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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to examine a theoretical issue 

underlying human adaptation of communicative behaviors to situational 

influences. Caution may be viewed as one adaptation which an individ

ual's speech and language behaviors would reflect. Two opposing 

theories provide explanations for cautious adaptations. The first 

theoretical position sees humans as responding in typical or normative 

ways in cautious situations and is identified in this study as the 

"habitual response adaptation" position. The second theoretical posi

tion labeled the "unique response adaptation" views responses to 

cautious situations as non-normative. 

In this particular study, cautious and less cautious responses 

arise during testimony given by an individual in a courtroom trial. By 

defining unique responses as those one standard deviation from the mean 

for each variable, evidence is gained to answer the research question 

posed by the two opposing theories. 

Rationale 

Behavior more or less flows continuously in response to varia

tions within an environment. In the examination of language and speech 

behaviors, similar characteristics reoccur in similar situations (Miller, 

1951). Miller (1951) states that human communication is constrained in 



many ways: by the speaker's audience, linguistic grammar, and needs 

and experiences. A speaker's audience will govern subsequent behavior 

and the speaker's knowledge of that audience will govern language 

choices. Therefore, language ecology may reflect an individual's com

municative adaptability to a specific environment just as other human 

behaviors demonstrate adaptation to the physical environment. Two 

theories attempt to provide how this adaptation occurs. The first is 

habitual response adaptation and the second is unique response adapta

tion. 

Habitual Response Adaptation 

Habitual response adaptation sees human language and speech 

behaviors as normative responses. Osgood (1960) provides the most 

evidence supporting habitual response adaptation. Osgood (1960) 

explains the relationship between motivation and stereotyped language. 

This study found differences of style in language behaviors between 

real suicide notes and pseudo-suicide notes. Osgood interpreted that: 

Behavior under increased drive, including encoding, 
should become more stereotyped—the alternatives 
selected at all choice points should tend to be the 
most familiar, the most practical, the most expected 
(pp. 296-98). 

Therefore, under heightened drive states or stressful conditions, an 

individual would resort to habitual response adaptations. 

In relevant research in language behavior, Bradac, Bowers, and 

Courtright (1979) argue that moderate levels of stress may result in 

unique types of responses. Extreme levels (high or low) may result in 



habitual type responses. The type of caution examined in this study 

may be viewed as extreme rather than moderate. Therefore, Bradac, 

Bowers, and Courtright (1979) might predict from this behavior that an 

extreme level of stress would result in habitual response adaptations. 

Unique Response Adaptation 

As an alternative to habitual response adaptations the unique 

response adaptation perspective, would argue that caution may be 

viewed as promoting an inhibitory coding response which would block 

habitual behaviors (Jordan, Street, and Putman, 1981). These caution

ary responses would not be viewed as habitual, but rather unique 

response adaptations. 

In previous research, caution has been viewed as one means of 

adapting to a setting. Carpenter (1981) examined lexical diversity as 

an indicator of cautious language behavior, hypothesizing that when a 

suspect is trying to be cautious and avoid incrimination, the suspect's 

linguistic choices would become more diverse. Carpenter reasoned that 

the need for caution requires a greater length of time to formulate 

answers which in turn increases the chance that unique responses would 

be chosen. The suspect's high lexical diversity evidenced a need to 

be cautious on particular statements. Indeed, the specific situation 

seemed to determine linguistic style. 

Deception has been used by human beings as an adaptation 

response to their environment since the origin of the species (Knapp 

and Comadena, 1979, p. 275). Knapp and Comadena (1979) believe that 

this adaptation process requires more conscious planning than truth-



telling. "Conscious planning" may be interpreted as cautious encoding 

behavior. Subsequently, deceptive behaviors may be viewed as cautious 

behaviors. 

Morris (1977) concluded that judging whether another person is 

lying is based on the perception of that person's behavior as well as 

the interaction situation which can give meaning to that behavior. 

Most deception research does not address the environmental context. 

Deception has been limited to laboratory situations where the conse

quences of lying are negligible. The subject is motivated to lie to 

fulfill experimental requirements, to please the experimenter, and/or 

to obtain financial reward. Situations in these laboratory instances 

may affect one's deceptive performance. 

Adaptation Behavior 

A speaker possesses a repertoire of behaviors that allows com

municative adaptability to the present environment. Prior research 

has indicated areas where language ecology has been observed. From 

this, five language variables will be examined in this study. They 

include: duration of utterance, response time latency, speech rate, 

modification, and allness terms. 

Duration of utterance. Duration of utterance is defined as 

"the total duration of time it takes a speaker to emit all the words he 

is contributing to that particular unit of exchange" (Matarazzo and 

Wiens, 1972, p. 6). Knapp, Hart, and Dennis (1974) reported liars to 

be more reticent, to have shorter message duration, and to receive a 

greater number of interviewer probes. Kraut (1978) also reported 



deceivers as talking for a shorter period of time. These studies 

suggest that the speaker will respond to changes in the environment 

with unique durations of utterance. Another study (Matarazzo, Wiens, 

Jackson, and Manaugh, 1978) found no significant differences in 

utterance duration when they asked college students to lie about their 

major in a fifteen minute interview. Their findings did indicate that 

liars in fact tended to talk a little more. This study suggests that 

no unique behaviors distinguish between experimental conditions. 

Response time latency. Response time latency (RTL) is the 

length of time elapsed between the beginning of a pause and the begin

ning of a reply. Baskett and Freedle (1974) and Dulaney (1982) have 

suggested that deception is marked by extremely long or short RTL's. 

Kraut (1978) argues that judges are more likely to judge a witness as 

truthful if the witness responds quickly to a question. Because of 

occurrences of unique RTLs under different environmental conditions, 

this research supports the unique response adaptation condition. How

ever, since the level of stress or caution in the studies is unknown 

these studies may be looking at moderate as opposed to extreme levels 

and therefore cannot argue against habitual response adaptation. 

Speech rate. Speech rate is literally how rapidly one speaks. 

Miller, Maruyama, Beaber, and Valone (1976) demonstrated that a 

communicator is seen as more competent and his or her communication is 

more persuasive when the communicator speaks rapidly than when he or she 

speaks slowly. Goldman-Eisler (1968) found that speech rate and cogni

tive complexity were negatively related in a deceptive situation. 



supporting the rationale that "lying increases the speaker's cognitive 

load, resulting in slower rates" (p. 723). Again evidence supports the 

unique response adaptation position because the studies indicate adapt

ation to a persuasive and deceptive environment. No evidence exists 

concerning levels of caution motivating changes in the speaker's behav

ior. Therefore, it is not completely certain whether the unique or 

habitual response adaptation is supported because the level of stress 

is undetermined. 

Modification. The language variable modification consists of 

the use of qualifiers such as: I feel, it seems, obviously, probably, 

perhaps, apparently, just, somehow, supposedly. Osgood (1960) would 

expect people encoding under high drive states to be less discrimina

tive using relatively more modifications. The unique response adapta

tion perspective predicts that speakers would use relatively few modi

fications under cautious conditions. 

Allness terms. Osgood (1960) in his examination of encoding 

behavior in suicide notes found that increased motivation led to greater 

stereotypical language with a greater use of polarized assertions of 

"allness" terms. According to Osgood, allness terms indicate a drive 

to use words which allow no exception. An increase in allness terms may 

signify the need to be correct or absolute. The following expresses the 

words used to delineate allness: some, few, rarely, never, hardly, most. 

Osgood's description of modifiers and allness terms is similar 

to the concept of immediacy. Verbal immediacy indicates the degree of 

separation of the speaker from his communication (Weiner and Merhabian, 



1968). According to Bradac, Bowers, and Courtright (1979) a decrease 

in immediacy is related to a decrease in liking for the topic being 

discussed. Modifiers and allness terms may be indicative of distance 

between the speaker and the topic of conversation. 

Knapp, Hart, and Dennis (]974) found that males used fewer 

factual statements, fewer statements of self-experiences, fewer claims 

of self-interest, and more disparaging remarks when engaged in decep

tion. These disparaging remarks would fit well under the broader 

concept of verbal non-immediacy. 

Given this examination of the literature, the following research 

question is posed: 

Will an individual's unique speech and language behaviors 

distinguish between cautious and less cautious conditions? 

One context in which caution would appear to be an element is 

in the language output of a defendant standing trial for murder. Car

penter (1981) found that a suspect being interrogated in an attempt to 

be cautious and avoid incrimination had higher type-token ratios in 

areas of testimony which suggested that further investigation into the 

situation was necessary. It would be a logical statement to say that 

an individual standing trial for murder would exercise cautious commun

icative behaviors at points where responses could be viewed as incrim

inating. 

While the criteria for determining cautious/less cautious state

ments is discussed in the methods chapter, we can identify cautious 

statements as those in conflict with other testimony while non-con-

flictual responses should evidence somewhat less cautious behaviors. 
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The following research questions are an attempt to examine these 

communication behaviors: 

Ql: Will the defendant's unique duration of utterance 

distinguish between cautious and less cautious 

conditions? 

Q2: Will the defendant's unique response time latencies 

distinguish between cautious and less cautious 

conditions? 

A3: Will the defendant's unique speech rate distinguish 

between cautious and less cautious conditions? 

Q4: Will the defendant's unique use of modification 

distinguish between cautious and less cautious 

conditions? 

Q5: Will the defendant's unique use of allness terms 

distinguish between cautious and less cautious 

conditions? 



CHAPTER II 

METHODS 

Introduction 

This chapter examines the materials for analysis, the indepen

dent variable, the dependent variables and the data analysis. 

Materials for Analysis 

The raw materials for this study consist of a transcript and 

audio tape from an actual court case. The trial was an attempt to 

establish guilt or innocence of a male defendant on charges of murder. 

The jury returned a verdict of guilty, and the defendant is now serv

ing a life sentence in a state department of corrections. Precedence for 

anonymity was set by Carpenter (1981). Anonymity is of concern due to 

the severity of the case, and the possible ramifications of disclosure 

of name and places. 

Four witnesses were present at the time of the murder. Six 

people including the victim, were present in the room when the murder 

occurred. As an attempt to extract truth and assure justice to the 

defendant three of the witnesses were granted immunity to testify on 

the behalf of the State. Another witness was charged as an accomplice 

to the crime, and not granted immunity. 

Independent Variable 

The evidence from all testimony was used to determine the key 

issues of the trial. Each response of the defendant to the defense 

9 
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and prosecuting attorneys was examined and compared to testimony of the 

witnesses granted immunity. When the defendant's response contradicted 

testimony by the three granted immunity, that testimony was viewed as 

incriminating, and therefore considered cautious testimony. Testimony 

which was observed as contradictory distinguished the cautious from the 

less cautious statements. 

The transcript of the trial consisted of a total of 629 state

ments made by the defendant in response to the defense and prosecuting 

attorneys. Of this total, 118 statements were considered cautious and 

511 were considered less cautious. 

Partial testimony resulted in a total of 317 statements made by 

the defendant in response to the defense and prosecuting attorneys. Of 

this total, 92 statements were considered cautious and 225 were con

sidered less cautious. 

Dependent Variables 

Duration of Utterance 

Duration of utterance is determined by the total length of time 

it takes a speaker to contribute to a particular unit of exchange. 

Duration of utterance will be measured in tenths of seconds per response 

(Street, 1982). In this study duration of utterance was measured from 

the defendant's first audible utterance to his last audible utterance 

in response to the defense and prosecuting attorneys. 
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Response Time Latency 

Response time latency (RTL) is defined as the time elapsed 

between an attorney's last audible utterance and the defendant's first 

audible utterance. RTLs were determined for each of the defendant's 

response to the defense and prosecuting attorneys. RTLs were measured 

in tenths of seconds per response (Street, 1982). 

Speech Rate 

Speech rate is commonly measured in syllables per unit of time. 

For this study, speech rate was determined by the number of syllables 

per tenths of seconds per response (Street, 1972). Speech rate was 

computed for each response of the defendant to the defense and prose

cuting attorneys. 

Modification 

Modification is measured by the frequency of qualifiers. The 

variable modification was operationalized by dividing the number of 

modifiers by the number of words per response (Osgood, 1960). The 

resulting ratios were transformed to arcsin scores for analysis. 

Allness Terms 

Allness terms are determined by their presence in a statement. 

The scores for allness terms were computed as the frequency for those 

terms divided by the number of words per response (Osgood, 1960). The 

resulting ratios were transformed to arcsin scores for analysis. 
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Coder Reliability 

For reliability purposes, the author trained another graduate 

student in the measurement methodology of the five dependent variables. 

An excerpt of 20 responses from the defendant's testimony was used for 

reliability measures. The 20 responses contained a cross-section that 

represented short, medium, and long statements. Pearson product moment 

correlation was performed on the sets of scores to obtain reliability 

results. 

Data Analysis 

Prior to the analysis of the five dependent variables, each 

response of the defendant was categorized as either a cautious or less 

cautious statement. For duration of utterance, response, time latency, 

speech rate, modification, and allness terms, means and standard devia

tions were computed by using responses which fell ± 1 s.d. from the 

mean. Those responses were selected which constitute the extreme 32% 

of the distribution of scores (Kerlinger, 1973). For those responses 

which were unique, examination of the transcript determined which con

dition (cautious-less cautious) was present. A goodness of fit test 

2 
(X ) was used to determine if a significant (£ = .05) number of unique 

responses were classified as cautionary. 

Two data sets were subjected to analysis to include: A) total 

testimony stated by the defendant in response to questions from the 

prosecuting and defense attorneys; B) partial testimony of the defend

ant, or all utterances of greater than 1.09 seconds in duration (upper 

one-half of distribution representing 3rd and 4th quartiles). 
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The reason the utterances less than 1.09 seconds in duration 

were eliminated is because many questions by the defense and prosecu

ting attorneys are designed to elicit many short responses from the 

defendant. The use of the closed question does not provide much evi

dence of encoding behavior for it simply requires simple short one or 

two word responses such as, "Yes, sir" and "No, sir." The open question 

allows more verbalization and encoding behavior. Consequently, more 

psychological insight into the individual was available. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

This chapter reports the results of analyses investigating the 

general research question: Will an individual's unique speech and 

language behaviors distinguish between cautious and less cautious 

conditions? 

This chapter proceeds by examining reliability, differences in 

response to attorneys, and examination of the dependent variables. 

Coding Results 

With manual coding methods, reliability estimates of human per

formance are necessary to validate the study. Inter-rater reliability 

using Pearson correlation analysis between scores resulted in the fol

lowing values: duration of utterance (£ = .99), response time latency 

(r = .99), speech rate (£ = .92), modification (_r = .92), allness terms 

(£ = .89). 

Differences in Response to Attorneys 

X-tests comparing testimony to the prosecution and defense attor

ney were computed across the distribution of all scores for each depend

ent variable. When significant t-values were obtained indicating that 

the defendant was responding differently to each attorney then the 

defendant's responses to each attorney were analyzed separately. 

Significant t-test values were observed for Response Time 

Latency for total testimony (t (629) = -7.37, £ < .05) and for partial 

14 



15 

testimony (t (317) = -4.27, £ < .05). For the modification variable 

using total testimony, the defendant used significantly more modifiers 

in response to the defense attorney (x = 0.644, s.d. = ± 0.26) than to 

the prosecuting attorney (x = 0.573, s.d. = ± 0.22; (t (79) = -3.16, 

£ < .05). Partial testimony found no such differences (t (67) = -1.13, 

£ > .05). Duration of utterance was not found to differ significantly 

in either total testimony (t (629) = 1.0758, £ > .05) or partial testi

mony (t (317) = 1.865, £ > .05). No significant differences were found 

for speech rate between the defense and prosecution for total testimony 

(t (629) = -1.0360, £ > .05) or for partial testimony (t (317) = -1.576, 

£ < .05). Significant t-values for allness terms were not observed for 

total testimony (t (62) = 0.1959, £ > .05) or for partial testimony 

(t (50) = 0.5365, £ > .05). 

Dependent Variables 

Means and standard deviations were computed for each data set 

(total testimony—partial testimony) for the variables duration of 

utterance, response time latency, speech rate, modification, and all

ness terms. Response scores ± 1 standard deviation from the mean from 

total testimony and partial testimony were subject to chi-square tests 

which compared the frequencies of unique speech and language behaviors 

in cautious to less cautious conditions. For some variables low cell 

frequencies did not permit chi-square analysis. In such cases, fre

quency counts were reported. 

Duration of Utterance 

Will the defendant's unique duration of utterance distinguish 

between cautious and less cautious conditions? T-values were not found 
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to be significant so duration of utterance analyses were computed 

across the entire distribution. The mean for total testimony was 2.95 

seconds, s.d. = ± 5.04. Chi-square analysis did not produce signifi-

2 
cant results for total testimony (x = 0.3409, £ > .05). The defendant 

exhibited 30 unique responses (See Table 1) under the cautious condi

tions (30 >_ 1 s.d.; 0 ^ 1 s.d.) and 25 unique responses under the less 

cautious condition (25 >̂  1 s.d.; 0 <_ 1 s.d.) (See Table 1). 

For partial testimony, the entire distribution yielded a mean 

of 5.41 seconds, s.d. = ± 0.183. Chi-square analysis did not yield sig-

2 
nifleant results for partial testimony (x = 1.689, £ > .05). The 

defendant exhibited 18 unique responses (See Table 1) under the cautious 

condition (18 >_ 1 s.d.; 0 <_ 1 s.d.) and 11 unique responses under the 

less cautious condition (11 >^s.d.; 0_<s.d.) (See Table 1). 

Response Time Latency 

Will the defendant's unique RTLs distinguish between cautious 

and less cautious conditions? Response time latency resulted in signif

icant t-values between attorneys so analyses were performed separately 

for each attorney. For total testimony means and standard deviations 

for the prosecuting attorney were 2.93 seconds, s.d. = ± 2.29, and for 

the defense attorney 1.73 seconds, s.d. = ± 1.505. 

Significant chi-square values were found for both the defense 

2 
and prosecuting attorneys with total testimony (x, ̂  = 22.8, £ < .05; 

Y = 17.82, p < .05). With total testimony, the defendant in response 
^pro 

to the defense attorney, exhibited 5 unique RTLs under the cautious con

dition ( 5 ^ 1 s.d.; 0 £ 1 s.d.) and 30 unique RTLs under the less cau

tious condition (24 >_ls.d.; 6j<ls.d.) (See Table 2). The defendant 
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TABLE 1 

FREQUENCY OF UNIQUE RESPONSES FOR DURATION OF UTTERANCE: 

Total Testimony/Partial Testimony 

Courtroom Conditions 

Cautious Less Cautious 

Defense 
Attorney 

Prosecuting 
Attorney 

Totals 

"/u 

\ 

" / l l 

\ 

30 
18 

25 
11 

Totals 

43 
25 

12 

55 
29 
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TABLE 2 

FREQUENCY OF UNIQUE RESPONSES FOR RESPONSE TIME LATENCY: 

Total Testimony/Partial Testimony 

Courtroom Conditions 

Cautious Less Cautious 

Defense 
Attorney 

Prosecuting 
Attorney 

% 

\ 2 

30 
'lO 

'26 

Totals 

35 
15 

34 
38 

Totals 12 
17 

57 
36 

69 
53 
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TABLE 2 

FREQUENCY OF UNIQUE RESPONSES FOR RESPONSE TIME LATENCY; 

Total Testimony/Partial Testimony 

Courtroom Conditions 

Cautious Less Cautious 

Defense 
Attorney 

Prosecuting 
Attorney 

/̂s 

^/12 

30 
'lO 

'26 

Totals 

35 
15 

34 
38 

Totals 12 
17 

57 
36 

69 
53 
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TABLE 3 

FREQUENCY OF UNIQUE RESPONSES FOR SPEECH RATE: 

Total Testimony/Partial Testimony 

Courtroom Conditions 

Cautious Less Cautious 

Defense 
Attorney 

Prosecuting 
Attorney 

Totals 

25 
13 

13 
14 

38 
27 

102 
52 

26 
20 

128 
72 

Totals 

127 
65 

39 
34 

166 
99 
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With partial testimony, the mean and standard deviation yielded 

4.464 seconds, s.d. = 1.503. A significant chi-square value was found 

2 
with partial testimony (x = 59.72, £ < .05). The defendant exhibited 

27 unique speech rates under the cautious condition (7 >̂  1 s.d.; 20 _< 

1 s.d.) and 72 unique speech rates under the less cautious condition 

(43 >̂  1 s.d.; 29 £ 1 s.d.) (See Table 3). 

Modification 

Will the defendant's unique use of modification distinguish 

between cautious and less cautious conditions? With total testimony 

significant t-values were observed. Therefore, analyses were conducted 

separately between attorneys. The mean and standard deviation for the 

defense attorney yielded values of .5733, s.d. = ± 0.2497. The mean 

and standard deviation for the prosecuting attorney yielded values of 

.8344, s.d. = .4199. 

Chi-square analysis was not computed on total testimony due to 

the absence of responses to the prosecuting attorney under the cautious 

condition. The defendant in response to the prosecuting attorney exhib

ited 4 unique uses of modification (See Table 4) under the less cautious 

condition ( 4 ^ 1 s.d.; 0 _< 1 s.d.). The defendant in response to the 

defense attorney exhibited 5 unique uses of modification under the cau

tious condition (5 >_ 1 s.d.; 0 _< 1 s.d.) and 8 unique uses of modifica

tion under the less cautious condition (8 >̂  1 s.d.; 0 £ 1 s.d.) (See 

Table 4). 

With partial testimony, the mean and standard deviation over 

the entire distribution were .5540, s.d. = ± .1914. Chi-square analy

sis was not computed due to the absence of responses to the prosecuting 

attorney under the cautious condition (See Table 4). The defendant in 
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TABLE 4 

FREQUENCY OF UNIQUE RESPONSES FOR MODIFICATION: 

Total Testimony/Partial Testimony 

Courtroom Conditions 

Cautious Less Cautious 

Defense 
Attorney 

Prosecuting 
Attorney 

Totals 

0 
0 

8 
8 

12 
10 

Totals 

13 
10 

17 
II 
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response to the prosecuting attorney exhibited 2 unique uses of modif

ication under the less cautious condition (2 >̂  1 s.d.; 0 ^ 1 s.d.) and 

8 unique uses of modification under the less cautious condition (8 >_ 

1 s.d.; 0 <_ 1 s.d.) (See Table 4). With these limitations considered, 

the pattern of more unique responses made under the less cautious con

dition were again evident. 

Allness Tersm 

Will the defendant's unique use of allness terms differ signif

icantly between cautious and less cautious conditions? Significant 

t-values were not found for allness terms so analyses were computed 

over the entire distribution. The mean and standard deviation over the 

entire distribution were .7643, s.d. = ± 0.4319. 

Chi-square analysis with total testimony was not computed due 

to lack of responses to the prosecuting attorney in the cautious and 

less cautious conditions (See Table 5). The defendant in response to 

the defense attorney exhibited 2 unique uses of allness terms under the 

cautious condition (2 >_ 1 s.d.; 0 £ 1 s.d.) and 8 unique uses of allness 

terms under the less cautious condition (8 >̂  1 s.d.; 0 <̂  1 s.d.) (See 

Table 5). 

With partial testimony, the mean and standard deviation over 

the distribution were .6386 (s.d. = ± .2525). Chi-square analysis was 

not performed due to lack of occurrences in 3 of the 4 conditions (See 

Table 5). The defendant exhibited 7 unique uses of allness terms under 

the less cautious condition (7>^ls.d.; 0 ^ 1 s.d.) (See Table 5). No 

other occurrences were observed for the remaining conditions. Again 
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TABLE 5 

FREQUENCY OF UNIQUE RESPONSES FOR ALLNESS TERMS 

Total Testimony/Partial Testimony 

Courtroom Conditions 

Cautious Less Cautious 

Defense 
Attorney 

Prosecuting 
Attorney 

Totals 8 

' ' o 

\ 

\ 

\ 

Totals 

10 

0 
0 

10 

0 
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with these limitations considered, the pattern of more unique responses 

made under the less cautious condition emerges. 

Summary 

At the onset of this study, a general research question was 

posed concerning an individual's unique speech and language behaviors 

under cautious and less cautious conditions. Five dependent variables 

were examined to determine these unique behaviors. They were duration 

of utterance, response time latency, speech rate, modification, and 

allness terms. 

Response time latency and speech rate resulted in significant 

chi-square values for total testimony and partial testimony. The fre

quencies observed with each variable found a significantly greater 

amount of the defendant's unique responses in the less cautionary con

dition. Modification and allness terms did not yield significant chi-

square values due to insufficient occurrences. However, the pattern 

established with RTLs and rate remained constant. The defendant made 

more unique responses under the less cautious condition than under the 

cautious condition. Duration of utterance did not yield significant 

chi-square values. Reasoning for this finding will be discussed in the 

next chapter. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Introduction 

This study was an attempt to answer the general research ques

tion: Will an individual's unique speech and language behaviors differ 

significantly between cautious and less cautious conditions? The con

text in which the observations took place was the courtroom trial which 

allows the full range of human emotions to exist. Guilt or innocence, 

freedom or life imprisonment are the situational components which would 

influence the individual's performance. 

The first theoretical position, habitual response adaptation, 

sees humans as responding in typical or normative ways in cautious situa

tions. The second theoretical position, unique response adaptation, 

views responses to cautious situations as non-normative. 

Discussion of the Variables 

Significant findings were observed for response time latency 

and speech rate. Patterns consistent with these results held true for 

modification and allness terms. 

Response Time Latency 

Significantly more unique RTLs occurred when the defendant spoke 

under less cautious conditions rather than cautious conditions. Signif

icantly fewer RTLs under cautious conditions would indicate that the 

speaker was making habitual response adaptations. 

26 
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With the total testimony in response to the prosecuting attor

ney, the defendant exhibited more longer and unique RTLs in the less 

cautious condition. Although few, all of the short unique RTLs were 

also in the less cautious condition. In response to the defense attor

ney, the defendant exhibited more longer and unique RTLs in the less 

cautious condition. Again although few, all of the short unique RTLs 

were in the less cautious condition. One may say the cautious condition 

is not characterized by either short of long RTLs. 

With partial testimony, the defendant in response to the prose

cuting attorney exhibited more longer and unique RTLs in the less cau

tious condition. In response to the defense attorney, the defendant 

exhibited more longer and unique RTLs in the less cautious condition. 

To the defense attorney, the few short unique RTLs were in the less 

cautious condition. To the prosecuting attorney, some occurrences of 

unique short RTLs were evident in both the cautious and less cautious 

condition. However, with both total and partial testimony, the less 

cautious condition had a significantly greater number of longer unique 

RTLs. The cautious condition was not characterized by either long or 

short RTLs. 

Speech Rate 

Evidence indicates that significantly more unique speech rates 

occurred when the defendant spoke under less cautious conditions than 

under cautious conditions. One may argue that the defendant's speech 

rate reflects a higher frequency of unique responses under the less 

cautious condition. 
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With total testimony, more faster and unique speech rates 

occurred under the less cautious condition. With partial testimony 

more faster and unique speech rates occur under the less cautious 

condition. Slow unique speech rates were evident for both total and 

partial testimony. However, with both data sets the less cautious 

condition had significantly greater number of faster unique speech 

rates. 

Modification 

Modification represented the araoung of qualifiers in the defen

dant's language behavior. Despite no significant findings for this 

variable, the pattern supporting habitual response adapatation remains 

constant. Frequency counts reported in the results indicate that a 

difference exists in the amount of qualifiers used by the defendant 

under the less cautious conditions than under the cautious. 

With total testimony, the defendant, in response to the prose

cuting attorney, exhibited more unique high frequency uses of modifiers 

in the less cautious condition. In response to the defense attorney, 

the defendant exhibited more unique high frequency use of modifiers in 

the less cautious condition. Unique low frequency use of modifiers 

were not evidenced for either the prosecuting or defense attorney. 

With partial testimony, the defendant, in response to the prose

cuting attorney, exhibited more unique high frequency use of modifiers 

in the cautious condition. In response to the defense attorney, the 

defendant exhibited more unique high frequency use of modifiers in the 

less cautious condition. With total and partial testimony no unique 

low frequency use of modifiers was evident. The pattern indicates 
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that the less cautious condition had a greater number of unique high 

frequency use of modifiers. With such few occurrences, the cautious 

condition could not be characterized at this point as having either 

high or low frequency of unique occurrences of modifiers. 

Allness Terms 

Though occurrences failed to be observed under some conditions, 

the greater quantity of occurrences were reflected in the less cautious 

condition. One may tentatively say that allness terms or polarized 

assertions are a linguistic consequence of a less cautious situation. 

With total testimony, the defendant exhibited more unique high 

frequency use of allness terms in the less cautious condition. The 

cautious condition exhibited a couple of unique high frequency use of 

allness terms. No unique low frequency occurrences of allness terms 

were observed for either condition. With partial testimony, the defen

dant exhibited more unique high frequency use of allness terms in the 

less cautious condition. No occurrences of unique low frequency uses 

of allness terms were observed. With both data sets, the less cautious 

condition had a greater number of unique high frequency use of allness 

terms. With such few occurrences evidenced, the cautious condition 

would not be characterized by either high or low frequency of unique 

occurrences of allness terms. 

Duration of Utterance 

Duration of utterance is the measurement of the length of time 

one speaks in a single unit of exchange. Analyses of duration of utter

ance did not indicate differences between cautious and less cautious 

conditions. A possible explanation for these unclear findings may be 
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the nature of the setting in which these responses were elicited. 

The courtroom setting may be viewed as an interviewing situation. An 

attorney in the role of interviewer asks questions in which the witness 

responds within the role of interviewee. In the interview situation, 

it is the interviewer who maintains control of the interaction. By the 

use of an open or closed question format, the interviewer can control 

the interviewee's responses. Fewer questions are needed to elicit the 

same amount of information in the open question format than the closed 

question format. The open format elicits a narrative form of answer

ing; the closed format requires short, one or two word responses. 

It is evident in the testimony that the defense and prosecuting 

attorney employed different questioning strategies. In many instances, 

the defense attorney allows the defendant to speak freely of circum

stances in an attempt to lessen the severity of the crime. The prose

cuting attorney allowed little freedom of response from the defendant. 

These variations found in courtroom speech and language behaviors may 

be patterned by power and control of elements (Giles and St. Clair, 

1979). These controlling elements would have a profound effect on the 

duration of utterance. 

Limitations in the Study 

A limitation inherent in this study was that only this sample 

of linguistic behavior was available for study. Comparisons between 

the defendant's language and speech behaviors in other contexts would 

have provided valuable information in interpreting the present results. 
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In an attempt to achieve generalization to the population, con

fidence intervals were plotted to ascertain where the defendant's 

behaviors fall in relation to norms found in the literature. Confidence 

intervals failed to fall within + 1 standard error of the means obtained 

from prior research studies. Standard error values for the variables 

were: duration of utterance (s = .3951; Simkins, 1967), response time 

latency (s = .1179; Matarazzo and Wiens, 1972), speech rate (s = .1728; m » ' » r m 

Apple, Streeter, and Kraus, 1979), allness terms (s = .1058; Jordan and 
m 

Powers, 1978; Jones, 1977). Specific studies using modification as 

operationally defined in this study were not found. 

Why the speaker's means did not fall within the confidence inter

vals of previous research may be due to the variety of situations present 

in the various studies. Laboratory settings provided the basis for these 

findings with none of these settings simulating a courtroom situation. 

Likewise none of these studies used a convicted murderer as a subject. 

Perhaps generalizing from the laboratory to the structured courtroom 

setting explains these unclear results. The examination of the convicted 

criminal's behavioral patterns may not be a true representation of typi

cal human behavior that can be generalized to the population. 

In the context of this case study, the courtroom setting may be 

considered a cautious environment. There may be some question if a ceil

ing effect is present in the operationalization of the independent varia

ble such that the less cautious condition could be seen as not different 

from the cautious condition. Obviously, the defendant would be cautious 

throughout the entire event. However, the results of this particular 

case study indicate there is a distinction between the two conditions. 
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Suggestions for Future Research 

It must be stated that ever present factors in the study of 

courtroom behavior are structure and control. Courtroom testimony 

incorporates premeditated communicative strategies. These learned 

strategies are a result of rehearsal by the defendant on cautious 

issues in the trial. The client's rehearsal would influence his 

response adaptations in this cautious environment. Future research is 

necessary to unravel the confounding factors in the present study. 

One possibility would be longitudinal studies examining one individual's 

communicative behavior in various life situations. Another possibility 

is to examine an individual's courtroom dialog with the individual's 

spontaneous dialog to observe the adaptation responses in each context. 

Both of these suggestions would provide a more accurate linguistic 

history of that individual. 

Final Summary 

This study found that two of three speech variables in the less 

cautious condition elicited the unique response. In both of the lan

guage variables examined the less cautious condition elicited the higher 

frequency of unique responses. For the remaining variable there was no 

difference between conditions. Consequently as an answer to the 

research question posed at the introduction of this study, a cautious 

environment is not characterized by unique response adaptations. 

It is possible that in the ebb and flow of behavior that some 

individuals will respond to caution in typical ways and some in more 

unique ways. This study demonstrated adapatation by typical response 

behaviors. 
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NOTE 

Language intensity draws strong parallels to modification and 

allness terms. Bowers' (1963, p. 345) defines intensity as "the quality 

of language which indicates the degree to which the speaker's attitude 

toward a concept deviates from neutrality." Language intensity would 

vary in normal communication as a function of the communicator's emo

tional state such that variations would affect communication (Bradac, 

Bowers, and Courtright, 1979). Operationalizations of the conceptual 

definition have varied and create problems in generalizations about 

language intensity (Bradac, Bowers, and Courtright, 1979). For this 

reason language intensity was not selected as a variable in this study. 
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