates that there is no one motive for lying. A 

complexity of conscious and unconsicous motives are operating which 

creates a great deal of difficulty in assessing mental states. 

Behavioral indices of these mental states have been sought by most 

researchers. Kraus et al. (1976) and Maier and Thurber (1968) 

conducted studies which compared the accuracy of detecting deception 

from audio, visual, and audio/visual presentations. The results 

indicate that detection was higher for visual only or audio only 

than the combination of audio/visual. An examination of behavioral 

indices in detecting deception may be generally divided into nonverbal 

and verbal behaviors. Mehrabian (1971) indicates that it is possible 

to simultaneously present two messages which communicate two different 

meanings. An examination of deception, and particularly detection of 

deception, involves identifying the discrepancies and/or inconsist

encies of a message to determine its truth or falseness. 

Nonverbal behaviors consistently examined in the detection of 

deception literature include; (1) eye behavior (Berrien & 

Huntington, 1943; Knapp, Hart, & Dennis, 1974; Matarazzo, Wiens, 

Jackson, & Manaugh, 1970); (2) facial affect (Mehrabian, 1971; 

Feldman, Devin-Sheehan, & Allen, 1978; Ekman & Friesen, 1974b); 

(3) smiling (Knapp, Hart, & Dennis, 1974; Mehrabian, 1971); 

(4) posture shifts (Ekman & Friesen, 1974a). Some of these behaviors 



are believed to be harder to fake than others. The idea that lying 

requires more conscious planning than truthtelling lends credence 

to the notion that individuals will more likely attribute truthfulness 

to behaviors that are harder Co fake (Knapp & Comandena, 1979). 

Kraut (1978) indicates that the controllability rule is utilized by 

both friends and intimates to determine if someone is lying. 

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

of a person's performance that the person is least likely to delib

erately and consciously control" (Comadena, 1982, p. 22). 

Ekman and Friesen (1974a) examined nonverbal behaviors in the 

detection of deception and discovered that in general people are 

rmore conscious of their facial behavior than their body activity, 

which makes disguising facial expressions more likely. Further 

study by Ekman and Friesen (1974b) examines facial morphology, 

timing, and location of the expression, as well as micromomentary ex

pressions in the detection of facial deceit. A relationship between 

deception and micromomentary expression was also established by 

Bennett (1978). 

Ekman and Friesen (1969) have posited that the feet and legs are 

the greatest source of deception clues, with the hands next, and the 

face least likely to provide information on which judgements of 

deception can be accurately based, (See Comadena, 1982, p, 22). This 

theory would suggest that detection of deception is more likely from 

body cues than facial cues. Hocking (1976) and Hocking, Kaminski, 

Bauchner, and Miller (1979) conducted studies which suggest that 
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for factual deceptions it is best to look at head or head/body 

activity, but for lies in relation to an emotion the body is the best 

to observe. 

Verbal behaviors examined by deception researchers include: 

(1) voice volume and speech rate as demonstrated in studies which 

report deceivers talking for shorter periods of time (Knapp et al., 

1974; Kraut, 1978; Mehrabian, 1971) and two studies in which a rise 

in fundamental pitch for deceptive communications was found (Ekman, 

Friesen, & Scherer, 1976; Streeter, Kraus, Genner, Olson, & Apple, 

1977); (2) speech errors (Knapp et al., 1974; Mehrabian, 1971); 

(3) reaction time latency (Baskett & Freedle, 1974; English, 1962; 

Kraus, Genner, & Olson, 1976; Kraut, 1978; Matarazzo et al., 1970; 

Motley, 1974); and (4) verbal content such as concreteness, word 

choice, and temporal references (Knapp et al., 1974; Kraut, 1978; 

Todd, 1976; Wiener & Mehrabian, 1968). These studies conclude that 

liars are identifiable according to verbal behavior among which demon

strate shorter message duration, rise in fundamental pitch, greater 

reaction time latency, and content uncertainty and vagueness as well 

as fewer temporal references. 

Maier and Thurber (1968) posit that not only does examining audio 

and visual channels separately from the combined audio/visual condi

tion increase the accuracy of detecting deception, but they also 

concluded that in the interview situation visual cues serve primarily 

as distractors. An interview may be more accurately judged if it is 

not directly observed. Another study conducted by Kraut (1978) 



posits that while grooming, smiling, and postural shifts contribute 

to deception judgements in simulated interviews, they prove to be 

less accurate than judgements of plausibility and the length of hesi

tation prior to responding. 

Additional studies examining verbal aspects of deception have 

found that deceptive communications are perceived as being less 

iiuent, more liesitanl and lengthy (Harrison, Hwaiek, Raney, Fritz, 

1978; Krauss, Genner & Olson, 1976), and display more nervousness, 

less seriousness, and less empathy (Krauss, Genner, & Olson, 1976). 

Knapp, Hart and Dennis (1974) found that uncertainty, vagueness, 

nervousness, reticence, dependence, and unpleasantness were all 

characteristics which would illuminate at least a portion of the 

matrix of deception. These characteristics involve: 

(1) Uncertain: fewer absolute verbs, lower confidence 
ratio, and fewer total different words, more qualifica
tions and hypotheticals, (2)- Vague: fewer factual as
sertions, self-experience references, other experience 
references, and past references; more leveling terms 
and future references. (3) Nervous: more speech errors, 
word phrase repetitions, adaptors, leg movements; fewer 
gestures. (4) Reticent: fewer total words and shorter 
message duration and interaction duration; more pauses 
and probes. (5) Dependent: fewer self-references and 
self-interest statements; more bandwagon remarks and 
other references. (6) "Unpleasant" (negative affect): 
fewer nods, smiles, eye contact units, other interest 
statements, group references, and shorter eye contact 
duration; more disparaging remarks (p. 21). 

Deceptive communication must be viewed in regard to a variety 

of aspects which contribute to its nature. In observing both non

verbal and verbal cues to detecting deception, the factors which 

influence deception detection accuracy must be taken into 
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consideration. The next section of the paper will examine the three 

primary factors wnich affect an individual's ability in deception 

detection accuracy: personality, familiarity in relationship, and 

type oC 1ie. 

Factors Which Influence Deception 
Detection Accuracy 

Research has shown that examination of behavioral data provides 

a number of variables associated with the performance or detection 

of deceptive acts. A questionnaire study by Maier and Lavrakas (1976) 

shows that "while no definitive conclusions can be drawn from these 

reported perceptions, they do suggest that the evaluation of deceptive 

acts can potentially vary within differences in sex, status, and the 

moral/religious orientation of participants" (p, 580), The back

grounds and attitudes of an individual may play vital roles in his/her 

ability to detect or perform deception. 

Most of the research done on personality characteristics of 

deceivers has been primarily concerned with the study of Machiavellian 

tendencies. The implication of the studies done by Exline, Thibaut, 

Hickey, and Gumpert (1970) and Knapp, Hart, and Dennis (1974) is that 

Machivellian personality types will display little difference between 

truthful behavior and deceptive acts, Geis and Moon (1981) indicate 

that "subjects who held a Machiavellian view of life, as measured by 

Christie's Mach Scales, were more convincing liars than non-

Machiavellians" (p, 766). Mehrabian (1972) points out that intro

verts and highly anxious subjects, on the other hand, were not as 



« k 

11 

convincing liars, primarily due to less facial pleasantness for 

extraverts and less nodding for highly anxious subjects. 

The majority of studies conducted on deceptive communication \ / 

eoneonlraLo on dyadii- iiiLcracLions. Most of the research Lo dale 

has attempted to minimize any influence that the relationship of 

the subjects may have on the experimental situation by using subjects 

who were unacquainted (Ekman & Friesen, 1974a; Fay and Middleton, 

1941; Hocking, 1976; Maier & Janzen, 1967; Maier & Lavrakas, 1976; 

Maier & Thurber, 1968). The relationship of the subjects has proven 

to be influential in detecting deception. Knapp (1978), for one, 

conducted a study which revealed that intimates have a record or i^ 

mental backlog for verbal checking and verification. Intimates have 

had the opportunity to observe each other in previous situations of 

various kinds and thus should have a good idea of a range of normal 

behaviors for the other. Furthermore, the nature of their relation

ship supplies considerable motivation to look more closely for clues 

than would acquaintances. 

Comandena (19cJl) conducted a study in which he examined how well 

male and female friends and intimates could detect deception of both 

factual and emotional information. The results indicate that inti

mates could better detect deception than could friends, which provides 

support for the familiarity hypothesis.! While intimates were proven 

more accurate than friends in detecting deception overall, this study 

supports the results of a number of other studies whicn indicate that 

women are more sensitive to the social cues of others than are men. 
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Female spouses appear to be significantly more accurate ttian male 

spouses in judging both factual and emotional deception" (p. 26), 

The Comandena (1981) study reveals that deceptions concerning 

extreme emotional experiences are harder to disguise tlian less 

arousing emotional experiences. "This difficulty may be a function 

of a reduced number of linguistical choices one has in describing 

nis/her extremes in emotion" (p, 26). 

Another study on linguistic behavior in deception was done by 

Thackray and Orne (1968). This experiment was designed to compare 

detection of neutral material based on experimental contact with 

personal material. Subjects were instructed to act out roles as 

espionage agents in which they must conceal their personal identity, 

as well as certain code words. It was discovered that personal 

material was significantly easier to detect than the neutral material, 

The accuracy in detecting deceptive communication depends 

greatly on the individual's ability to observe behavioral differences 

between truthtelling and deceiving,\ Some difficulties encountered in 

research on the detection of deception includes role playing situa

tions (Holmes & Bennett, 1974; Miller, 1972) in which subjects' role 

play may or may not reflect actual behaviors, various uses of stimuli 

(Ekman & Friesen, 1969; Kraut, 1978), and insufficient attention paid 

to different types of deception such as cover-up, sanctioned, 

severity of lie, etc. as pointed out by O'Hair (1979), 

Research by Comadena (1961) and Thachray and Orne (1968) indi

cate more difficulty in deceptions concerning emotional or personal 
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information. It is not only important to examine different types 

of lies such as emotional versus factual deception, the manner in 

which the deception is implemented is also of vital importance to 

its detection. Differences should be expected when observing a pre

pared lie versus a spontaneous lie, and the detection of such in the 

type of question format utilized. While questioning format which 

makes use of yes/no (close-ended) responses may supply opportunity 

for detecting deception, questions which require narrative responses 

on the part of the deceiver provide greater opportunity for observa

tion of deception cues, especially verbal cues. 

O'Hair (1979) examined the effects of personality differences as 

measured by Christie's Mach Scales and type of gestures leaked in 

prepared and spontaneous lies. The prepared lie was sanctioned and 

the spontaneous lie was a cover-up lie used by the subject to 

prevent being discovered in a deceptive act. O'Hair (1979) supplied 

a close-ended question format, which unfortunately did not provide 

adequate opportunity for a narrative lie response. 

In the present study, subjects were told to engage in a 

disclosure exercise obstensibly as a part of a study in "conversa

tional analysis." One half of tlie subjects were told to lie about 

their favorite vacation spot, a topic regarded as personal informa

tion. We will categorize a fabrication concerning the vacation spot 

as a "sanctioned lie" because the subjects will have the permission 

and encouragement (for the purpose of the "conversational analysis" 

study) of the experimentor to engage in the lie. We also define 
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"cover-up fabrication" to be a lie where the subject must tell 

another lie in order not to be detected in a previous fabrication. 

The O'Hair study took into account the prepared and spontaneous 

ciinditions in studying nonverbal aspects of deceptive communication. 

l-Jhile Knapp et al. looked at verbal behaviors of deceptive communica

tion, they failed to account for variations between being prepared to 

lie and naving to lie spontaneously. Therefore, in a direct replica

tion of the O'Hair study, this research examined the verbal behaviors 

categorized under uncertainty and nervousness (Knapp et al., 1974; 

Kraut, 1978) in pre-lie, prepared lie, and spontaneous lie conditions 

in expectation that the degrees of stress associated with the dif

ferent lie conditions will affect the liars' behavioral cue leakage. 

An attempt is being made to identify specific cues associated 

with specific types of lies and questioning formats. Studies can 

maximize productivity by having subjects lie several different times 

in several different ways. The O'Hair study utilized a prepared and 

spontaneous lie format but did not discover significant nonverbal cue 

leakage during the spontaneous lie condition. However, if nonverbal 

cues are not leaked during the spontaneous lie, and if Kraut and 

others are correct in arguing that deception is leaked in the mes

sage, then there is a need for more than just a yes/no (close-ended) 

response. Thus, extending the O'Hair methods to a narrative response 

will provide data necessary to test hypotheses concerning whether 

verbal cues are leaked during spontaneous factual lies. 
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Hypotheses 

In a direct replication of the O'Hair study, it was expected 

that: 

U^: Prior to lying (anticipative) liars would exhibit shorter 
latencies tnan truthtellers, 

and 

H^: Liars would exhibit shorter latencies than truthtellers 
during the prepared lie. 

Although not supported in the O'Hair study, but obtained in the 

Kraut (1978) study (liars lied spontaneously to questions which 

required narrative answers) it is expected that: 

K^: Liars will exhibit longer latencies than truthtellers 
during the spontaneous lie. 

Obtained from Knapp et al., and Kraut (1978) studies (the extent to 

which answers are filled with detail rather than vague and lacking 

detail) it is expected that: 

H,: Liars will exhibit greater confidence (certainty) wnen 
lying preparedly than truthtellers, 

and 

H^: Liars will exhibit less confidence (less certainty/ 
concreteness, more hesitation, etc.) when lying 
spontaneously than truthtellers. 

Obtained from Knapp et al. study (content analysis of word/ 

phrase repetitions) it is expected that: 

H,: Liars will exhibit greater reticence (fewer words, longer 
pauses, shorter message duration) in spontaneous lie 
condition. 

Knapp et al, did not find that liars engaged in more speech 

errors and word/phrase repetitions than truthtellers. However, in 



the Knapp et al. study liars were given time to organize their 

thoughts (i.e., a prepared lie). Subsequently, the following 

hypothesis should hold true for a narrative spontaneous lie: 

16 

H : Liars will exhibit more speech errors and word/phrase 
repetition in the spontaneous lie than do truthtellers. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY 

The contents of this chapter describe and explain procedures 

involved in testing the hypothesis of this study. 

Subjects 

Subjects consisted of undergraduate volunteers enrolled in Speech 

Communication classes at Texas Tech University. Twenty males and 

twenty females served as subjects. To randomize students to truth

telling or deceptive conditions, a list of male and a list of female 

students was constructed and all odd numbered students were assigned 

to the truth condition while even numbered students were assigned to 

the deceptive condition. Students assigned to the deceptive condi

tion were then randomly assigned to one of the top ten vacation spots 

visited under United States jurisdiction: Hawaii; Virgin Islands; 

New Orleans, Louisiana; Miami, Florida; Puerto Rico; Las Vegas, 

Nevada; New York, New York; San Francisco, California; San Diego, 

California; and Orlando, Florida. These cities were cited by AAA 

VJorld Wide, Envoye, Global, and International Tours Travel agencies 

as the primary vacation spots people most often request information 

about in regard to activities and travel plans. 

Procedures 

When the subjects arrived at the test site they were briefed 

about the experiment. The subjects were told that they would be 

17 
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involved in a study on conversational analysis. The subjects were 

told that they would meet their partner for the experiment, anotiier 

undergraduate student who was randomly assigned to the dyad. The 

subjects were then handed a list of twelve questions that the experi

menter asked to be discussed during the interaction. A list of these 

questions can be found in Appendix A, The subjects were told that 

the format involved for one subject to begin the questioning and 

after one had asked the other the questions, the subjects should 

reverse roles. The subjects were asked to be as honest as possible 

witli their partner. In tlie truthful condition, the subjects were told 

that the interaction will be videotaped and audiotaped. They were 

then led into another room where the confederate was waiting. Tlie 

instructions for the subjects in the truthful condition can be found 

in Appendix B, 

In the deception condition, the subjects were told to be as 

honest as possible with their partner, except for question seven: 

"What is your favorite vacation spot?" On this question the subjects 

were told to respond with the place to which they had been randomly 

assigned. If the subject had visited this place, s/he was assigned 

to another. The subjects were told that the purpose of this was to 

see what effects certain types of disclosures, and specifically the 

timing of these disclosures, will have on the subsequent conversa

tion. The subjects were told that it is important for their partner 

to believe the lie. The subjects were then told that the interaction 

would be videotaped and audiotaped and then were led down to the room 
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where the confederate was waiting. The instructions for the subjects 

in the deception condition can be found in Appendix C, After the 

dyad was introduced, the experimenter asked if there v;ere any questions 

and then casually asked if the confederate would like to start with 

the questions. The experiment was manipulated in this manner for 

every subject. The confederate was a female undergraduate student. 

The confederate was handed a "doctored" list of questions that asks 

for further narration in answering question number seven. The con

federate's "doctored" questions can be found in Appendix D. 

Upon completion of the twelfth question the experimenter, watching 

from the opposite side of a two-way mirror, entered the room and an

nounced that the experiment was over. The subject was then led back 

to his/her original room and debriefed. The subject was verbally 

debriefed and interviewed to assess whether the subject followed 

instructions. 

Coding 

Transcripts were made from the audiotapes for each subject on a 

randomly selected pre-lie question ("What are your career goals?"), 

the prepared-lie question ("What is your most favorite vacation spot?"), 

and the spontaneous-lie question ("What all did you do there?") upon 

which the hypotheses were formulated. A stopwatch was used in meas

uring length of response; .1 of a second. Coding consisted of fre

quency and duration measurements from the following list of variables: 

Variables under uncertainty/vagueness as defined in the Knapp, 

Hart and Dennis (1974) study included: 
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1. Qualifications: tentative constructions sucn as "might", 

"may", "should", "could", etc. Examples: "Ah, go for a career as 

an engineer or possibly go to graduate school," "I may go into the 

Air Force." 

2. Temporal references: past references (was, were, has, had, 

etc.) and future references (will, shall, etc) and indications of 

time. Examples: "Oh, I guess it was pretty nice," "We went tiiere 

for the past three Christmases and spent two and a half weeks." 

3. Person references: self references (I, I'm, me, my, mine), 

group references (we, our, us, ours, etc) and other references (they, 

they'd, them, etc). Examples: "I don't know if I'm ready to go to 

graduate school." "We have some horses." 

4. Leveling terms: terms such as "every", "all", "none", etc 

Examples: "We just went with my family to the beach and everything." 

"They were all beautiful." 

5. Number of specific statements of activity, 

6. Different words used: the number of words only used once. 

Variables under nervousness/reticence as defined in the Knapp, 

Hart and Dennis (1974) study included: 

7. Speech errors: mispronounciation and grammatical errors. 

Examples: "Don't make no matter," "Ain't got none," 

8. Filled pauses: Examples: "'Ah', we went to 'um' the beach." 

"'Mmin', I don't have any in particular, 

9. Silent pauses: Examples: "I wanna be a (pause) buyer 

(pause) in a big store." "We (pause) just (pause) went to Florida." 
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10. Response latency: length of time between end of question 

and beginning of response. 

11 . Message d u r a t i o n . 

1 ^ . S p e i ' c h r a ( e : LoLal niiiiihiT o f w o r d s / m e s s a g e d u r a t i o n , 

13. Total words used. 

Variables also under nervousness/reticence from Knapp, Hart and 

Dennis (1974) and defined in the Prentice (1974) study under message 

fluency included: 

14. Word/phrase repetition: the serial, superflous repetition 

of one or more words. Examples, "They - they- they aren't real nice." 

"We road - road down through the Grand Canyon." 

15. Stutter: the repetition of a syllable or phoneme. Examples; 

"Tuey write more on I gue-guess science-fiction." "It's wh-what you 

call the practicality of the Christian life." 

16. Omission: parts of words, or entire words may be omitted. 

Contractions are not counted. Most ondssions are of final one or 

two parts of words and are associated with sentence change and repe

tition. Examples: "I want to go into 'counting' (pause) the field 

of accounting," "We went down the big streets 'n' looked around," 

17. Sentence change/false starts: a correction in the form or 

content of the expression while the word-to-word progression occurs. 

Usually such changes are sensed as interruptions in the flow of the 

sentence; or when an expression is clearly left incomplete and the 

conmiunication proceeds without correction. Examples: "I don't like, 

I don't have any in particular," "You know it's really and then we 
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saw this person try to mug a person." 

18. "You know": the frequency witn which an individual inserts 

this phrase in verbal contributions. Examples: "We went to the 

beach 'you know' and had fun." "I really had a good time 'you know'," 

19. "Like": the frequency with which an individual inserts this 

phrase in verbal contributions. Examples: "My career goal is to help 

somebody 'like' stuff like that," "You know 'like' we went iiiking," 

20. "I mean": the frequency with which an individual inserts 

this phrase in verbal contributions. Examples: "'I mean' it was so 

different compared to Lubbock," "It was really wild 'I mean' you always 

hear about it but then you see it in real life." 

Three audiotapes were arbitrarily selected for coding in order 

to assess reliability. The tapes were done by two individuals to 

check for coder reliability. The following zero-order correlations 

were obtained for the variables being observed: response latency 

r = ,83, word/phrase repetition r = .85, total words; repeats ques

tion r = .86, sentence change r = .92, physical reference r = .93, 

filled pause (duration) r = .95, message duration r = .96, silent 

pause (frequency) r = .97, laughs r = .98, leveling r = .98, person 

references r = .99, silent pauses (duration) r = .99, different words 

r = .99, stuttering r = 1.0, qualification r = 1.0, activity r = 1,0, 

temporal references r = 1.0, speech errors r = 1.0, topic change 

r = 1,0, and different questions r = 1,0. 

To assess whether the coder remained reliable, two additional 

tapes were arbitrarily selected from the body of coded data and it 
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was determined that coder reliability remained high (above r = .80). 

Analysis of Data 

A simple t-test between the means for truthtellers and liars was 

iilili/.ed. To Lesl the hypotheses advantred earlier, t-tests were 

computed between the means for truthtellers and liars for the pre-lie, 

prepared-lie, and spontaneous-lie conditions. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

To test the hypotheses advanced earlier, t-tests were computed 

for the pre-lie, prepared-lie, and spontaneous-lie conditions, A 

second set of t-tests was computed for each condition after all 

variables, except latency and message duration, were adjusted for 

message duration for the obvious reason that there are likely to be 

more speech errors, etc, in longer messages than shorter ones thus 

creating rates for variables by number of person references/message 

duration (seconds). Tables 1 and 2 present means and standard 

deviations for the variables under study. 

Hypothesis number one stated that prior to lying (anticipative) 

liars would exhibit shorter latencies than truthtellers. This was 

not supported (t = 2.51, p = .61). Liars (X = 1,18 seconds) did not 

exhibit significantly shorter latencies than did truthtellers 

(X = 1,27 seconds) in the pre-lie condition. However, hypothesis 

number two, which stated that liars would exhibit shorter latencies 

than truthtellers during the prepared-lie, was supported (t = 2.13, 

p = .039), Liars exhibited shorter latencies (X = ,745 seconds) 

than did truthtellers (X = 1.295 seconds). 

Hypothesis number three, which stated that liars will exhibit 

longer latencies than truthtellers during the spontaneous-lie, was 

also supported (t = 2.68, p = .010). Liars did exhibit a longer 
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latency (X = 1.245 seconds) than did truthtellers (K = .65 seconds) 

during the spontaneous-lie conditions. 

liypothesis number four, which stated that liars exhibit greater 

ioiil idence (certainly) whc>n lyinj'. |ireparedly than L riithl el 1 ers, showed 

significance for four of the variables comprising confidence/certainty. 

The variables whicn comprised confidence/certainty included: fewer 

different words (t = .50), qualifications (t = .00), activity 

(t = .69), person references (t = 1.45), physical references (t = 1.25), 

temporal references (t = .85), concreteness composite (based on adding 

together specific references to activities, person references, physical 

and temporal references) (t = 1.81), frequency of filled pause 

(t = ,91), duration of filled pause (t = ,74), frequency of silent 

pause (t = 2,94), duration of silent pause (t = 3.67), latency 

(t = 2,13), and duration (t = 1,77), During the prepared-lie, liars 

engaged in fewer silent pauses (X = .02 seconds, t = 2.94, p = .006) 

for shorter duration (X = .00 seconds, t = 1,77, p = ,001) and spoke 

more quickly (X = 5,87 seconds, t = 3.13, p = ,001) and tended to 

speak more briefly (X = .715 seconds) than truthtellers (X = 5,08 

seconds, t = 1.77, p = .085). 

Hypothesis number five, which stated that liars will exhibit 

less confidence (less certainty/concreteness, more hesitation, etc) 

when lying spontaneously than truthtellers, shows significance on two 

of the variables comprising confidence/certainty. The variables 

which comprised confidence/certainty included: fewer different words 

(t = .24), qualifications (t = 1.00), activity references (t = 1.49), 
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person references (t = 1,46), physical references (t = ,01), temporal 

references (t = 2,10), concreteness composite (t = .15), filled pause 

frequency (t = ,36), filled pause duration (t = ,64), silent pause 

frequency (t = .57), silent pause duration (t = .35), leveling terms 

(t = ,62), message duration (t = .35), and response latency (t = .40), 

Liars made use of fewer temporal references (3c = .028 seconds, 

t = 2.10, p = .043) than did truthtellers (X = .079 seconds) and liad a 

longer response latency (X = 1,24 seconds) than did truthtellers 

(X = ,65 seconds, t = 2,68, p = .011). 

Hypotliesis number six stated that liars will exhibit greater 

reticence (fewer words, longer pauses, shorter message duration) in 

the prepared-lie condition. The variables under reticence included: 

total words (t = ,57), speech rate (t = 3,13), speech errors 

(t = 2.04), word/phrase repetitions (t = 1,21), and duraton (t = 1.77). 

During the spontaneous-lie, liars spoke more quickly (X = 5,87 75 

seconds), than did truthtellers (X = 3,3804 seconds, t = 3.13, 

p = ,003) and more briefly (X = .715) than did truthtellers 

(X = 5.08 seconds, t = 1.77, p = .085) and with more speech errors 

(x = ,125 seconds) than did truthtellers (X = ,042 seconds, t = 2.04, 

p = .048), 

Hypothesis number seven stated that liars will exhibit more 

speech errors and word/phrase repetitions in the spontaneous-lie than 

do truthtellers. Liars did exhibit more speech errors (X = .125 

seconds) than did truthtellers (X = .042 seconds, t = 2,04, p = .048) 

in the spontaneous-lie condition, but did not produce more word/phrase 
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repetitions (X = .000 seconds) than did truthtellers (X = .000 seconds. 

t = 1.21, p = ,235). 



CliAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The present study, in examining verbal behaviors manifested 

during truth and deception conditions, found various and/or partial 

support for the hypotheses. Whereas hypothesis number one was not 

supported, hypotheses two and three were supported and liypotheses 

four, five, six and seven were partially supported. 

Hypothesis number one was formulated in a direct replication of 

the O'Hair study. It was expected that prior to lying (anticipative) 

liars would exhibit shorter latencies than truthtellers. The failure 

in the present study to support this hypothesis may be explained as a 

result of the format utilized. In the O'Hair study the format ex

plained to the subjects was for one of the members of the dyad to ask 

the questions in any order that they preferred, while the present 

study utilized a set format in which the questions were to be asked 

in a prescribed order. Therefore, subjects in the O'Hair study were 

unsure of when they would be expected to respond deceptively and were 

forced to be vigilant throughout the pre-lie segment, while subjects 

in the present study could be more relaxed prior to the prepared-lie 

question. 

The review of literature indicated that specific types of lies 

and questioning formats are important in identifying specific cues 

associ.iLed with deceptive communication. Hypothesis number two 
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supports the findings of the O'Hair study that liars would exhibit 

shorter latencies than truthtellers during the prepared-lie. Although 

not supported in the O'Hair study, hypothesis three supports findings 

from the Kraut (1978) study that liars will exhibit longer latencies 

than truthtellers during the spontaneous-lie. 

Hypotheses numbers four and five were based upon data obtained 

from the Knapp et al. and Kraut (1978) studies on the extent to which 

answers are filled with detail rather than vague and lacking in detail. 

Hypothesis four stated that liars will exhibit greater confidence 

(certainty) when lying preparedly than truthtellers, and hypothesis 

five stated that liars will exhibit less confidence (less certainty/ 

concreteness, more hesitation, etc) when lying spontaneously than 

truthtellers. Results for hypothesis four indicated that during the 

prepared-lie, liars engaged in fewer silent pauses, spoke more quickly 

and tended to speak more briefly. Results for hypothesis number five 

indicated that liars made use of fewer temporal references and had a 

greater response latency than did truthtellers during the spontaneous-

lie condition. 

Only partial support for these hypotheses may be attributed in 

some part to the questioning format. Knapp, Hart and Dennis (1974) 

instructed their liars to talk for one minute. A longer response 

required on the part of the subjects would provide a better oppor

tunity for observing the behaviors elicited. The difficulty of the 

fabrication may also attribute to the partial support. Depending on 

the individual's past experiences and general knowledge, some vacation 
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spots may be easier than others to lie about. The subject may have 

visited a vacation spot similar to the one he was asked to lie about 

and therefore be able to apply this experience. The popularity of 

the vacation spots chosen Indicate that advertising publicity, tele

vision programming, and even word-of-mouth from friends or relatives 

may play a part in the degree of ease in which a fabrication con

cerning one of these places may be made. 

Hypothesis number six stated that liars will exhibit greater 

reticence (fewer words, longer pauses, shorter message duration) in 

the spontaneous-lie condition. The variables under reticence included 

total words, speech rate, speech errors, word/phrase repetitions, and 

duration. Results for hypothesis number six indicated that during 

the spontaneous-lie, liars spoke more quickly and more briefly than 

did truthtellers and with more speech errors. Hypothesis number 

seven stated that liars will exhibit more speech errors and word/ 

phrase repetition in the spontaneous-lie than do truthtellers. The 

results for hypothesis number seven indicated that liars did exhibit 

more speech errors than did truthtellers, but did not produce more 

word/phrase repetitions in the spontaneous condition. 

Given these overall results, it is strongly recommended for 

future studies on deception to pay close attention to the type of 

questioning format employed. First, researchers may find it useful 

to have subjects lie during a second narrative response later in the 

interview. Allowing for a second narrative response would increase 

the opportunity for observing deceptive cue leakage from a subject 
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who believes that his/her task of deception is over and has relaxed 

only to discover that s/he must deceive again. Secondly, a peak-of-

tension format (where liars know the order of presentation of 

questions) may affect the liars* behavior only close to the time in 

which the lie is told, while the relevant-irrelevant format (where 

the liar does not know the order of presentation) may likely affect 

the behaviors of the liar from the initial question through the lying 

behavior. Such a contrast, if replicated in future research, implies 

that the relevant-irrelevant format may provide observers with longer 

exposures to liars' behaviors being constrained prior to lying, and 

possible greater relaxation when the lying phase of the interview is 

accomplished. 

One question of particular interest arising from this study is 

why weren't the behaviors for the spontaneous-lie condition more 

different for liars than truthtellers? One reason may be little 

emotional feeling. Research done by Comadena (1981) and Thackray 

and Orne (1968) indicate more difficulty in deceptions concerning 

emotional or personal information. Future studies could benefit by 

designing a question format based upon personal or emotional material 

which provides for a stronger investment on the part of the subjects. 

Also, future research may find it advantageous to design a question 

format which provides a close reflection of real life situations. 

A second reason may be the liars narrative responses. The bene

fit of instructing the deceptive subjects to speak for a certain 

length of time is illustrated in the Knapp, Hart and Dennis (1974) 
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study. If liars had to lie for a longer period of time, more marked 

differences between liars and truthtellers may be evidenced for un

certainty and vagueness. 

And finally, a third reason may be that, once prepared to lie, 

liars may be more aroused or vigilant and thus may find it easier to 

lie spontaneously after the prepared-lie than if the spontaneous-lie 

question were asked after liars thought their role as liars was over, 

we would expect more pronounced differences between liars and 

truthtellers. 

Many of the behaviors examined in this study may also be in

fluenced by personality traits. Outside the study of Machiavellianism, 

little consistent effort has been expended in studying person in

fluences in deception, Meharabian (1972) found differences in anxiety 

and extraversion, noting that highly anxious subjects nodded less 

frequently than low anxious subjects while lying. Recently, Cody and 

O'Hair (1982) reported differences in deception clues due to sex and 

communicator dominance. Their results indicate that low dominant 

males had significantly longer latencies than others during the 

spontaneous lie. By inference, one would expect that low dominant 

liars would possibly engage in more reticence and less certainty than 

dominant liars. Similarly, some individuals who are more verbal 

(Arnston, Mortensen and Lustig, 1980) or who are less apprehensive 

about their communications with strangers (McCrosky, 1970) may be 

better equipped to lie spontaneously than high apprehensives, who may 

leak clues to deception by exhibiting longer latencies and more 
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speech errors, etc. 

Once these refinements are studied (longer lies, more emotional 

lies, additional investigations of personality effects), communica

tion scholars siiould be better equipped to predict differences 

between liars and truthtellers. 
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APPENDIX A 

SUBJECT'S LIST OF QUESTIONS 

1. What is your major (or area you may declare)? 

2. i-Jliat is your home town? 

3. Do you have any brothers or sisters? If so, what do they do? 

4. What are your career goals? 

5. What do you do in your leisure time? 

6. What part of the country would you like to live in after you 
gradaute? And why would you like to live there? 

7. What is your most favorite vacation spot that you've visited? 

8. What organizations or clubs do you belong to (if any)? 

9. Wliat sports do you prefer (if any)? 

10, What music do you prefer (if any)? 

11, What author(s) do you prefer (if any)? 

12, What do you enjoy most about Texas Tech (if anything)? 
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APPENDIX B 

INSTRUCTIONS TO TRUTHFUL SUBJECTS 

You will be involved in a study on conversational analysis. 

In a moment you will meet your partner for the experiment. Here 

is a list of questions that we would like for you to discuss during 

your interaction with your partner. One of you will ask the questions 

of the other and after the questions have been completed, you should 

reverse your roles. We would ask that you be as honest as you can 

with your partner. 

This will be a thirty minute interaction and will be video-taped 

during this time. Don't worry about it. In addition, any information 

that we receive in this study will be held confidential, no one will 

ever know that you were involved in this experiment. 

Purpose of Study: We want to see what topics individuals intro

duce when interacting with strangers. 
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APPENDIX C 

INSTRUCTIONS TO DECEITFUL SUBJECTS 

Yi>n will bo involved in a study on conversational analysis. In 

a moment you will meet your partner for the experiment. Here is a 

list of questions that we would like for you to discuss during your 

interaction with your partner. One of you will ask the questions of 

the other and after the questions have been completed, you should 

reverse your roles. We would ask that you be as honest as you can 

with your partner, except for question seven which reads, "what is 

your most favorite vacation spot you've visited?" Have you ever 

visited ? We would like for you to 

respond to question seven with , 

Actually we want you to be a confederate for this study. We want 

to see how different types of disclosures, particularly the timing 

of these disclosures, affects the subsequent conversation after the 

interview. It's important that your partner believe you. OK? This 

interaction will be videotaped. Don't worry about it. In addition, 

any information that we receive in this study will be held confi

dential, no one will ever know that you were involved in this ex

periment. 
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APPENDIX D 

ACTUAL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

1. What is your major (or area you may declare)? 

2. What is your home town? 

3. Do you have any brothers or sisters? If so, what do they do? 

4. What are your career goals? 

5. What do you do in your leisure time? 

6. What part of the country would you like to live in after you 
graduate? And why would you like to live there? 

7. V\/hat is your most favorite vacation spot you've visited? 
Oh, really? What all do you do when you're there? 

8. What organizations or clubs do you belong to (if any)? 

9. What sports do you prefer (if any)? 

10. What music do you prefer (if any)? 

11. What author(s) do you prefer (if any)? 

12. What do you enjoy most about Texas Tech (if anything)? 
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APPENDIX E 

TABLES 

Table 1 

Means for all Variables by Liars and Truthtellers 
for Prepared-Lie and Spontaneous-Lie Response 

Qualifications 
Temporal references 
Person references 
Leveling terms 
Statements of Activity 
Different words used 
Speech errors 
Filled pauses (freq.) 
Silent pauses (freq.) 
Filled pauses (duration) 
Silent pauses (duration) 
Response latency 
Message duration 
Speech rate 
Total words used 
Word/phrase repetition 
Stutter 
Omission 
Sentence change 
"You know" 
"Like" 
"I mean" 

Spontaneous-Lie 

Liars 

.00 
,02 
.17 
,03 
.40 

2.28 
.12 
.10 
.32 
,03 
.33 
,74 
.71 
2.73 
,01 
.00 
,00 
.01 
.02 
.00 
,01 
.00 

Truthtellers 

,00 
.07 
,29 
.01 
.21 

1.92 
.04 
.08 
.36 
.02 
.30 
1.29 
5.08 
2.99 
.02 
.00 
.00 
.03 
.02 
.01 
.00 
.00 

Prepa 

Liars 

.00 

.02 

.02 

.01 

.02 
5.82 
,00 
.15 
.02 
.04 
.00 
1.24 
15,45 
5.87 
.01 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 

ired-Lie 

Truthtellers 

.00 

.04 

.16 

.00 

.04 
3.15 
.01 
.30 
,24 
.08 
.22 
.65 

12.67 
3.38 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
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Table 2 

Standard Deviations for all Variables by Liars 
and Truthtellers for Prepared-Lie and Spontaneous-Lie Responses 

Qualifications 
Temporal references 
Person references 
Leveling terms 
Statements of Activity 
Different words used 
Speech errors 
Filled pauses (freq.) 
Silent pauses (freq.) 
Filled pauses (duration) 
Silent pauses (duration) 
Response latency 
Message duration 
Speech rate 
Total words used 
Word/phrase repetition 
Stutter 
Omission 
Sentence change 
"You know" 
"Like" 
"I mean" 

Spontaneous-Lie 

Liars 

.00 

.06 

.30 

.07 

.54 
1.24 
.15 
.14 
.22 
.04 
.25 
,70 
.90 

1,07 
.04 
.00 
.00 
.04 
.05 
.01 
.04 
.00 

Truthtellers 

.01 

.08 

.18 

.05 

.18 

.71 

.09 

.11 

.22 

.03 

.19 

.91 
11.01 
.66 
.04 
.00 
.00 
.07 
.04 
.03 
.03 
.02 

Prepared-Lie 

Liars 

.00 

.08 

.08 

.06 

.08 
2.95 
..00 
.40 
.11 
.12 
.03 
.95 

30.04 
2.86 
.06 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 

Truthtellers 

.00 

.10 

.44 

.00 

.09 
2.21 
.05 
.60 
.31 
.14 
.26 
.28 

8.28 
2.12 
.02 
.02 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.04 
.02 


