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Forensic phoneticians have found speech tempo to be an important parameter for forensic speaker comparisons, with
93% of experts analyzing speech tempo (Gold and French 2011). It is also reported that 20% of all experts identified
speech tempo as one of the most useful parameters for discriminating speakers, ranking it as the third most helpful
parameter (alongside F0) out of all possible parameters used in a forensic speaker comparison. With regards to forensic
phonetics, speech tempo is typically quantified as either speaking rate (SR) or articulation rate (AR). The majority of
forensic phoenticians prefer AR over SR (Gold and French 2011), because AR has been found to have lower intraspeaker variability than SR (Künzel 1997).
This study presents the analysis of AR and standard deviation (SD) for 100 Southern Standard British English male
speakers. The results examine both the inter- and intra-speaker variability of AR in spontaneous speech, as well as
assess the evidential value of AR as a parameter in forensic speaker comparisons.
AR data were collected from 26-32 local AR tokens per speaker, with 2993 local AR measurements taken in total.
Results showed that there was a higher degree of intra-speaker variation than inter-speaker variation, and roughly 68%
of the population falls within a 1.3 syllables/second range.
To assess the evidential value of articulation rate, likelihood ratios (LRs) were computed using a MatLab
implementation of Aitken and Lucy’s (2004) Multivariate Kernel-Density formula (Morrison 2007). It was found that
AR performs much better with same speaker (SS) comparisons than different speaker (DS) comparisons. For DS
comparisons, the system is performing slightly worse than chance (46% compared to 90% correct in SS comparisons).
Additionally, severity of error was assessed using log-LR cost (Cllr). The Cllr for AR is .8981 which is close to 1, but
still under; classifying it as a ‘poor’ performance (van Leeuwen and Brümmer 2007).
Following this study it appears that AR may not be the discriminant shibboleth all experts hope for. However, it is
important that AR is still considered in forensic speaker comparisons in conjunction with other speech parameters. As
Rose (2006) points out, “not all speakers differ from each other in the same”. Therefore, there will be individuals where
AR is a highly discriminant parameter for them, as is evident for those individuals in the 100 DyVis speakers who fell
in the outer ranges of the population distribution.
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