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IMPLICATIONS OF LABORATORY RESEARCH 
FOR THE DETECTION OF DECEPTION 

By 
Martin T. Orne, M.D., Ph.D. 

Director, Unit for Experimental Psychiatry, 
Institute of the Pennsylvania Hospital 

and 

Introduction 

Professor of Psychiatry, 
University of Pennsylvania 

A considerable degree of misunderstanding has existed 
between the psychophysiologist interested in the mechanisms 
involved in the detection of deception and the practitioner 
who must daily make difficult decisions in the field of lie 
detection. The differences in training and orientation be­
tween the two would, in themselves, be a sufficient cause 
for miscommunication; however, even more serious is the ten­
dency of each to view the work of the other with skepticism-­
or even distrust. As many others have pointed out, the 
application of psychophysiology to the detection of deception 
has been developed mainly by individuals whose basic skills 
were those of interrogation, and while the technique is often 
referred to as a scientific aid in investigative work, it 
usually has been taught either by apprenticeship with an 
established expert or through attendance at relatively brief 
seminars and courses. Despite the increasing concern with 
upgrading training standards and a growing awareness of the 
need for basic psychophysiological research in the applica­
tion of the polygraph to the detection of deception, the 
effectiveness of the technique still depends to an overwhelming 
degree on the skill and experience of the individual poly­
graph examiner carrying out the procedure--a point of view 
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certainly shared by the aembers of this organization. Con­
sidering this state of affairs. it is particularly gratifying 
for me to again be asked to address this organization. I 
hope that some of my oomment. may help clarify and explain 
the differenees in points of view between psychophysiologists 
and the practitioners of lie detection and make it somewhat 
easier for both to learn from each other. 

When polygraphers explain the technique there is a 
tendency to e.phasize the physiological nature of the re­
ccrdings and point tc the objective oharts as evidenoe that 
the prooedure i8 based on soientifio prinoiples. Research 
scientists, on the other hand, have tended to dis-i8s these 
olaiaa. partly on the basis of trivial but teohnioally oorreot 
objeotions to the soaewhat primitive teohniques of phy.io­
losical recordin~s used. A aore tellln~ criticism, however, 
is the pauoity of soientifio evidence conoerning the validity 
and reliability of the teohnique. The researoher e.phasizes 
that merely reoording phyaielogioal data, even with the best 
of instruaents, does not aake lie detection nscientifio." 
He tends to dsaand olear, unequivocal evidence about how often 
and under what oirowastanoeasuoh data perait the aoourate 
detection of deception. Por reasons to be discussed later, 
such evidenoe haa si.ply not been available. 

In fairness, though, it should be pOinted out that few 
reaearehers with the necessary sciefttlfio and psychophysio­
logioal sophistioation have .ade serious efforts to evaluate 
the use of lie deteotion teohniques in the field and, with 
a tew notable exoeptions, statements by scientists have tended 
to be based on Tery limited experience with the technique .s 
well as strong prejudioe against it. In the .aae vein, field 
polygraphers have tended to ignore and depreoate laboratory 
studies on the detection of deceptioa. They oorreotly re­
oognize that i.portant differenoes exi.t between the suspeot 
being interrogated about a crime and the volunteer laborato~ 
subjeot taking part in a studJ~' oonoluding--all too often, 
1nsppropriately--that little or nothing of i.portanoe oan be 
learned tro. suoh researoh. 

Lie Detection--A Misnomer 

It is, of course, reoognized by field polygraphers and 
psychophysiologists alike that the physiologioal ohanges often 
observed to be assooiated with lying are no different in kind 
than those seen whenever an indiTidual is exposed to a nOTel 
situation or suddenly experienoes emotions suoh as fear, an~er, 
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elation, excitement, anguish, and so forth--in other words, 
any form of emotional arousal. Not only are the physio­
logical changes as such unrelated to lying, but it is not 
even the act of lying per ~ which brings them about. This 
observation can readily be documented in laboratory exper­
iments. 

In one study (Gustafson & orne, 1963) using a simple 
card test, subjects were asked to select a numbered card 
from among several and then to reply NO each time they were 
asked by tape recording whether they had selected a card 
with number 12, number 17, 14, 18, and so forth. The rate 
of detection under these circumstances, defined as an in­
creased electrodermal response to a selected card, was 
hardly greater than chance. However, when the identical 
procedure was carried out with another group of subjects 
who had first listened to a short tape recording informing 
them that only intelligent and mature individuals had the 
kind of emotional control necessary to fool the lie de­
tector--imp1ying that this procedure served as a test of 
their emotional stabi1ity--they showed rates of detection 
far greater than chance. This and related evidence have 
led us to conclude that it is not lying but rather motivated 
deceptive intent which leads to recognizable augmented 
physiological responses. 

A study by Kuge1mass, Lieb1ich, and Bergman (1967) 
further documents this pOint, again using a card test with 
SUbjects motivated to deceive but now requiring them to 
answer YES each time a tape recording asked whether they 
had taken a particular card. Thus, if a subject had selected 
the number 15 and was asked, "Did you take the number 171" 
he would be required to answer YES; if asked, "Did you take 
the number 121" he would be required to say YES, and so on, 
in each, instance lying. However, when the subject was asked, 
"Did you take the number 151"--which he had se1ected--he 
would be telling the truth. Under these Circumstances, 
SUbjects motivated to deceive could readily be identified 
at far greater than chance levels by their augmented physio­
logical response while truthfully answering that they had 
selected their particular card. It is clearly not lying 
which produces an increased physiological response in this 
situation since the subject is required to 1!! every time 
excep~when responding to his card but the physiological 
response produced is less than that observed when he is 
telling the truth about his selected card. (Reid and Inbau 
[1966] suggest an analogous procedure for field use.) This 
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demonstrates that both in the laboratory and in the field 
it is the deceptive intent rather than the act of lying 
which yields an augmented physiological response. 

The term "lie detector" tends to be misleading in 
yet another sense. Since there is no unique physiological 
pattern associated with lying and individuals differ widely 
in their physiological responsivity, no one can identify a 
given response as a lie or even as indicating deception 
without comparing it to the same individual's physiological 
response to other stimuli. In other words, the technique 
of lie detection depends upon developing adequate control 
questions with which to compare those questions where one 
seeks to evaluate deceptive intent. As every field examiner 
knows, the adequacy of a "polygraph test" depends upon the 
appropriate form of questions. Though there are technical 
differences between various approaches, all procedures seek 
to determine how the individual responds physiologically to 
both trivial and arousing questions when it is known whether 
he is truthful in order to permit inference to be drawn about 
his response to the items about which he is being examined. 
Ideally, the examiner develops control questions which, to 
an innocent suspect, would be at least as emotionally 
arousing as the critical questions, whereas to a guilty 
individual the critical questions should be far more arousing 
than these control questions. Consequently, with a guilty 
individual the critical questions will elicit a greater 
physiological response than the control questions but this 
would not occur with an innocent individual. The real skill 
in the use of the polygraph to detect deception lies not so 
much in obtaining an adequate physiological record but rather 
in the examiner's ability to develop appropriate comparison 
questions which permit a valid interpretation of the suspect's 
physiological response to crucial questions. 

All lie detection tests are therefore preceded by a 
pretest interview which serves a number of important funccions. 
It makes possible the developing of appropriate control ques­
tions, permits the polygrapher to evaluate the suspect, 
obtain necessary background information and establish the kind 
of relationship which facilitates the test by trying to main­
tain a level of concern likely to yield a~ optimal physiological 
record. Inevitably, the pretest must also serve to convince 
the suspect of the effectiveness of the polygraph. 

While the importance of the pretest interview is recognized 
among field examiners, its crucial significance is hardly ever 
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stressed in a court of law. Indeed, while examiners keep 
both their charts and questions, few keep tape recordings 
of the pretest interview. Yet control questions are formu­
lated and their appropriateness evaluated during this 
interview which, by its very nature, plays a major role in 
determining how the suspect will respond physiologically 
during the actual test. Thus Reid and Inbau (1966) have 
often emphasized the danger of interrogation during the 
pretest interview and how such a procedure inappropriately 
carried out might inadvertently serve to sensitize an in­
nocent suspect to relevant questions. 

The Relationship Between the Laboratory Experiment and the 
Field Situation 

Once it is recognized that the experimental subject's 
motivation to deceive plays a crucial role in his detect­
ibi1ity, it becomes self-evident that no laboratory situation 
is likely to produce as intense a desire to deceive the 
interrogator as is characteristic of the lie detection 
situation in the field. Since the consequences of detection 
in the laboratory can hardly approach those involved in 
actual interrogation, there is some justification in the 
practitioner's claim that the likelihood of detection in 
an experiment will tend to be greatly diminished when com­
pared with most lawful situations. Why then do laboratory 
research at all? Would it not be best, as has been advocated 
by some, to answer all questions that need to be answered by 
lie detection in real life situations, using data from field 
interrogations? After all, these are the situations about 
which we wish to make inference. While such an approach 
would be desirable, unfortunately many pertinent questions 
cannot be answered economically with data obtained during 
actual interrogation, and some of the most important issues 
(to be discussed below) can hardly be dealt with at all. 

Basic Questions Which Require Clarification 

The first question which is typically asked about the 
detection of deception concerns its validity. How effective 
is the procedure in detecting lying? How frequently does 
the examiner conclude that a suspect is telling the truth 
when he is actually guilty (false negative), and how frequently 
doea an examiner erroneously conclude that an innocent in­
dividual is in fact guilty (false positive)? This "Simple" 
question turns out to be extremely difficult to resolve. 
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In order to olarlfy It. lt would be essentlal to have 
absolutely reliable information about the truthfulness of 
a suspect during a 11e detector test, and then it would be 
neoessary to deteralne whether an expert polygrapher is 
capable of reoognizing deoeption based exolusively upon his 
pretest interview with the suspect and a subsequent poly­
graph test. However, neither ground truth nor truly 1nde­
pendent polygraph evaluations are available. 

There are a number ot ways 1n whioh these issues have 
been addressed. The most typical estimate of validity 1s 
based upon a retrospective study of polygraph examinations. 
The inoidenoe of examiners' reporting deception, no deception, 
and lnooncluslves 1s recorded, and. these oonclusions are then 
examined to see in which instances evidenoe to the contrary 
has been developed. Thus, if an examiner has oarried out 
1000 tests and ln only two lnstanoes dld he later learn that 
his deCision was challenged by information subsequently 
developed, he might conolude that the prooedure 1s better 
than 99% accurate. Such an approach assumes that the deolslon 
of the examiner is correct unless proven to be wrong subse­
quently. an assumptlon whlch ls hardly justlfled slnce. ln 
many instances, subsequent data never come to the attention 
of the examiner and, for that matter, the truth may never 
emerge. 

A somewhat more sophisticated procedure would involve 
comparlng the judgment of the polygraph examlner wlth the 
ultimate disposition regarding a given set of cases. Thus, 
one would determine how frequently a suspect who is called 
gul1ty by the examlner ls subsequently oonvlcted of the 
crime concerning whioh he was tested; conversely, what the 
likelihood would be of a suspeot who is oonsidered innocent 
by the polygraph examlner actually belng released. Whl1e 
such an approaoh appears objective, it too oannot yield a 
fully satlsfactory answer about the effeotlveness of the 
polygraph ln ascertalnlng truth. 

In police settings, for exaaple, the polygraph is 
widely used as a means of establishing presumptive innocence. 
Usually, when a suspeot successfully passes the polygraph 
tests this means he is eliminated from serious consideration. 
Grantlng that the polygraph has reasonable valldlty. suoh a 
pro~edure makes excellent sense in husbandin« the invest1ga­
tive resources of our law enforoement agenoies. On the 
other hand. from the polnt of vlew of establlshlng the valldlty 
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of the instrument. it is catastrophic. If a suspect 
actually is guilty but manages to successfully pass the 
polygraph examination, the likelihood that his guilt will 
subsequently be correctly identified is greatly diminished 
since the effort to turn up additional evidence is largely 
abandoned. 

The situation is only slightly better in instances 
where the examiner finds evidence of deception. True. 
there are olear instances where individuals confess fol­
lowing such an examination and the confession is oorrob­
orated by other information developed subsequently. None­
theless. there is slways a marked effect ot a suspeot's 
failing to pass a polygraph examination on the course of 
the subsequent investigation even if an individual is. in 
faot, innooent. Being judged deoeptive on a polygraph test 
might even increase the likelihood of his being found guilty, 
since law enforoement officials might well tend to dig 
harder for information corroborating the suspeotls guilt 
insofar as their own convictions about his guilt had beoome 
strengthened by the outoome of the test. To the extent 
that suoh increased zeal could have an effeot on the ulti­
mate disposition of the oase, regardless of the aotual 
guilt or innooence of the individual, it would tend to dis­
tort the conclusions one might reach about the polygraph. 

The only way ultimate disposition could meaningfully 
be used as a criterion by which to evaluate the validity 
of the polygraph examination would be to prevent the in­
vestigating officers from obtaining any information about 
the outcome of the polygraph examination. While of interest 
theoretically, such a procedure simply could not be insti­
tuted in aotual 'practice. 

One final point needs to be considered. Not only does 
the finding of the polygraph examination tend to affect the 
subsequent course of the investigation. but the amount of in­
formation avsl1able concerning the suspect's guilt at the time 
of the examination may also affect the results of the polygraph 
test. Since the polygraph 1s an investigative toolt the 
examiner is given whatever information is developed in the 
oourse of the examination prior to interrogating the suspect. 
Such a procedure is appropriate it one wishes to maximize 
the accuraoy ot the overall polygraph test procedure; how­
evert it is not appropriate it one hopes to evaluate the 
polygraph testIs unique oontribution to the detection of 
deception. The problem is somewhat analogous to the use of 
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x-ray findings in olinical medicine. The referring physician 
provides a brief, relevant history which is available to the 
roentgenologist when he is reading the films. Clinioal in­
formation of this kind helps tremendously in focusing his 
attention on the relevant aspects of the films and crystal­
lizing the likely diagnostic alternatives about which he is 
being asked to comment. From the point of view of obtaining 
the best available judgaent about an x-ray film, such a 
procedure is highly desirable; howeTer, it is less than 
appropriate if one seeks to determine whether it is possible 
to make a correct judgment based on the film itself. To 
answer such a question would require that crucial information 
be withheld froa the roentgenologist at the t1me the f1lm 1s 
being read. Similarly. if one hopes to determine the ef­
fectiveness of the polygraph as a means of detecting deception, 
it beooaes important to control the kind of oollateral in­
for.at10n ava11able to the exa.1ner. It is d1ff1oult to 
av01d hav1ng one's judgaent 1nfluenoed by re11able 1nformat1on 
about a case, especially in situations where the data upon 
wh10h the judgaent 1s to be based is somewhat amb1guous. 
However, the problem 1s considerably more complex 1n the 
oase of the polygraph exam1nat1on than 1n the evaluat10n of 
x-ray diagnoses. Thus the x-ray technioian's beliefs about 
the likely d1agnos1s oan have l1ttle, 1f any, effeot on the 
nature of the aotual x-ray f1~ that 1s obta1ned; on the 
other hand, the polygraph test 1s not a out-and-dr1ed pro­
cedure and it i8 hard to believe that even a well-trained and 
experienced polygraph exaainer's private biases about a 
suspect's potential guilt or innocenoe might not exert Bome 
significant influence on the manner in which he conducts his 
pretest 1nterv1ew and the exam1nat10n 1tself. It aust be 
emphasized that in a polygraph eraaination the suspeot's 
physiological responses to questions depend in good part upon 
the nature ot the pretest interview, his beliefs about how 
the interrogator views him, and on how the questions them­
selves are asked. Further, the interpretation ot his responses 
to relevant questions depends ~pon the nature and qualit7 of 
the eontrol questions. Consequently, a polygraph er .. iner'a 
biases not only could affect the manner in whioh he reads 
h1s chart. but a1ght also cause the suspect to respond d1f­
ferentially. resulting 1n oharta whioh are, 1n faot, objeo­
t1vely d1fferent. Therefore, 8DT atteapt to dete~1ne the 
val1d1ty of the polygraph aa a aeana of ascerta1n1ng truth 
1n ~ield situations would require the exaainer to be i~orant 
of any information bearing on the su.peot's guilt or 1DBooence 
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that had already been developed.* Since such a limitation 
would tend to interfere with the most effective use of the 
technique, it too is unlikely to be imposed for the sake of 
validating data in actual field situations. 

What I have tried to make clear here 1s that in a real­
life context the outcome ot the polygraph examination is 
likely to be influenced by evidence developed by others con­
cerning a suspect's guilt or innocence and, similarly, the 
outcome is also likely to be influenced by the polygraph 
examiner's own prior suspicions about the suspect's guilt 
or innocence. For the purpose of estab11shing scientific 
validity, however, it is absolutely essential that the 
results of the polygraph examination be totally independent 
of the results of other aspects of the investigation, a 
oondition that in practice cannot be met objectively in a 
real-life situation. 

In response to this, h1ghly experienced polygraph 
examiners have invariably been able to point to oases where 
at the beginning of the examination they were convinced of 
• suspect's guilt but found as the session progressed that 
the charts corroborated the suspect's asserted innocence. 
Their findings, distinctly at varianoe with their own 
strongly held convictions as well as those of their col­
leagues, were subsequently borne out as more evidence was 
developed and someone else was shown to be responsible for 
the crime in question. Similarly, they will point to cases 
where an individual apparently above suspicion, who was 
tested only to satisfy the requireaent that everyone be 
examined, proved to be deceptive and ultimately guilty. Cer­
tainly such experiences are compelling evidence of the 
integrity of the examiners as well as of the polygraph's 
effectiveness in those particular instances. 

It 1s -7 personal oonviction that in proper hands, 
appropriately used, the pol7graph exam1nation can be a very 
powerful technique to ascertain truthfulness. Unfortunately, 
in real-11fe situations it i. not possible to translate this 
belief into a .eaningful, quantitatiTe esti.ate of validity. 

*It" should be emphasized that ai.ilar and elose17 related 
problems exist in the interpretation of a great many apparently 
objectiTe procedures such as psychological tests and, of course, 
psychiatric examinations. 
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Of necessity, society demands more of us than our impression 
that the polygraph can be a useful procedure and, for the 
reasons outlined above, the problem of establishing inde­
pendent criteria of truth and the outcome of the polygraph 
examination is incredibly difficult. This does not mean that 
one should cease trying to evaluate experience in the field. 

Two Studies Bearing on the Validity of the Polygraph 

Bersh (1969) developed an estimate of an individual's 
actual guilt or innocence by having three trained members 
of the Judge Advocate's staff go over all available informa­
tion concerning an individual. This included information 
which would not be admissible in a court martial proceeding 
but had bearing upon the determination of an individual's 
actual guilt. The judgments made by these three individuals 
were then compared with the polygrapher's decision based 
on the polygraph examination which was carried out during 
the actual investigation. This retrospective study repre­
sents the kind of follow-up investigation that is possible 
though extremely difficult to'carry out. 

The findings are of considerable interest. Thus, when 
all three lawyers reviewing the case agreed about the guilt 
or innocence of an individual, their judgment agreed with 
the polygrapher's original judgment 92.4% of the time; when 
only two of the three lawyers agreed, the agreement dropped 
to 74.6%. The interpretation of these findings is somewhat 
difficult, however, and illustrates the problems outlined 
earlier. Thus, one could argue that in Situations where 
ground truth was reliably determined, a very high degree of 
consensus existed between the polygrapher's initial decision 
and truth, but when there was some question about ground 
truth, leading the reviewing lawyers to disagree, the rela­
tionship between the polygrapher's judgment and the estimate 
of truth was greatly diminished. Indeed, it is entirely 
pussible that in many instances the polygrapher was, in 
fact, correct. 

en the other hand, it can equally well be argued that 
in those instances where all three attorneys agreed it is 
likely that a great deal of evidence had already ~een 
developed at the time of the original polygraph test and 
that, the same evidence which influenced the attorneys' 
judgments also had a profound effect on how the polygrapher 
treated the suspect, how the suspect responded, and the 
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judgment the polygrapher subsequently reaohed. In other 
words. this study suffers from all of the problems of the 
non-independence of the polygraph examination fro. data 
about an lndlv.ldual·s guilt or innooenoe that had been 
collected prior to the test as well as the non-independence 
of the eourse of the investigation followlng the polygraph 
examination from the decision reached by the polygrapher 
at that tlme. 

In many way" the most lnterestlng study ls that by 
Horvath and Reld (1971) who used 40 reeords (20 eaeh gul1ty 
and lnnoeent) of moderate dlffieulty where truth was pre­
sumably known and the polygraph deelslons were verlfled by 
independent evidenoe. The polygraph reoords and questions 
were given to several experienoed examiners who were able 
to ldentlfy deeeptlve reoords wlth a h1gh degree of aoeuraey, 
ranglng from 85 to 97.5%, Slnee the exaalners' statements 
were based exclusively on the physiological responses to 
specific questions, many of the ob3eotions raised previously 
do not seem to apply_ Nonetheless, even here caution 1s nec­
essary 1n 1nterpreting the findings. The cases selected were 
orlglnally eorreotly 1dentlfled by the fleld examlners. One 
eould argue that th1s ldentifloat1on depended upon an appro­
prlate pretest whleh ln turn led to reeogn1zable physlo1ogleal 
reapon.es. Thus, the fact that other ex .. lners can correctly 
ldentlfy guilt or innoeence ln theae verlfled 1nstances of 
the original exaainers ' correet judsaents merely proves that 
1ndivlduals tralned wlthin the saae laboratory trad1tlon 
oan ldentlfy those aspects whleh they v1ew as lndioatlve 
ot deoeptlon ln physiologloal data w1th oonslderable re11-
abl1lty. A true va11d1ty study would have to ask about the 
effectiveness of identifying deception in situations where 
ground truth 18 lndependently estab11shed and where the total 
procedure, including the pretest examination, is evaluated. 
If one selects oases where the pretest procedure led to a 
oorrect ident1fication of gu1lt or innocence. ofte 1s in­
evltably staoklng the eards for the teohn1que and focuslng on 
rellabl1lty whloh 1. only one of the requlsltes of valid1ty. 

Desplte thelr 11mltations, both of these studles represent 
.ajor adTances and hopefully wl11 be followed by addltlonal 
efforts 1n this direction. Nonetheless, 'it seems clear that 
we need to be ver,y careful about validity statements based 
on f1eld data. Unfortunately, the typleal data whleh are 
o1ted are largely based on the unverified experiences of 
individual field examiners. ThUB there 1s a tendency for 
polygraph examiners to believe that their deoision was aocurate 
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unless subsequent information proves it to be wrong--in 
other words, when an individual is considered innocent and 
no subsequent proof of guilt emerges or when an individual 
is considered deceptive and he is not hired or dismissed 
from his job. However, it is by nO means improbable that 
such groups will include instances where an individual who 
is judged to be innocent is, in fact guilty but no proof of 
his guilt is ever developed; further, it could well include 
individuals who were considered deceptive and therefore ex­
cluded from a position they were applying for but who were, 
in fact, innocent. If such instances exist, it is unlikely 
that they would come to the attention of the polygraph 
examiner. 

Above and beyond these issues there are further dif­
ficulties in interpreting the statistical observations ob­
tained in the field. Consider the hypothetical example 
of an office in which 100 people are employed and a theft 
occurs. All employees claim to be innocent and they are 
tested on the polygraph. The guiltlessness of each of the 
100 individuals is corroborated by the test. Subsequently 
one individual is identified from among this group by some 
other means and it is established that he, and he alone, 
was responsible for the theft and that none of his coworkers 
had any knowledge or connection with it. Would the polygraph 
expert therefore be justified in claiming that this experi­
ence shows the polygraph was 99% accurate? 

An assertion such as this is, of course, ludicrous 
since from the point of view of an outside observer it 
represents a failure for the polygraph. When the situation 
is seen through the eyes of the polygrapher, however, he, 
in fact, has tested 100 individuals and in each instance 
was forced to reach a judgment of deception or no deception, 
and this judgment was actually correct for 99 of the 100 
individuals. The difference is that subjectively the poly­
grapher feels as though he must"~eigh the likelihood of 
guilt or innocence equally every time he examines a suspect; 
from his point of view the probability of guilt or innocence 
of each individual case is 50%. If the situation were really 
such that there were as many guilty as innocent individuals 
and he correctly identified 99 out of 100, the claim of 99% 
accuracy based on such data would be justified. The only 
reason why his view is incorrect is that the group contained 
only "one guilty individual and the polygraph expert presumably 
knew that the likelihood of innocence was far greater than 
the likelihood of guilt. 
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In other words, the probability of finding the guilty 
person was 1 in 100, and in order to demonstrate that the 
technique is effective it is necessary to show that it does 
better than chance. Obviously, this in not true in this 
instance. It seems clear that in order to avoid reach~ng 
conclusions which seem naive on the one hand, or unfairly 
penalizing the polygraph expert on the other, studies must 
be designed in a way to include a sufficient number of guilty 
individuals to permit intelligent assessments of the separate 
probability for false positives and false negatives. Thus, 
the correct observation based on this hypothetical example 
would have been that in 99 instances there were no false 
positives; however, in the only instance when a false nega­
tive could have occurred, it did occur. Consequently there 
were 0% false positives and 100% false negatives (though 
the latter figure is based on only one case.) 

The Importance of Conservative Criteria 

This problem is not unique to lie detection as it can 
be met in both psychiatry and medicine. Indeed, evaluating 
the effectiveness of a given treatment shares many of the 
difficulties we have discussed above. The physician's 
belief in the effectiveness of a given treatment will affect 
how he and the family treat the patient and what the patient 
himself does, which may in turn have a profound influence 
on the outcome. These ancillary effects, known collectively 
as the placebo component, are quite independent of the thera­
peutic effect itself. Invariably, as new treatments are 
developed, there is a tendency to report significant results, 
arising in part from the doctor's enthusiasm and in part from 
the natural tendency to assume that patients who do not re­
turn for treatment are improved. These problems were suf­
ficiently serious to force medicine to develop some very 
rigid rules in evaluating results. 

An example of such rules is the five-year cure rate 
used to evaluate various cancer treabDents. The concept 
of a five- and ten-year cure rate has subsequently became 
basic in all efforts to evaluate cancer treatment. For in­
stance, surgery for cancer of the breast is performed and if 
the woman is alive five years later she i~ considered as a 
five-year cure; even if she is dying of cancer she is still 
considered a five-year cure as long as she is alive at the 
end of five years. Similarly, if she is alive ten years 
later, it would be considered a ten-year cure. The crucial 
pOint here, however, revolves around the fact that if the .-
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operation is suocessful, and she is alive and well with no 
evidenoe of cancer at the end of four years, but is hit by 
a car while crossing the street and dies and therefore is 
then not alive at the end of five years, she must still be 
listed as a failure of surgery. This is done simply because 
she 1s not alive, regardless of cause. You might say this 
is obvious nonsense because the woman who was hit by the 
oar and had no evidence of caneer was, in fact, more suc­
cessfully treated than the woman who was dying of cancer but 
still alive at five years--and you would be correct. 

The inherent difficulty here, of course, 1s that it is 
not possible to determine whether the woman who died as a 
result of the auto accident at four years might not also 
have died of oancer during the fifth year. If this seems 
like a trivial objection and you decide to accept the four 
years, what do you then do with the woman who dies of an 
auto aooident after two years, eto.? In other words, it is 
best to develop rigid, and of necessity conservative, criteria. 
This makes possible a meaningful comparison of different 
treatment methods sinoe the chance errors even themselves 
out while the possibility of bias affecting the results is 
reduoed. In establishing criteria of these kinds one is 
forced to make estimates which are generally highly con­
servative in order to limit oneself to hard evidence but, 
in the final analYSis, suoh data are far more compelling. 

In presenting the case for lie detection to the public 
in general and the le~al profession in particular, hard 
data is esaential--and conservatism is likely to be far 
more convincing than undocumented enthUsiasm. Recently a 
number of well-known polygraph experts during court testimony 
were asked first how many polygraph test. thay had adminis­
tered and, after indicating their extensive experience, they 
were asked. "How Dlany inaceurate pol7graph tests do 70U know 
of by your personal knowledge?" Typioally the answer was 
none or at best one or two, a very small number indeed when 
compared to the total nuaber of teata administered. 

Thia ia a very impressive answer and perhaps, in the 
position of an adversary proceeding, many here would also 
have been tempted to e11cit testimon1als ot th1s kind. On 
the other hand, oare should be exercised since such state­
men~s tend to sound too good to be true. Further questioning 
would also reTeal that follow-up evidenoe is not systemati­
cally collected in the usual oourse of a polygrapher's pro­
te.sional dut\es. Indeed, you yourself aight try a little 
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experiment of your own. Speak to some of your friends in 
police deparbments who are detectives and who interrogate 
many suspects--not using the polygraph but just interrogating-­
until they form a conviction about the individual's guilt or 
innocence. Ask them how frequently their considered judg-
ment after an extensive interrogation has· been shown to be 
inaccurate. I suspect that you will find few detectives in­
deed who will report more than a very small number of instances 
where their considered judgment was proven wrong. This is 
not only because errors of this kind fail to occur but more 
due to the selective nature of memory when dealing with sub­
jective data. One wonders if perhaps it is the intuitive 
awareness of these difficulties which makes an individual 
seem more credible when he is able to recall instances of 
being wrong! 

Advantages of Laboratory 

Although the laboratory setting has its own problems 
in contrast to the field Situation, it is nonetheless pos­
sible to create scenarios in the laboratory where subjects 
become highly involved and are then required to take poly­
graph examinations. The test can be administered by a 
different investigator who is not privy to the particular 
experiences the subject has had during the earlier parts of 
the experiment. Consequ~nt1y there is little difficulty in 
creating. subjects who are known to be truly innocent con­
cerning the matters about which they will be interrogated 
and to create others who are truly guilty in the sense that 
they will have committed some kind of mock crime or been 
given access to some secret information. It 1s also pos­
sible to create yet a third group of individuals who have 
varying degrees of information about a crime but are innocent. 
These would be analogous to bystanders who, for one reason 
or another, have access to knowledge about a crime and might 
be subject to interrogation. 

Again, in contrast to the field situation, it is 
relatively easy in an experiment to make certain that the 
examiner does not have access to any information about the 
actual guilt or innocence of the subject. Further, since 
the interrogation of all the subjects concerns essentially 
the same crime, it is possible to standardize it and carry 
out objective analyses on the data. Under these conditions 
we can establish truly independent criteria of guilt and 
innocence in relation to detection by the polygraph. Further, 
we have control over the proportion of guilty and innocent 
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subjects, making it possible to obtain meaningful data 
about the incidence of false negatives as well·as false 
positives. Suoh information is particularly difficult to 
obtain in the field because of the relatively low percentage 
of guilty individuals among the total number who are tested. 

Most important, however. in the laboratory it is feasi­
ble to have perfectly designed control questions without the 
need to painfully develop them during a pretest interview. 
For example, in a oard test the numbers on the cards whioh 
the subjeot did not select serve as appropriate control 
questionse The availability of almost perfectly matohed 
comparison questions may in large part compensate for the 
inability to oreate the intense motivational faotors in­
evitably present in the extra-laboratory context. 

It should be emphasized, however, that the primary 
virtue of laboratory studies is not to provide a .essure of 
validity; rather it is to help us understand the mechanisms 
whioh affect the likelihood of detection. It becomes pos­
sible to systematioally vary such factors as the subject's 
motivation to deceive by varying the consequences of being 
detected, to vary the amount of involvement of the subjeot 
with the experiment, to vary the subject's beliefs about 
the effectiveness of the polygraph and his ability to de­
ceive the interrogator. and so on. As mentioned earlier, 
in a series of stUdies we have been able to d.emonstrate that 
the motivation to deceive greatly increases the probability 
of detection. We have also shown that if the subject is 
given evidence that he can successfully defeat the polygraph 
examination he will be far less likely to be de teo ted on 
subsequent polygraph tests. In other words. it has been 
possible to examine some of the psychological faotors whioh 
affeot the probability of detection. 

One oan ask questions about the effeotiveness of dif­
f~rent common, real-life patterns of polygraph questioning, 
comparing. for example, the peak-of-tension approaoh with 
the relevant-irrelevant method. Here, as always, it is 
orucial that the laboratory situation appropriately reflects 
the salient aspeets of the field situation. For example, 
in our effort to oompare peak-ot-tension with relevant and 
irrelevant questions, Gustafson and Orne (1964) initially 
obse~ed that in an experi_ent the relevant-irrelevant 
technique was far more effeotive than peak-of-tension. The 
proced.ure employed was to ask subjects to select one oard 
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from several numbered cards. In one instance all the 
numbers were then asked randomly as an analog to the 
relevant-irrelevant method; in the other, they were asked 
sequentially such as 34, 35, 36, as an analog to peak-of­
tension procedures. 

We noted that subjects attempting to deceive were able 
to do so successfully on some of the peak-af-tension trials 
by choosing to give false responses to an incorrect number 
in the laboratory context. This procedure, as any of you 
gentlemen would recognize, would, of course, not be effective 
in a real-life context since any competent examiner would 
merely ask the suspect to explain his response and thereby 
undercut this rather simple countermeasure. Accordingly, 
the experimental procedure was modified. Subjects were 
again told to select one numbered card from several. They 
were also informed that among these cards were same which 
were blank, as was actually the case. Their task this time, 
however, was to convince the investigator that they had in 
fact drawn a blank card. This was explained as analogous 
to a real-life interrogation where they would need to docu­
ment their innocence and at the same time not appear guilty 
of another crime. With this relatively minor change of 
procedure we observed that the peak-of-tension technique 
became extremely effective, perhaps even slightly more ef­
fective than the relevant-irrelevant procedure. 

The evolution of this experiment is described in order 
to show the care with which research must be designed in 
order to adequately reflect the life situation. A failure 
to do so may lead to erroneous conclusions. We cannot afford 
to give up the insights that can be gained from laboratory 
research because it is possible to misinterpret laboratory 
results, but we can and must evaluate procedures carefully 
lest inappropriate inference be drawn. 

Thus far I have carefully avoided mentioning any 
statistics concerning the rate of detection obtained in 
laboratory contexts. This has been deliberate because such 
data are essentially meaningless unless care is taken to 
understand the details of the experimental procedures em­
ployed. In contrast to the field, almost ~ll laboratory 
researcp uses a procedure analogous to the card test. The 
subject selects one of several numbered cards and he is 
then asked about all of the cards in order to see whether 
his response to the card he selected can be correctly iden­
tified. As in an actual interrogation, the first question 
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is always a "dummy" since the initial response of an 
individual is routinely augmented. Usually, but not neces­
sarily, on the basis of the electrodermal response a deter­
mination is then made oonoerning which physiological response 
was the greatest. If the response to the seleoted card was, 
in fact, the greatest, then the subjeot would be considered 
detected; if another response was equal or greater, he would 
not be considered detected. While there are many variations 
on this procedure, most laboratory studies use qUite ob­
jeotive but highly arbitrary means of analysis in order to 
establish whether or not detection took place. Consequently 
the researoher loses the very important clues which the poly­
grapher has available from asking the suspect to explain his 
response. He also tends to deal with individuals at a much 
lower level of arousal. On the other hand, he has the major 
advantage of perfectly matched comparison questions--a luxury 
not usually available in real life. on the other hand, this 
alone may make up for the muoh lower motivation to deceive 
found under laboratory circumstances. 

Many laboratory studies involve questions about several 
different items. Thus, an individual may be required to 
deceive about a number of different items of information. 
If, for example, the subject was given six different sets of 
questions, the probabi11ty of correct detection could range 
from 0 to 6. A detection rate might be based on the percent 
of times the individual is correctly detected. Thus, if 
he is detected th~ee times correctly, one might say the rate 
of deteotion is 50%. Note that in this instanoe the deteo­
tion rate is within the individual subjeot. In terms of 
discriminating guilty subjects from innocent subjects, how­
ever, the rate of detection takes on different aspects. If 
each question had four items, the likelihood of detection by 
ohanoe eaoh time would be 25%. A group of innocent subjects 
would tend to have an average deteotion rate of 1.5 items, 
or one-fourth of the total number of questions, though an 
ocoasional innocent subject might by chance have two, or 
ver,r occasionally even three, correct detections. The likeli­
hood of an individual with three detections being innocent 
would be extremely 10w--l.6%. Thus, if an individual was 
detected four out of six times, one would be almost certain 
he was in the guilty group, even though the overall rate ot 
deteotion of information was only 66 2/3%. This principle 
of using multiple questions in order to make d1scrimination 
between guilty and innocent individuals aore reliable was 
employed particularly successfully by Lykken (1959) who 
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constructed a series of questions based on indiv1dua11zed 
1nformation and was able to obta1n accurate d1scrimination 
between individuals who had guiltT knowledge and those who 
did not in approximatelT 90% of the cases. In one experi­
ment, using a refinement of this procedure with 25 questions, 
he was able to correotlT detect individuals with guiltT 
knowledge 100% of the time. 

Caution is required in reading the experimental liter­
ature since the rate of detection in 80me studies is meant 
to apply to the nuaber of times a correct response is iden­
tified; in other studies, to the number of times the correct 
individual is identified. Different studies use widely 
differing sooial interactions as well a8 differing in the 
number of sets of questions asked. Not surprisingly, there­
fore, detection rates ranging from random to 100% have been 
reported under different oircumstance.. In the abstraet 
theT have little meaning beTond documenting that under some 
specifiable circumstances a highlT reliable level of deteotion 
can be achieved. Ho.eTer, in att·ea.pting to extrapolate trom 
the laboratorT to the field, it muat be kept in aind that 
the polygrapher lacks the many advantages inherent in per­
fect control questions. In theory, the peak-of-tension 
procedure has preCisely these virtues, but as Reid and Inbau 
(1966) have outlined and as Barland (1972) has extensively 
discussed. the ideal 8ituation is rarely available in real 
life. 

While the absolute figures on detectiOD rates in the 
laboratory are of very ltalted 81sniticance, one inatattoe 
when they become extremely useful is in clarifying the 
effects of different psychological me.hani .. s on the prob­
ability of deteotion. Probably the most iaportant finding 
from all laboratory research is the overwhel.ing i.portance 
of psyohological ractors in deteraining whether an individual 
will or will not be detectible in the lie detection situation. 
Perhaps the .trongest disagree_ent seientists would haTe with 
polygraphers i. in the extent to whioh psychological ractors 
rather than physiologioal ractors are seen as crucial in 
making the detection or deception poasible. Thus, in testi­
mony before court. an4 in presenting the lie detection inter­
vi •• to the 8uspect about to be interrogated, the polygrapher 
tend. ~o apeak about the phY8iological response to lying. 
As has been disc ••• ed earlier, there is no eTidence whatsoeTer 
to indioate any specific physiological response aSSOciated 
with lying; on the contraT7, whether or not an indlTidual 
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can be correctly detected in any given situation tends to 
be a function of his motivation, his concern about the con­
sequences of being found out, his past experience in lie 
detection situations, the manner in which he is questioned, 
the extent to which he can be persuaded that the instrument 
is effective, and so on. Factors such as these are, of 
course, psychological though they will determine whether or 
not there is an augmented physiological response to the 
critical stimulus about which the suspect is trying to 
deceive. 

There may well be some important virtues in presenting 
the technique of lie detection to a suspect as if augmented 
physiological response was an invariant, unavoidable con­
comitant of deception. Such an assertion, while useful in 
increasing the probability of the suspect's detection, is 
not, in fact, true. Indeed it is used in the field because 
the suspect's belief in the lie detector is important in 
maximizing the likelihood of a physiological response while 
lying. The obverse is equally true, namely that under some 
circumstances the likelihood of an augmented phYSiological 
response while lying is greatly reduced. The factors which 
determine whether this is the case are also almost over­
whelmingly psychological as opposed to physiological. Thus 
neither drugs, fatigue, or even anXiety tend to have very 
pronounced effects in reducing detectibility provided the 
individual remains responsive, concerned about the outcome 
of the test, and shares the belief in the likelihood of 
deception being detected by the test. 

On the Validity of Polygraph Data 

As I have tried to point out, the information is simply 
not available to permit a reliable estimate of the validity 
of the polygraph in life situations. Extrapolating from 
the laboratory, however, one can say that when a subject is 
very concerned about the probability of detection, he does 
become more detectible. Assuming that the psychological 
conditions of the polygraph test are appropriately met and 
that the polygraph examiner is truly competent in carrying 
out an effective pretest interview and designing appropriate 
comparison questions, it is likely that the detection rates 
will exceed those observed in the laboratory. On the other 
hand. it is by no means clear how frequently the average 
axaminer in the field meets the high standards of competence 
and objectivity which characterize some of the outstanding 
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practitioners, nor how carefully the optimal circumstances 
for an examination are created. Nonetheless, I would cer­
tainly agree that a competent interrogator, trained in the 
use of the polygraph, attempting to evaluate deception with 
the aid of the polygraph test will be significantly more 
effective than without it. Further, I believe that in 
appropriate hands the reliability of the polygraph is far 
greater than what one could expect from accounts of eye­
witnesses who briefly observe a stressful and arousing 
event. Certainly it would be more reliable than other 
available techniques of ascertaining truth such as psychia­
tric evaluations or more esoteric procedures such as the 
use of hypnosis or "truth serum." 

Countermeasures 

While it is difficult and risky to extrapolate a 
validity estimate for the field from laboratory data, other 
questions can be asked with great"er assurance in the labor­
atory. One of these concerns the circumstances under which 
the polygraph becomes less reliable. Here one is concerned 
not with the absolute detection rates, but rather with the 
effect of various interventions on relative detection rates. 
It is no longer necessary to extrapolate from the detection 
rate in the laboratory to that in the field; as long as the 
laboratory reflects the same mechanism observed in a field 
situation, the estimates of relative effects of various 
countermeasures are meaningful. Unfortunately, very few 
systematic studies are available. The early work of Kubis 
(1962) suggested that yoga-like control was not effective 
in some instances but various muscular-techniques and imagery 
were reasonably effective. OUr own data clearly show that 
a subject who strives to escape detection and is provided 
with experience in a polygraph test which convinces him that 
he is able to fool the machine will become very significantly 
less detectib1e on subsequent tests. (Conversely, if it is 
demonstrated to him that he can be detected, he will become 
more detectib1e.) This observation has important field 
implications which will be discussed later. 

Aside from some anecdotal reports, little is known 
about the effects of specific drugs on detection or the 
effects of systematic training procedures· using conditioning, 
repeated retests, feedback techniques, and similar potentially 
meaningful approaches. 

189 

Polygraph 1973, 02(3)



The Assumptions of the Polygraph Test 

One tends to describe any test as though it matters 
little when, where, how and by whom it is administered; 
however, even in the case of highly objective tests it is 
implicitly assumed that certain conditions are met for the 
procedure to be valid. Consider, for example, the taking 
of blood pressure in a doctor's office: for the readings 
to be valid it is necessary that the patient be cooperative 
and reasonably relaxed. Readings can be distorted by an 
unduly high level of anxiety as well as a wide range of 
drugs. Further, one must assume that the individual who 1s 
taking the patient's blood pressure carries out the pro­
cedure correctly. The findings will validly reflect the 
general state of the patient's vascular system--as opposed 
to its momentary response--only if the conditions under 
which they were obtained meet these assumptions. Similarly, 
in order to obtain a valid test of an individual's intel­
ligence it is essential that the subject be cooperative, 
motivated, not unduly frightened, have had a reasonable 
amount of rest and be free frOm the deleteriOUS influence 
of drugs. The findings from an individually administered 
intelligence test are further predicated on the assumption 
that reasonable rapport exist between subject and examiner, 
and that the latter follow a carefully standardized proce­
dure in administering the examination. An I.Q. determina­
tion is a meaningful, objective measure of abilities only 
to the extent that all of these assumptions are met, though 
one inevitably obtains a score regardless of the circum­
stances under which the test was administered. 

The assumptions upon which a valid administration of 
a particular test depends are usually well known within the 
field but are rarely spelled out. Not infrequently, vio­
lations of these assumptions fail to be recognized because 
the factors that distort the results are relatively subtle, 
even though the circumstances under which the test has been 
administered may lead to inappropriate comparisons. For 
example, intelligence tests administered to subjects of a 
different cultural background with different sets of values 
and nO experience in taking tests often result in gross 
underestimates of ability. Incorrect conclusions can be 
drawn from such data if the investigator fails to' recognize 
tha~ the changed circumstances prevent the test from validly 
reflecting the subject's abilities. 
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It would seem worthwhile to make explicit the underlying 
assumptions which guide the behavior of the good polygraph 
examiner and the circumstances under which the overwhelming 
bulk of his experience is obtained. 

All polygraph examiners strive to maintain a professional 
relationship with the suspects they are about to examine. 
The nature of th1s relatlonshlp 1s patterned after that be­
tween the interrogator and suspect though there may not be 
any formal interrogation. The fact that polygraph examiners 
are drawn from the ranks of interrogators helps assure this 
aspect of the relat1onsh1p to the lndlv1dual about to be 
tested. Though styles of interrogators vary w1dely, all 
ma1ntaln an arm's length relat10nshlp w1th the 1nterrosatee. 
Even when the style is one of extreme friendliness and solic­
itousness it is still clear that the interrogator is in 
control of the situat1on, "calls the shots,- and makes the 
judgment. 

Polygraph exaalners vary ln the aanfter of the pretest 
interview but these interviews are inevitab17 designed to 
accomp11sh three .ajor goals: (1) to subtly but effectlvely 
convince the suspect about the effectiveness of the poly­
graph, (2) to develop appropriate comparison questlons, and 
(3) to make certa1n the suspect understands the quest10ns he 
is to be asked and what the examlner meBnS by an honest an­
swer. The pretest inte~1ew also serves to evaluate the 
suspect, to gauge and approprlately modlfy h1_ level of 
anxiety, and to subtly establish the exaalner ' s competence in 
the fleld. 

Considerable emphasls is placed bT all examlners on the 
need for professional1sm and a professional relationshlp 
wlth suspects. Inevltably such. relatlonsh1p serves to 
lncrea8e the exaalner's prestige and effect1velT eOImunlcate. 
his high de~ree of competence. FlnallT, mQch of the examiner's 
behavlor ls deslgned to emphaslze the lmportance ot the poly­
graph test to the suspect, speclf1callT to make h1m acutely 
aware of the eensequeaoes of belng adjudicated a8 non-decep­
tive or deoeptive. While most .odem workers eapha.lze the 
object1ve aspects of the exam1natlon and behave as thoush 
the1r role was merely that of an expert techn1clan who vlews 
h1mselt as a sclentlflc tool, lt 18 always clear to the 
suspect that the examiner's jUdgments wl1l have a mater1al 
effeot on hls future lite. It i., of course, also assumed 
that the suspect ls well rested, and that hls level of concern 
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while high is not inoapaoitating. 

Though various schools differ about the most effective 
kind of oomparison questions and how they should be asked. 
all polygraph examiners agree that suoh questions are es­
sential for a meaningful interpretation of the charts. 
Further. it 1s assumed that the examiner asks relevant 
questions with no more emphasis than that used in asking 
comparison questions, that the examiner avoids "springing" 
any questions on the suspect. especially relevant ones, and 
that appropriate rapport is maintained throughout the test. 

It 1s assumed that appropriate physiological sensors are 
appropriately applied, that the equipment i. in good working 
order. and the examiner appropriately marks his records. 
Though d1fferent examiners vary in their emphasis on differ­
ent aspects of the physiological records, it is assumed that 
some rational and reproducible method of evaluating the 
oharts is utilized. Although the number of charts that are 
obtained and the role of interrogation before and between the 
charts are not fully agreed upon. all examiners concur in the 
need to verify the judgment of deception by using several 
relevant and several comparison questions and by obtaining 
more than one chart. 

Finally, there is consensus that repeating polygraph 
examinations a large number of times will tend to affect 
the nature of the charts obtained. though it is not estab­
lished what kind of changes will ocour and at what point 
they may serve to invalidate the test. 

In oonsidering the validity of polygraph examinations, 
it is neoessary that these conditions of the polygraph exam­
ination have been reasonably approximated. It will be clear, 
of course, that the examiners themselves vary widely in ex­
perience, oompetence, soclal experience and interrogative 
ability. Factors such as these can hardly help affect the 
likelihood of deteotion. Furthermore, the crueial role of 
the pretest interview has not received adequate attention, 
espeCially when polygraph findings are discussed in court. 
While in truly expert hands the pretest 1nterview 1s carried 
out in a .anner wh1ch assures optimal oonditions for the poly­
graph test, one can readily conce1ve of situations where inap­
propriate handling of the pretest situation can produce charts 
leading to false posit1ves or false negatives. For this rea­
son it seems vital that, in addition to maintaining records of 
the actual questions asked and the polygraph charts, tape 
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recordings of the pretest interviews be kept. Without such 
information anyone seeking to interpret the objective charts 
must assume that the pretest interview was appropriately 
carried out but is unable to judge the adequacy of the proce­
dure itself. If the polygraph were to be considered, for ex­
ample, in courts of law, recordings of U&.LS kind should cer­
tainly be made available as one of the bases for cross 
examination. 

The Friendly Polygrapher 

Recently a series of attempts have been made to introduce 
polygraph evidenoe in oourts of law as the basis for corrobo­
rating a defendant·s assertion of innocence. These cases all 
shared an important feature: they involved a polygraph test 
administered by a polygraph examiner at the behest ot the de­
fense attorney. In several instanoes these examiners have 
been highly respected and competent in their field. Obviously, 
it is desirable in such cases to have an examiner whose repu­
tation and character are above r.eproaoh for him to be effec­
tive were the polygraph evidence to be admissible in court. 

While the examiner himself may have had vast experience 
and great competence, assuring thereby that the test itself 
meets most major assumptions. the very situation in which 
such tests are given 1n fact tends to violate some of the 
most important aspects of the situation which makes poly­
graph tests work. 

Whereas the usual polygraph examination is carried out 
in a situation where the polygrapher 1s at arm's length--
in the employ of a law enforcement agency. a potential (or 
actual) employer or in some Similar relationship. where his 
deoision would ineVitably have a direct effect on & suspect·s 
future--the context in which the friendly polygrapher carries 
out his test is inevitably different. In the latter case 
the suspeet realizes that his attorney has employed the poly­
graph examiner to help in the preparation of his defense. 
For the innocent person this may matter relatively little; 
however, for the guilty individual it alters the situation 
considerably. The guilty individual when tested by a 
friendly polygrapher knows that the results of the test if he 
is found deceptive will not be used against him. The only 
kind of findings which his attorney would utilize are ones 
where his innooenoe is being corroborated by the polygraph. 
As a consequence. the elient·s fears about being detected are 
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greatly reduced. As we have been able to show in the 
laboratory, and as is acknowledged by all polygraph experts, 
a suspect's fear of detection is the major factor in assuring 
his augmented physiological response while lying. It is 
precisely this aspect of the situation which is most dramati­
cally altered when the pOlygraph is employed by the defendant's 
attorney. The respect and perhaps even deference accorded 
to the client by the polygraph examiner will tend to con-
vince the client that the pOlygrapher is really attempting 
to help his cause and thereby make him less afraid and less 
detectible, even if he is gUilty. 

In addition to this basic problem, there is an almost 
inevitable difference in the manner in which the polygraph 
examiner actually treats his client. Whereas interrogators 
commonly address suspects by their first name and Bct aloof, 
the polygrapher in the employ of the defense attorney will 
tend to he more cordial and more pleasant. He will have a 
far greater tendency to address the client formally by his 
last name and will tend to show subtle signs of respect far 
more readily than when he is examining a suspect at the 
behest of the authorities or an employer. 

Typically, the pretest information given to the poly­
grapher by the defense attorney will emphasize all the 
evidence substantiating his client's innocence, and the 
attorney will appeal for his help to establish for the 
authorities a fact which he presumably already knows--that 
his client is innocent. Whatever effects a bias to believe 
in a suspect's innocence may have on the subsequent polygraph 
examination will work in favor of the examiner's perception 
that the client is innocent. 

It should be emphasized that these difficulties will 
tend to distort the results of the polygraph examination 
even with an extremely competent and highly experienced 
examiner who is genuinely trying his best to make an honest 
evaluation of an individual's truthfulness.* Most troubling 
about this situation is the fact that the polygraph examiner 
will, of course, interpret the charts against a background 
of his vast experience with individuals who have been tested 

*Obviously the far greater likelihood for conscious or 
unconscious bias to distort the manner in which the test is 
administered and how it is interpreted when examiners other 
than the most outstanding are employed hardly requires comment. 
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in an armis length situation, usually failing to recognize 
the potentially serious distortions of the situation intro­
duced by his altered relationship to the client. It goes 
without saying that, even under these adverse circumstances, 
competent polygraph examiners have frequently identifie~ 
clients as deceptive. This speaks to the competence of the 
examiners and to their integrity. It does not, however, 
permit any inference to be drawn about the validity of the 
test in those instances where the client appears innocent. 
Information would have to be sought in these specific con­
texts and no such data has ever been developed. It would 
certainly be inappropriate to conclude that any validity 
estimates based on other experience with the polygraph are 
relevant to the friendly polygrapher context. Whatever 
problems exist in estimating the validity of the polygraph 
in more usual situations are compounded in this context. 

From a purely legal viewpoint, it is, of course, clear 
that if polygraph data were used only when a client is 
considered non-deceptive and otherwise suppressed, the meaning 
of the polygraph test would inevitably be diminished, even 
if its validity were not seriously impaired in this situation. 

It would seem much to the best interest of polygraph 
examiners in general to avoid permitting themselves to be 
used in the friendly polygrapher situation. For the reasons 
outlined above, their findings are inevitably less likely 
to be valid; further, Since only data supporting the innocence 
of a client would ever be introduced, the respectability of 
the polygraph procedure would in the long run be diminished, 
especially as instances of its inaccuracy under these cir­
cumstances come to the attention of the public. This seems 
particularly germane since these difficulties can readily be 
avoided. It would merely be necessary for professional poly­
graph examiners to decide that they agree not to administer 
tests and subsequently testify concerning them unless the 
findings were stipulated in advance by both defense and pro­
secution. While such a situation would, of course, place a 
tremendous responsibility on the examiner and raise complex 
legal and moral issues, it would prevent a serious potential 
misuse of the technique which could in the long run only 
serve to damage rather than enhance its acceptance. On the 
other hand, by refraining from carrying oue tests except 
under circumstances where the existence of real consequences 
for the suspect is assured and unfavorable reports cannot 
simply be excluded, examiners would take a major step toward 
the ultimate acceptability of the technique. 
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Needed Future Research 

I have tried to indicate how laboratory research on 
the detection of deception can help clarify some of the 
mechanisms which appear to be operative in the field situa­
tion. Certainly many of the conclusions which can be 
drawn from laboratory studies can and should be explored 
in field situations. However, some questions can be ad­
dressed adequately only in experimental contexts and many 
of these are as important to the basic sciences as they 
are to the polygraph examiner. Despite the intrinsic in­
terest of the phenomenon and the tremendous growth of the 
field of psychophysiology, there has been remarkably little 
systematic research specifically directed at the basic 
issues underlying the detection of deception. Recently we 
have tried to summarize the literature and outline some of 
the important psychophysiological issues (Orne, Thackray, & 
Paskewitz, 1972). It seems clear, however, that a great 
many important questions remain to be clarified, and sur­
prisingly many of these can be appropriately addressed at 
the research laboratory. 

The technology of lie detection is based almost ex­
clusively upon three physiological measures: the pneumograph, 
the "cardio" and the electrodermal response, and utilizes 
techniques of measurement which have not been Significantly 
altered since the 1920s. While the pneumatic system of 
recording respiration and the cardio channel are probably 
adequate for purposes of the test,* the electrodermal res­
ponse is recorded by relatively primitive but reasonably 
effective systems (though the electrodes can and should be 
improved even for the field situation). On the other hand, 
the use of other physiological sensors has received little 
attention in field situations. Of particular promise are 
various kinds of plethysmographs to measure peripheral vas­
cular responsivity more directly. The potential use of BEG 
recordings has received little attention, nor has there been 
much effort to utilize muscle tension which, under some cir­
cumstances, may prove to be particularly interesting. Simi­
larly, the interpretation of charts has not been standardized 
nor, with the exception of the work of Baxter (1962), has 

*Though, of course, for more detailed analysis by computer 
it is necessary to make analog tape recordings of the signals 
and alternate forms of recording then become necessary, such 
techniques are neither required nor desirable for most field 
applications. 
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much attention been paid to its quantification. All these 
issues are of interest; however, the importance of an 
improved physiological technology in terms of sensors and 
parameters of analysis can easily be overemphasized. The 
most important questions about the detection of deception 
remain psychological. 

The overriding effects of some psychological factors 
have been reliably identified; however, many others remain 
to be clarified. Questions such as the effect of multiple 
testing on detection, an eminently practical problem if the 
technique is to become more widely used, have never been 
systematically explored. The extent to which the examiner's 
beliefs about a suspect's guilt or innocence can actually 
serve to distort the physiological record obtained urgently 
needs clarification. The ease with which subtle changes in 
the manner in which questions are asked during a test may 
distort the obtained chart needs to be determined, and the 
extent to which simple psychological maneuvers may serve to 
increase the suspect's detectibility requires investigation. 
The feedback technique suggested by Golden (1971) is an 
example of a promising procedure which can and should receive 
careful research attention. 

In a similar vein, all of the problems generally sub­
sumed under the question of countermeasures may ultimately 
serve to clarify the nature of the mechanisms upon which 
the detection of deception depends. Thus, the extent to 
which specific drugs, hypnosis, training in self-hypnosis, 
the manipulation of cognitive expectancies, the changes and 
consequences attached to detection, specific feedback training, 
extensive experience with and knowledge about the polygraph 
and its use, and so on, affect detection remains to be esta­
blished. Finally, the importance of cultural differences, 
both on the physiological responsivity of the individual and 
the significance associated with lying, is bound to play an 
important role in an individual's detectibility. Kugelmass 
and Lieblich (1968) have reported such differences in the 
modality of the electrodermal response but no information 
exists on whether individuals who fail to respond in that 
modality respond normally in others. Certainly the work of 
Lacey, Bateman and VanLehn (1953) on autonomic specificity 
would suggest that this might well be the case. Similarly, 
the effect of psychopathology on detectibility is almost 
totally unexplored beyond anecdotal reports that psychopaths 
and psychotic individuals tend to yield uninterpretable 
charts. 
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Hopefully future work will begin to fill in the broad 
gaps in our knowledge. As our scientifio understanding of 
the meohanisms upon which the field use of the polygraph 
rests is increased, it is likely that the research scientist 
wl1l beoome progress1vely more able to contribute meaning­
fully to the appropriate application of the technique. Of 
equal importance wl11 be the added knowledge to the science 
of psychophysiology which can be developed by careful study 
of the practice of field examiners in their day-to-day work. 
As is often the case, the intuitive clinician develops and 
uses techniques, often without the full ability to explain 
or clarify their nature but nonetheless effectively, long 
before these procedures are fully understood and quantified 
by the research scientist. There is little doubt that future 
work wl1l show some inaccuracies in some of the cherished 
beliefs of poly~raph examiners; on the other hand, it is even 
more certain that many of the procedures developed from 
years of experience and careful observation will form the 
basis for signifioant oontributions toward an understanding 
of the complex relationship between mental processes and 
physiological responses. one _would hope that as field 
examiners and research scientists begin to fully appreciate 
each otherts strengths and weaknesses, the likelihood of each 
contributing to the understanding of the other will progres­
sively increase to the benefit of both. 
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SUllWY OF ATTInJDES Oft 'DIE POLYGRAPH 

~titud.. of Pelygrapb Exa.1.... Toward 

ADd Attitude. of Polygrapb Examin ••• , 
ADd Bebavieral ScieDti.t. 

Tward Apprepriat8D ••• ef U ••• f Th. IIl.truaent 

By 

Philip Aah, Ph.D. 

UDiv.r.ity ef Illi.ei. at Ckica.o Circl. 

1.'h. r .... rch te b. rep.ted b.re i. cccerDed, net 
with the r.liablllty • valldlty of the p.lyaraph a. a 
device fer the d.t.ctlon ef dec.ptl_, but with the 
crediblllty ef the precedure te feur greap. of p.opl. 
cacened witla d.t.ctl_ ef •• c.ptl .. : pelygraph exalt­
n ••• , polyarapll .'U"f n.r., both d.f... aad pre.ecutl .. 
attem.y., ... behav1eral .cieatl.t. iD till. area. of 
,.y.eleo, .ecieleo, &lid cr1lli.aelelY. 'l'b.... .urvey. 
all clearly .b_ that th. polyaraph d... win r •• p.ct In 
.. ch ef th ••• four aroup., but cleubt about u. "alldlty 
ef tlte clevice ... the .thlcallty ef it. use, the f •• liq 
that lt .ak •• a vita... t •• tlfy a .. l •• t bt...lf. Sur­
prl.l .. ly, .xeat •••• tb .... l" •• ealy lafr.quaatly ral •• 
thl. 1 ••••• 

Vbll. all •• atl... ar. fr.quently .... that a 
pelyaraph .vC _tl_ 1 ... UDtIue la"a.l_ ef prlvacy 
UIId.rlc. UDd.r tIur ••• , .e .t\I41 •• bay. repert" .. t 
th. actual attltud •• ef exeafa ••• ar •• 

'l'bl •• UZ"Y.y •• cl •• ' .... te lel.tlfy til. "real" 
attltud •• ef exeat..... A tetal ef 315 pelyarapla 
.... i •••• were .urv.y .. after th.y teak a t •• t te •• -
ttml1 •• tae1r attitud •• t_rcl til. proc"ur •• 

, 'Ib.e 315 ."..t .... vera tli.trlbut __ thr .. 
ar .... : jeb appllcaat. ( .. 241) whe were &1v- a 
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p.lyerap. pre-e.pleyaent acreeDiBI; -.ployees (B-7) 
wh. were liven a reati •• repeat exa-iaati_; aDd ".pecial" 
ca.e. (8-67) ••• were p.lyaraphecl as ausp.ct. ill .itua­
ti ... where a cri •• bad bea c~ttecl. 

Each ev-ine., after the .xam va •• ver. va ••• k_ 
t. an.wer a brief .even it .. que.tioanaire •• licitinl 
hi_ .r her .,il11_ .f ttle pr.ce... Each questi., ia 
additien t. callinl fer a YES-lCO r •• p..... previc1ed 
.pace fer .pea-..... c_ent.. The que.ti .. _ a.keel weres 

1. What d. yeu thin abeat tai. te.t .e. daat 
yeu bave caplet_ it? 

2. D. you thiDk the te.t wa. uafair ill .. y way! 

3. Dld the te.t er _y part .f it .ff __ y.? 

4. De yeu tIlillk it was an ilava.i ... f year 
privacy? 

5. If the .cca.i_ ar •• e would yeu take a t •• t 
like thi. a. an applicaat f.r a j.b i. a 
truated p •• itien? 

6. W.w.4I yea take a reati •• t •• t .vuy .ix 
_ttl. er .. c. a year, a •• c.-iti_ fer 
centillUed ..,leyaent .vea theup ne 1 ••• 
has occurr_ at yeur c...,aay? 

7. If a 1... occurred at YMIT c..,any aDd you 
were a.keel t. ceeperat. by takiq the t •• t 
t. help fi_ the p.r •• wh. caused the 1 •••• 
weulcl yeu? 

z.--f.e. Charact.ri.tic.. Th. a •• , .ex, ... rac. 
di.tribUtioa .f .xawd •••• , bY typ •• f ... ·in •• , .h .... 
that there wa. 1itt1 •• ariati ....... th. cliff.reat 
ex .. i... typ •• with r •• p.ct t. th ••• ca.ract.ri.tic •• 
Mal •• pr.p..teratecl (71 p.rcent t. 29 percent). black. 
were thr.e t1ae. a ..... roua a. whit •• (76 percat t. 
24 percat). aDd til. ayera.e exam.ee was r.latiy.1y 
y ..... (.eeli&11 ... 24 year. 9 _th.). 

EM.hlati .. ae.ult.. Ia 8IIp1.,.at app1ic:aat 
int.rview., a c_c1uai_ with r •• p.ct t. iat.arity er 
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h_e.ty i • .ade and c. iUl\icated to the employer-client 
fer vb. the examinee i. te8ted. A tabulatien of the 
re.ult. of 241 applicant interviews tended to 8hew that 
tile experi_c. ef thi. sample was very similar to pre­
vi8U8 .amples (A.h, 1970; Ash, 1971).* JU8t ever 43 
percent are aar IECOII4ElfDED, abeut 52 percent are 
UCO!IElmED, for 3 percent a "QUALIFIED" rec_endatin 
(fi_ioa8 net deci.ive is aiVeD, aM in about 2 percent 
of the caae. the di.pe.itien of the ea.e was not 
available. 

All .... 1 •• es taki1ll r.uti.e repeat exaaa were 
DCCItMElmED. Tbe.e tlata are su.urized in Table 1. 
ll •• ult ... the "Special" eX8Jl1aati ... were .ot avail­
able. 

* Ash, P. "The valiclati_ of aD iD8truaeat to 
predict tlae likelillo. of -.ployee theft." lI!.:. 
c._ill,. of the 78th Amlual CenveDti_ of the 
"ericaa P.YChelolieal AsseciatieD. Wa.binat_, 
D.C.: The Aa.eciatiOD, 1970, pp. 579-580. 

uh, P. "Attitude. of werk applic&1lt8 toward theft." 
Proceeclipa. of the XVII Illteruti __ 1 CenEe •• of 
Applied PsychelolI. Lie,e, .el,l1_: Editeat (ill 
pre •• ). 

202 

Polygraph 1973, 02(3)



Table 1 

Diatribution of Reaulta of 315 Polygraph Teata and 
Wheth.r Exa.in.e wa. Teld Reault 

Type of Examinatien* 

Emolo!!eDt APolicant EmoleI!ent Routine Spacial 

..!h Percent ao. Percent ...!!.t. Par cent -
ll.cI"".tien 

ll.c ___ ecl 126 52.3 7 100.0 

Qualified 
llac_endation 8 3.3 

N .ot Rac_a.led 103 42.7 
c 
w 

.ot Available 4 1.7 67 100.0 

Told R.aulta 

Y.a 68 28.2 4 57.1 42 62.7 

.0 72 29.9 2 28.6 17 25.3 

UDlal .. 101 41.9 1 14.3 8 12.0 

*''ll.c_ .... '' atatua .ot applicable to Special Exama. Polygraph 1973, 02(3)



Attltude •• f ExaII1.nee.. Que.tl_ 1 aollclt_ 
epa-end c __ ta r8.ar.lll, r .. ctl_ to the whole 
procedure. 'l'he r_1B11l1 .1x que.tlen. were anawer­
able by a YES-IO re.p •• e, with previal_ f.r c __ t 
lf the aDawer wa. De.atlve t. uae .f the p.1Ylraph. 
The 41atrlbutlon of re., •• ea to the latter alx quea­
tl._ 1. 11ven In Table 2. Overall, the polyaraph 
exaJl1uatl_ 1. accepted &ad approved by the very large 
.. jerlty .f all ex •• fnee.. tboae-takina reutlne exaaa 
(1-7) were unan1aeua <en all but eme queatleD, em whlch 
eae exami Dee dlffered) that the te.t was falr, they 
were not off ... _, lt was aot All 1llva.len of prlvacy, 
&ad they wer. willlni t. take lt reutlnely. 

!!apl.yaat appllcanta, whlle n.t unaai.aacNa, ex­
pr ..... pr.peaderantly faverable attltude.: 86.3 
percent theu&ht the te.t falr, 91.3 percent were not 
.ffeaded, 83.0 percent dld Dot feel that th.lr prlvacy 
wa. lnvaded, 96.3 percent were wlllllll to take the 
te.t to let a jeb, 87.6 percent were willlni to take 
lt reutlnely t. keep a job, and 96.7 percent were willlng 
t. take lt to flnd a thlef at thelr company. 

"Speclal" eDll1nee., th •• e cauaht up In an actual 
theft or other ctefalcatlcm .1tuatlen wh. were poly­
sraphecl to flnd the culprl t, were, en the averale, 
1... favorably .1.p.... t. p.lyaraph exaa. than were 
appllcant.. It .hCNld be rem_ber_. h.-.ver, that 
the "Speclal" eDIU typl .. lly lnclude p • .,l. wh. have 
ln fact c~tt" defalcatlon. whlch they want t. cen-
c .. l. Even •• , the overwhelalq .. jorlty of the •• 
examlnee., ranll111 fr_ a alD1 __ .f 67.2 perc8ftt < the 
polyp-aph 1. ~ an In.a.l_ of prlvacy) to .. er 89 
p.rc8Dt .upport the uae of the polyp-aph a. an lave.tl­
.atery teol t. ldentlfy people vb. have c~ttecl criJa ••• 
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Table 2 
Diatribution by Type of EXAI1IiDation of Responses of 

315 Polygraph Examineea to ~e.tion. Concerning Feelings About 
the Polygraph 

,Ime of ExaJDiDation 

Queation '-IoVilent 62e1icaut Rtnn10!!!ent Routine Seecia1 Total 
Ho. Percent Ho. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

2. Teat uafair? 
Yea 32 13.3 10 14.9 42 13.3 
Ho 208 86.3 7 100.0 53 79.1 26. 85.1 
Ho Anaver 1 .4 4 6.0 5 1.6 

3. Were You Offended? 
Yea 21 8.7 11 16.4 32 10.2 
Ne 220 91.3 7 100.0 51 76.1 278 88.3 
Ho Anawer 5 7.5 5 1.6 

4. Waa It An IovaaiOll Of 
Privacy? 
Yea 40 16.6 16 23.9 56 17.8 
No 200 83.0 7 100.0 45 67.2 252 80.0 
No Anawer 1 .4 6 9.0 7 2.2 

5. Would You Take It To 
Get A Job? 
Yes 232 96.3 6 85.7 60 89.6 298 94.6 
No 6 2 • .5 1 14.3 4 6.0 11 3.5 
Ho Answer 3 1.2 3 4.5 6 1.9 

6. Would You Take It As A 
Routine Test? 
Yes 211 87.6 7 100.0 51 76.1 269 85.4 
Ho 28 11.6 14 20.9 42 13.3 
Ho Answer 2 .8 2 3.0 4 1.3 

7. Would You Take It To Find A 
Thief At Your Company? 
Yea 233 96.7 7 100.0 60 89.6 300 95.2 
Ho 7 2.9 3 4.5 10 3.2 

No Answer 1 .4 4 6.0 5 1.6 Polygraph 1973, 02(3)



The effect .f knowledge of results on .nee 
attltudes. Th. exaa1n.e protocols lDdieated . t 
s_e .xad.n •• s were lnfoned of the r.sul ts of tlaeir 
examiaatlon before th.y w.re asked to compl.te the 
questloanalre. aDd som. were ~ so lnformed before 
coapletlna the questlonnalre. For a substantlal num­
b.r of eXll1Din •••• how.ver. the record dld not clearly 
ladleat. when the exaa1ne. was told the r •• ul ts, If. 
ln fact. h. was ev.r inferaed about th_. careful 
review of th •• e three type. of ca •••• howev.r. falled 
to r.veal any .y.tematlc dlfference. b.tw.ea ease. 
where there was d.flnlt. lnformatlon In re.pect to 
.xa.1ne. feedback and those wh.re .UCh lnfermation was 
lacld.q. 

Th. r.levant data are summarlzed ln Table 3. 
bewleda. of re.ult •• conslderlng only eases where 
d.flmitl"e lnformatlon as to It. ttm1na was avallable, 
.id net affect examine. r.spon •• s to any slgnlflcant 
d.aree except on Que.tlon 3. ''Were you offended • • .1" 
Exam.n.es who were lnformed of the re.ults of thelr 
ex.. prior to campletlna the attltude que.tlonnalre 
were le.. fr.quently offended than those not s. infor..ed. 
For employaent applicants enly. there was al.o a mar­
alDally slp1flcant dlfference between the "lnformed" 
aDd the "UD1nforaed" with respect to the que.ti_. 'Va. 
it AD lnvaslon af privacy1" "Infcmaecl" .xam1nees were 
1 ••• llk.ly to f.el that their privacy was lnvaded 
thara "uninformed" Exam! nees. 

Thes. data .uag •• t that lnfena1nl exallinees tight 
coatrlbut. overall te .omewhat more positlv. attitud.s 
toward the polyaraph int.rvlew. but that. glven the ever­
whet.1naly favorable re.poa.e v1thClUt r •• pect ta baw­
led,. of r.sult •• the .aln In favorable attltud.s can 
ealy b •• ed.rat. ln extent. 
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Table 3 
Attitude. af Examine.. in .. elation to Th.ir 
bowled,. of B. •• ult. of Their Examiu.ation. 

EmD1o!!ent 6ee1icant. !Reeia1 Examinations 
Told Rot Told Bo InfOTmation Told Bot Told Bo Information - -Que.tioa Bo. Pct. B •• Pct. Ho. Pct. Ho. Pct. Ho. Pct. Ho. Pet. - - - - - - - -

2. T •• t 1Jafalr? 
Y •• 11 16.2 11 15.3 10 9.9 7 16.7 2 11.8 1 12.5 
Bo 57 83.8 60 83.3 91 90.1 35 83.3 14 82.3 4 50.0 
B.AD ... 0 0 1 1.4 0 0 0 0 1 5.9 3 37.5 

3. W.r. You Offeaded? 
Y •• 10 14.7 2 2.8 9 8.9 4 9.5 5 29.4 1 12.5 
B. 58 85.3 70 97.2 92 91.1 37 88.1 10 58.8 5 62.5 
B. AD,war 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2.4 2 11.8 2 25.0 

4. Va. It AD. Iava.iOll 
Of Privacy? 
Ye. 7 10.3 17 23.6 16 15.9 9 21.4 5 29.4 4 50.0 
Bo 61 89.7 54 75.0 85 84.1 31 73.8 12 70.6 3 37.5 
Bo .aver 0 0 1 1.4 0 0 2 4.8 0 0 6 75.0 

5. Would You Take It 
To Get A Job? 
Y •• 66 97.1 70 97.2 96 95.0 39 92.9 15 88.2 1 12.5 
Bo 1 1.5 1 1.4 4 4.0 2 4.8 1 5.9 1 12.5 
10 Alaaver 1 1.4 1 1.4 1 1.0 1 2.4 1 5.9 6 75.0 

6. Would You Tak. It 
Aa A B.outine Te.t? 
Yea 53 77.9 61 84.7 97 96.0 33 78.6 12 70.6 6 75.0 
Bo 15 22.1 9 12.5 4 4.0 9 21.4 4 23.5 1 12.5 
Bo An.war 0 0 2 2.8 0 0 0 0 1 5.9 1 12.5 

7. Vould You Take It 
To Find A Thief At 
Your Company? 
Ye. 68 100.0 69 95.8 96 95.1 39 92.9 15 88.2 6 75.0 Bo 0 0 2 2.8 5 4.9 2 4.8 1 5.9 1 12.5 No An.war 0 0 1 1.4 0 0 1 2.4 1 5.9 1 12.5 

--~~~ - -"":;. 
~--~- ~ 
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Open-Ended C.-ent's. Fer each question, provision 
waa made for free coaaenta explaining the respondent' a 
anawer !! the answer was negative to polygraph acreenina. 
Queation 1 (t'What do you think about this teat • • • tt) 
waa the only one that solicited poaitive and Delative 
co.aenta. In all, examinees .. de 452 cOJllllents. Theae 
comments were claasified aa to favorableneaa to the poly­
graph (favorable to polygraph, neutral, unfavorable to 
polygraph) and aa to content. 

It should be Doted that reapondents did not c_ant 
equally on all queationa. Of the 315 exa.1neea who 
filled out the aurvey queatieanaire, 233 volunteered 
ca..enta on ~eatiOD l,but the rate of commenting fell 
off rapidly thereafte1:' frQl 67 ccaaenta for Queation 2 
to 17 cGIID.enta for QueatiOD 5. 

The reaulta of thia analyaia are presented in 
Table 4. It ahould be emphasized that for Queation 2 
through 7 only De.ative c ... enta were aolicited. For 
Queation 1, 54.9 percent ef the comaenta were favorable, 
3.0 percent were neutral, and 42.1 percent were negative. 

Even for the r_ining aix queationa, al theu&h only 
negative c ... enta were .olicit", aoae poaitive or neutral 
c ... enta were made. 

Table 4 
Diatribution of Com.enta by ~atiOD and by Attitude 

(Favorable, Keutral, Unfavorable) 

Queaticm Favorable Keutral Unfavorable Total 
K.. Percent 1110. Percent R •• Percent Ro. Percent 

1 128 54.9 7 3.0 98 42.1 233 100.0 
2 4 7.2 8 10.7 55 82.1 67 100.0 
3 38 100.0 38 100.0 
4 2 8.0 23 92.0 25 100.0 
5 17 100.0 17 100.0 
6 2 4.1 5 10.2 42 85.7 49 100.0 
7 2 8.7 9 39.1 12 52.2 23 100.0 
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The 452 ca.meats were also classified as to con­
tent. The results of tbis analysis are liven in Table 
5. 

Overall, favorable respenses preponderated (54.9 
percent of all Question 1 comments). The most fre­
quently offereel favorable cos.ent (Question 1) indicated 
that the test was ,eod, fair, accurate, should be used­
more often (33.5 percent of respondents). The second 
most frequent favorable reaction (8.2 percent of res­
pondents) found the test new, interesting, enjoyable. 
No other favorable cOlBent was liven, os the leneral 
question, by more than 3+ percent of the responc:lents. 

Keutral responses accounted for only a small pro­
portion of all c ... ents. 

The most frequently cited nelative comments 
expressed doubts as to the test's accuracy (13.3 per­
cent on general question), anxiety about taking the 
test itself (13.7 percent), and complaints about the 
questions asked (8.6 percent). I'n the general c __ ts 
(Question 1), emly 3.0 percent offered the ccaaent that 
the test invaded an incii vidual's privacy, and on Question 
4, dealing specifically with iavasion of privacy, 36.0 
percent c-.plained of invasion of privacy while 44.0 
percent expressed scepticis. as to the accuracy of the 
test. 

S\8I&" aM Conclusions. These data show fairly 
clearly that it is .. sy to overest18ate the dearee of 
resistance to polygraph eu-illAtions by the individuals 
wh. are askeel te take them. A1aoDI relatively naive 
jeb applicants, only 16.6 percent felt their privacy 
vas invaded. Over 96 perceat are willing to take it 
to let a job. Effective use of the polYlrapb .. y be 
lwIpered, however, by the existence of doubts about its 
accuracy and leneral test aDXiety iu the procedure. 
Wider disse.1natiOft of research eo the device's relia­
bility aDd validity would probably belp tmpreve the 
public's perception of what can be achieved by way of 
a polygraph exa.ination. Tbe survey itself indicated 
this possibility: a few respondents reported increased 
coafideace in the technique after they to. the test, 
aad, for s •• sublreups of eu-hlees, Im_ledle of 
(usually favorable) results led to more favorable 
attitudes teward the procedure. 
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Table 5 
Thematic Analysis of Comments 

1 2 
General Unfair 

!!!.t. Percent Ko. Percent -
Theae Category 

Positive 
Rew, Different, Interesting 

Learning Experience, Eojoyecl It 19 8.2 
Good, Fair, Accurate Teat, Should 

Be Uaed More 78 33.5 4 6.0 
YiDdication That "I Was Truthful" 9 3.9 
CnfideDce In Teat Increaaed After 

Taking It 7 3.0 
lCeceaaary FH Job, Good & Uaefu1 7 3.0 
Tboreugh, Involved 8 3.4 
Did Hot Invade Privacy - - -

TOTAL POSITIVE 128 55.0 4 6.0 

lCeutral 
Ko C_ant, DOD' t Knew, Keutra1 4 1.7 
Ifeed More Data To Answer 5 7.5 
Answer W.w.d Dep'" On Out cOIle 

Of Test 3 1.3 3 4.5 
Up To Company To Fiod Offeadera 
Take Only If Job Ia Worthwhile - -

TOTAL BEtJ1lW.. 7 3.0 8 12.0 

.e.ative 
Doubt Teat'a Accuracy aDd Teater'a 

InteatiOlls 31 13.3 13 19.4 
Fearful, Stranae Experi_ce, Fur 

Of Wrong Accusationa, Made Me 
Mary ... 32 13.7 7 10.4 

Co.p1aints About Typea of Queationa, 
Pain PTa. Strapa 20 8.6 30 44.8 

Invades Privacy, Too Peraonal, 
HlDiliatiug 7 3.0 5 7.5 

Inappropriate 5 2.1 
GeIlera1 Dislike 3 1.3 
Realization of 0wD Dishoneaty 
Parenta May FiDei OUt - - -

TOTAL NEGATIVE 98 42.0 55 82.0 
QWO) TOTALS 233 100.0 67 100.0 
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3 
Offensive 

••• Percent 

- -

-

2 5.3 

16 42.1 

4 10.5 

13 34.2 

2 5.3 
1 ~ -

38 100.0 
38 100.0 

4 
Invade 

Privacy 
!l!.!. .. Peiiiiiijr..,c ... en ..... t 

2 - 8.0 -
2 8.0 

- -

11 44.0 

3 12.0 

9 36.0 

- -
23 92.0 

25 100.0 

QueatiOD 

5 
Take 

For Job 
!2.!. .. P_er_c ... 8D ..... t 

6 
Routinely 

!2.!. .. P_er_c_eD ...... t 

2 4.1 

- - -

5 -
5 

6 

4 

2 

-
12 

17 

29.4 

29.4 

35.3 

23.5 

11.8 

-
70.6 

100.0 

2 4.1 

1 2.0 

5 10.2 

5 10.2 

22 44.9 
11 22.4 
4 8.2 

- -
42 85.7 

49 100.0 

7 
Find Thief 
Bo. ..Pe_r..,c ... eD ___ t 

2 8.7 

2 8.7 

1 4.3 
8 34.8 - -
9 39.1 

4 17.4 

8 34.8 

- -
12 52.2 
23 100.0 
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Attorneys and Behavioral Scientists. Defense and 
prosecuting attorneys .. y use the polygraph in their 
work. Behavioral scientists, especially psychologists 
and sociological criDdnologists, have long had an 
interest in the field of detection ef deception. The 
polygraph is, in fact, a psychological measuring in­
strument, and the rationale behind its use is founded 
upon well-established principles of physiological psych­
ology relating vascular and autonomic changes in the 
body, and to emotional experiences. Attorneys as 
prinCipal users of the polygraph in the court system, 
and behavioral scientists who have done much of the 
basic research are, therefore, two groups whose opinions 
about the polygraph are critical to its acceptance. 

A nation-w1de sample of almost 5700 individuals, 
representing the four main subgroups indicated above, 
were sent survey questionnaires. Both questionnaires 
included iteas about use of the polygraph in the legal 
process. Only the questionnaire sent to psychologists 
and sociologists included items about use of the polygraph 
for employment purposes. In all, 1686 individuals, just 
under 30 percent of the sample surveyed responded. 

Table 6 

Distribution of Sample Surveyed and Responding 

Group Survexed Reseonded 
Ko. Pet. Mo. Pct. -- - -

Defense Attorneys 1 2210 38.9 703 41.7 
Prosecuting Attor-

neys2 1502 26.5 317 18.8 
Other AttorneIs3 70 4.2 
Psychologists 1486 26.2 429 25.4 
SociologistsS 481 8.4 104 6.2 
Other Behavi~al 

63 3.7 Scientists - .. 
5m" 100.0 1686 100":0 TOTAL 

lMational lIIociatian of Defense Layyers 

2aatiooal District Attorneys Aasociation 

Reseonse R.ate 

31.8 

21.1 

31.S 
26.4 

--29.7 

3seventy attorneys, salbers of either ltADL or IIDM., were 
not in either defense or prosecuting practice 

4American Psychological "sociation, Divisions of Indu­
strial (14) and Military (19) Psychology 
6Aaerican Sociological Association. CrlDdnololY Divisioo 
Sixty-three behavior .. l seiGtists, --.bars of APA or .&SA. 
DOW practicing in ether ~ields • 
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To provide a baais for eatimating the degree to 
which a reapondent' a anawera were anchored in experience, 
all respondents were asked what use they had made of the 
polygraph. The ctata are suaaarizec1 in Table 7. About 
40 percent of proaecuting attorneya and 48 percent of 
defense attorneya, have had experience with the poly­
graph. Many fewer behavioral aci8Dtiata (23 percent of 
the psychologists and 12 percent of the sociologiata) 
bact used the polygraph, and juat over 14 percent are 
now doing or hay. clODe r.aearch en the po1yp-aph. 

Table 7 
Uae of Polygraph by Attorneys Classified 

By Present Practice, 
And by Behavioral Scientiats 

A. AttorneIs 
Egerience with Present Practice 
polygraph 'I Prosecutor Defena. Other 

H •• Pet. Ifo. Pet. teo. Pet. - - - -
Y.s 284 40.4 153 48.3 33 47.1 

No 419 59.6 164 51.7 37 52.9 - - -
TOTAL 703 100.0 317 100.0 70 100.0 

B. Behavioral Scientiats 

Ua. PolYaraeh? PSIchololI Socio101! Other Total 
No. Pet. H •• Pet. 110. Pet. No. Pet. - - - - - - -

110 328 76.5 92 88.5 45 71.4 465 78.0 
Us. Now .5 1.2 0 0 2 3.2 7 1.2 
Hav. Uaed 96 22.3 II 11.5 16 25.4 124 20.8 - - - - - -

TOTAL 429 100.0 104 100.0 63 100.0 596 100.0 

Do Stud.ies'l 
Ke 367 85.5 90 86.5 54 85.7 511 85.7 
Ala DOiq 2 .5 0 0 1 1.6 3 .5 
Have Done 60 14.0 14 13.5 8 12.7 82 13.8 - - - - - - -

TOTAL 429 100.0 104 100.0 63 100.0 596 100.0 
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Attitudes of Behavioral Scientists and Attorneys 
Toward Use of the Polxgraph in Criminal Cases. R.spondents 
to the survey •• r. aaked to react to statements of five 
i •• u.s on a scale fr. "Strongly Agre." to "Strongly 
Disagree." The .. Air .... end of the .cale vas always fav.r­
able to the polygraph. 

'lbe six .tat_mt. wer.: 

1. Polygraph results should be admi •• ible 
a. evidence in criminal cas.s wh.re there 
is a prior stipulation agreed to by both 
.ide •• 

2. PolYP'aph re.ults .hould be generally 
ad.1.sible as ev1dmce in certain ex­
ceptional ca.es, even over the objection 
of oppo.ing coun.el. 

3. Polygraph te.t results .hould be leaerally 
admi.aible a. evid8ftce even over the ob­
jection of opposing coun.el. 

4. 'l'he polygraph technique .hould be used 
a. an investigative aid in crt.1nal ca •••• 

s. 1 favor state licm.inl of polYP'aph 
examiner •• 

Both defen.e and pro.ecutinl attemeya (and 
particularly the latter) are sc.ewhat more approving 
of the polygraph than are either p.ychologi.t. or 
sociologists. The general tread i. about the ... e for 
all four groups, however: a strona cOllcen.us favoring 
the admis.ibility of the instrument on prior .tipula­
tion, approval of the instruaent a. All investigative 
aid, aDd .trong .upport for lic.sing examiners. 

~y a minority (but as high as 42 percent in the 
case of pro.ecutiq attorneya) agree that the polyaraph 
.hould be acIa1tted in evidence over obj.ction, evea in 
exceptional caaea. 
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Table 8 

Su.mary of Attitud.. of Behavioral Scienti.t. and ~tora.y. Toward Five I.aue. 
R.elating to the U.. of the Polygraph in Crillinal Preceedins.: Precent Who 

"Strengly Agree" or "Alree" 

Behavioral Scienti.t. Attan:aeIa 
P.yChologi.t. Seciololiat. Other Pro.ecutor. DefeD.e 

Polygraph Sheuld B. Ad.1 •• ibl. 
On Prior Stipulation 69.3 59.6 68.3 82.1 71.9 

Polygraph Should B. Adad •• ibl. 
In Exceptional ca •••• EVeD 
Ov.r Objection 38.2 23.1 35.0 42.2 29.8 

Pelygraph $hould Be Generally 
Admi •• ibl., EVeD Over 
Objectien 27.9 13.4 25.3 31.6 10.7 

Polygraph Sheuld Be U.ed As 
Inv •• tiaativ. Aid In 
Crlliinal ca •• a 76.4 S8.7 84.2 9S.6 75.1 

Favor State LiceD.illl Of 
Polygraph Exaainer. 82.7 75.9 81.0 90.8 88.0 

Other 

77.1 

25.7 

13.7 

88.5 

85.7 
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In spite of these iadications of the accept­
ability of the polygraph, its reputation as an in­
vestigative aid is high only among prosecuting 
attorneys, 60 percent of whoa aay it is alaost always 
or usually of great value. Only 39 percent of defense 
attorneys, 20 percent of psychologists, aDd 16 per­
cent of aociologists think it has ",reat value." 

Attorney. were asked for their estimates of 
the batting avera,e of polygraph exaainations: "Out 
of a aerie. of 100 ca.e., i8 bew many do you believe 
the exa.iner would correctly determine guilt or 
innocence?" The median estimate (half were higher, 
half lower) was 81 cases for pro.ecutors and 79 cases 
for defense attorney.. The range was large, however, 
from a low estimate of less than 10 right out of 100, 
to a high e.timate of 100 right out of 100 (2.5 per­
cent of all responding attorney. shared this estimate. 
It .hould be noted that the 80 out of 100 hit rate 
is below that actually observed in the studies of the 
validity of the polygraph when well-trained examiners 
are used.* 

Attitudes of Behavioral Scienti.ts Toward Use 
of the Polygraph for £!plGment Screeniul. The poly­
graph ha. beccae widely used by employers to screen 
out potentially-di.hone.t workers. Both psychologists 
and .oci.loli.t. (87 percent of each) oppose uae of 
the polygraph routinely, 57 percent of the psychologists 
aDd 69 percent of the .ociologists disapprove its uae 
"for job. requiring trust." Even for .learance for 
security job., only 39 percaDt of the psychologist., 
27 percent of the .ociologi.t. aive a p •• itive endorse­
aent. Furtheraore, there i •• trODg disapproval AIBOIla 
bebavieral scientist. of the practice of requiring 
..,loyees to take a polygraph test or face dismis.al, 
if a theft er los. i. di.covered. ~y between 6 aM 
8 percent of behavioral .cieati.t. approve the practice. 
About 80 parceDt di.approve, aIMl the balance are UIl­

deciclacl. Thi. attitude i. probably arOUDCied ill the 
stroaaly-held belief that .G ODe .hould be required to 
te.tify a,ai.st hia.elf. 

*See Accuracy and Ccm.istency of Examiner'. OpiDi.n 
in Polygraph (Lie D.tector) Te.t - F. L. HUDter aDd P. 
Aah. (In Pr •••• ) 
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Table 9 

Attitudes of Attorney. and Behavioral Scientists to the Question: 

"Overall How Would You Rate the Polygraph as an Investigative Aid?" 

Behavioral Scientists Attorneys 

Psych.logists Sociologists Other Prosecutors D.fense Other 
Ratina Ko. Pet. Ho. Pets. Ho. Pets. Ho. Pet. Ho. Pet. No. Pet. - - - - - - - - - -
Ala.st Always of 

Great Value 8 1.9 1 1.0 1 1.6 122 17.4 26 8.2 5 7.1 

Usually of Great 
Value 77 17.9 16 15.4 12 19.0 297 42.2 94 29.7 28 40.0 

Semeti... of 
Value 301 70.2 68 65.4 45 71.4 266 37.8 157 49.5 32 45.7 

Usually of Little 
Value 38 8.9 12 11.5 5 7.9 17 2.4 31 9.8 3 4.3 

Hever ef Any 
Value 5 1.2 7 6.7 0 0 1 0.1 9 2.8 2 2.9 - - - - - - - - - - -

TOTAL 429 100.0 104 100.0 63 100.0 703 100.0 317 100.0 70 100.0 
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Attitude 

Strcma1y 

AIr·· 
Acre. 

lJDcl.cicled 

Di.ap' •• 

StrODl1y 
Di.aar·· 

Tab1. 10 

Attitud.. of B.haviora1 Scienti.t. Toward the U.. of Polygraph 
in Pr.eaap1oyaent Screenina, by Prof ••• ien 

I of P.lcho1oli.t. ,.-2S6l 
U.e For Job. 

i of Socie1oli.t. ,.-103l 
U •• Fer Job. 

l!f Other. ,.-118l 
U •• For U.. For U.e Fer 

U •• a.quirinl Security U •• aequiriq Security U •• Job. ae-
Routin. TrwIt Job. Routine _'l'ruat 

~--
Job. Routiue quiriq 

tru.t 

O.S 2.6 9.6 1.0 1.0 7.7 3.2 4.8 

3.S 21.2 29.1 3.8 18.3 19.2 4.8 19.0 

9.3 19.1 20.7 8.7 11.S 14.4 9.S 19.0 

26.1 25.9 17.0 26.0 28.8 21.2 27.0 2S.4 

".6 31.2 24.2 60.6 40.4 37.S SS.6 31.7 

1 

U.. For 
Security 

Job. 

11.1 

30.2 

17.5 

12.7 

28.6 
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Table 11 

Attitude. of Behavieral Scienti.t. Toward The I •• ue: 
"If a 'lbeft er Lo.. i. Di.covered 

All Employee. Shoulc:l be Polygraph .. or Face Diam1 •• al" 

Attitude. P.ychololi.t. Sociologi.t. Other 
( ... 256) (lC-103) (lC-118) 
Percent Percent Percent 

StrODlly Ap'ee 2.3 0 1.6 

Acree 6.8 6.7 4.8 

N thMtecic:lecl 13.3 6.7 14.3 .... 
\0 

Di.aaree 21.7 29.8 34.9 

Stronaly Di.aaree 55.9 56.7 44.4 
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In summary, attorney. believe that the polygraph 
is a u.eful inve.tigative aid, but that it. uae in 
court proceeding. should be li.tted to tho.e c •••• 
wh.re there is prior stipulation. Th.y have a f.irly 
hiah opiniOD of the validity of the procedure, but it 
fall. short of actually measured v.lidity. 

Behavioral scientists have sa.ewbat l.ss positive 
.ttitude. than .ttorney., but .eem to be in agreement 
with re.pect to the u.e of the polygraph in inve.tig.­
tiona and in court. They .trongly di.approve of mo.t 
employment u.es of the polygr.ph. 

Polygraph Examiners. A national sample of 193 
polygraph examiner. were queried as to their attitud.s 
toward polygr.ph use. A summary of their responses 
(T.ble 12) .hows th.t their .ttitudes are not toe 
diff.rent from those of attorneys: .dmit the polygraph 
to court proc.edings only upon prior stipulation, use 
is .s an investigative aid. Examiners do differ markedly 
fr_ behavioral sci8lltists, however, in their over­
whe11l1ag endorsement of the polygraph for routine em­
ployee screening. 

The attitude surveys reported here offer the 
polygraph profe •• ioa an opportunity and • challenge. 
Th. opportunity exi.t. because of the wide-.pread 
acceptance of the in.trument - surpri.ingly hiah 
especi.lly "ana exa.1n ••• th ... elves. The ch.lleng. 
i. to ctmduct ead di •• -.1nate the results of re.earch 
t. reduce misund.rstandi_, of the procedur.s validity, 
r.liability, and •• ci.l us.fuln •••• 
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Table 12 

Attitud •• of 193 Polygraph Examiners 

te Polygraph U •• 

Y •• No Qualified No AIl.wer - -
I. a.-tia. Employ •• 

T •• tilll U •• ful' 168 26 - 9 
87.0'1 13.5'1 4.77-

Should 'lb. 'olyp-_ph B. 
Adai. tted Into Evidence 
Witb.ut a ••• rv_tieo' 32 160 1 

N 16.6'1 82.9'1 - 0.51 N 
10& 

SbMlld 1.'h. '.lypo_ph B. 
Admitted By Stipul_tien' 178 0 - 6 

92.2'1 4.77. 3.17-

Should 'lb. 'olyp-_ph B. 
U.ed Only As An 
lnv •• tia_tiv. Aid' 8 90 92 3 

4.1'1 46.6'1 47.7'1 1.67. 
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POLYGRAPH EVALUATION SURVEY 

UICC DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY AMERICAN POLYGRAPH ASSOCIATION 
LABORATORY FOR ORGANIZATIONAL AND OCCUPATIONAL RESEARCH 

Legal research is essential if we are to advance the science of criminal justice. To this end, we are 
undertaking a study of attitudes of members of the legal profession towards use of the polygraph ("Iie 
detector")' Your cooperation is earnestly requested to help us evaluate the polygraph for its contribution 
to the criminal justice process, and limitations which should apply to its use. We would appreciate it if you 
would respond to the few short statements set forth below, and return this self-mailing questionnaire. 
Thank you very much. 

Philip Ash, Ph.D., Director 
Laboratory for Occupational and 
Organizational Research 

1. Polygraph results should be admissible as evidence in criminal cases where there is a prior stipulation 
agreed to by both sides. 
( ) Strongly agree () Agree () Undecided () Disagree () Strongly disagree 

2. Polygraph test results should be generally admissible as evidence in certain exceptional cases, even over 
the objection of opposing counsel. 
( ) Strongly agree () Agree () Undecided () Disagree () Strongly disagree 

3. Polygraph test results should be generally admissible as evidence even over the objection of opposing 
counsel. 
( ) Strongly agree () Agree () Undecided () Disagree () Strongly disagree 

4. The polygraph technique should be used as an investigative aid in criminal cases. 
( ) Strongly agree () Agree () Undecided () Disagree () Strongly disagree 

5. I favor state licensing of Polygraph Examiners. 
( ) Strongly agree () Agree () Undecided Disagree Strongly disagree 

6. Overall, how would you rate the Polygraph as an investigative aid? 
( ) Almost always of great value () Usually of great value ( ) Sometimes of 
value () Usually of little value () Never of any value 

7. How accurate do you believe polygraph test results are? Out of a series of 100 cases, in how many 
(from 0 to 100) do you believe the examiner would correctly determine the guilt or innocence of the 
examinee, or, the truth or falsity of his statements? 

Enter your estimate; a number from 0 to 100: ____ _ 

8. My present legal practice is; () Prosecutor ) Defense () Other ____ _ 

9. Approximately how long have you engaged in this practice?; For __ years. 

10. If you have practiced in an area different from your present practice, what was your previous 
practice?; () No change () Prosecutor () Defense () Other _____ _ 

11. Approximately how long did you engage in this practice?; For __ years. 

12. In what year were you admitted to practice? (Enter last two digits of year.) 19 ____ _ 

13. In defense practice, if you engage(d) in it, have you ever had a client Polygraphed? 
( ) No () Yes; 14. If Yes, about how many such clients? (Enter number of cases): __ 

15. I n prosecutor practice, have you ever suggested that a suspect or defendant be Polygraphed? 
( ) No (.) Yes; 16. If Yes, about how many such cases? (Enter number of cases): __ 

17. Have you ever had any professional experience with the Polygraph?; ( ) Yes ( ) No. 
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FORM B 

POLYGRAPH EVALUATION SURVEY 

UICC DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY AMERICAN POLYGRAPH ASSOCIATION 
LABORATORY FOR ORGANIZATIONAL AND OCCUPATIONAL RESEARCH 

Legal research is essential if we are to advance the science of criminal justice. To this end, we are 
undertaking a study of attitudes of Behavioral Scientest towards use of the polygraph ("Iie detector"). 
Your cooperation is earnestly requested to help us evaluate the polygra~h for its contribution to the 
criminal justice process, and limitations which should apply to its use. We would appreciate it if you would 
respond to the few short statements set forth below, and return this self-mailing questionnaire. Thank you 
very much. 

Philip Ash, Ph.D., Director 
Laboratory for Occupational and 
Organizational Research 

1. Polygraph results should be admissible as evidence in criminal cases where there is a prior stipulation agreed to by both 
sides. 
( ) Strongly agree () Agree () Undecided () Disagree () Strongly disagree 

2. Polygraph test results should be generally admissible as evidence in certain exceptional cases, even over the objection of 
opposing counsel. 
( ) Strongly agree () Agree () Undecided () Disagree () Strongly disagree 

3. Polygraph test results should be generally admissible as evidence even over the objection of opposingcounsel. 
( ) Strongly agree () Agree () Undecided () Disagree () Strongly disagree 

4. The polygraph technique should be used as an investigative aid in criminal cases. 
( ) Strongly agree () Agree () Undecided () Disagree () Strongly disagree 

5. I favor state licensing of Polygraph Examiners. 
( ) Strongly agree () Agree () Undecided Disagree Strongly disagree 

6. Overall, how would you rate the Polygraph as an investigative aid? 
( ) Almost always of great value () Usually of great value () Sometimes of value 
value () Never of any value 

7. In my opinion the polygraph should be used in pre-employment screening to evaluate applicant honesty. 
a. Routinely for all applicants 

) Strongly agree () Agree () Undecided () Disagree () Strongly disagree 

Usually of little 

b. For applicants for positions involving some measure of trust and risk of loss (e.g., guards, bank tellers, cashiers, 
route salesmen) , 

) Strongly agree () Agree () Undecided () Disagree () Strongly disagree 
c. For applicants for positions involving a high degree of trust and security (e.g., armored truck drivers, police, jobs 

involving the national security) 
) Strongly agree () Agree () Undecided () Disagree () Strongly disagree 

8. If a theft or loss is discovered all employees should be polygraphed, or face dismissal. 
( ) Strongly agree () Agree () Undecided () Disagree () Strongly disagree 

9. What is the major field within which you work primarily? 
( ) Psychology () Sociology () Other _____________ _ 

10. Where are you principally employed? () Educational instituiton () Government other than education 
( ) BtJsiness or industry () Consulting or self-employed () Other ____________ _ 

11. Do you now use, or have you ever used, the polygraph ("lie detector") in your own work in any 
way? () No () Use now () Have used 

12. Are you now doing, or have you done, any studies of the polygraph ("Iie detector")? 
( ) No () Am doing () Have done 

13. On the basis of your studies, reading, and your own research, if any, how well informed woulctyou say your are about the 
polygraph? 
( ) I am an expert () Well informed professionally () Better informed than most laymen () About as 
well informed as most laymen () Don't know much about it 

14. To which of the following organizations do you belong? () American Psychological Assn () American 
Sociological Assn () American Polygraph Assn () American Psychology-Law Society () International 
Academy of Forensic Psychology 
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CALIBRATION OF POLYGRAPH INSTRUMENTS 

By 

w. A. Van De Werken 

The polygraph historically bas been a scientific 
instrument used as an aia in maBY fields of psychological 
aDd pbysiololical research; some instrumentation con­
taining as lI&tly as 12 recording cbamlels bas been uaed 
by the acientific community. We find that in the poly­
graph fiela many of theae physiological recording sections 
are completely compatible with the polygraph technique 
and therefore are beinl utilized today. Standard instru­
mentation for a polygraph examination used for truth 
verification or lie detection may contain as many as 6 
recording Channels. This instrumentatioo usually provides 
for the recordation of siugle or dual respiration patterns, 
blood pressure recordings, galvanic skin responses, muscle 
tension and movement and vartatiGDs or caabinations of 
the above mentioned areas. 

Even with today's degree of sophistication of 
instru.entatiOD it is necessary to place attacbaents or 
detaChable accessories upon the body of the person to be 
tested in order to record the physiological Changes in 
which we are interested. These attaCbaents act as receivers 
to detect the changes then conduct the impulses either 
electronically or pneumatically to the instrument which 
then converts the incoming signal to a usable output and 
ul tillately to a perlUl'lent recording OIl a paper chart. In­
struaents are presently beinl manufactured so that a given 
input resul ts in a given output of signal on the chart, 
and it is this information which makes it possible for the 
pelygraph examiner to periodically check his instrument 
for conformance to the manufacturers specifications of 
senaitivity. This article has a dual purpose. The first 
being to explain sensitivity standards with the procedures 
to be followed in verifying conformance to the standards, 
and secondly, to discuss troubleshootinl the instrument 
to locate any possible malfunctioning which may .x1st in 
the recording sections. Since in many cases the pre­
par~tory action to be taken is identical in either case 
we sball attempt to discuss the dual role concurrently. 

224 

Polygraph 1973, 02(3)



The Chart Drive or KYJ!ograph 

This section is the chart transporting mechanism 
which is responsible for transporting the recording Chart 
at a constant and uniform rate of speed under the pen •• 
The majority of polygraph instruments in use today employ 
a chart drive meChanism working at a constant 6 inches 
per minute. Some, however, use metric speeds. Most are 
using a synchron0U8 driven motor on a direct drive baSis 
or with a step up gear arrangement which causes the chart 
to be propelled at the specified rate of speed. Checldng 
the speed of the chart drive is important aince the fre­
quency of signals in scme sections may be iDdicative of 
deception if the rate is considered as extremely excessive 
or extremely slow. 

To check the speed of the chart drive it is recQIIDended 
first of all the chart be in a stopped poaition. The examiner 
should at this tiae place a .ark using a fixed reference 
point on the chart drive asaembly (the cutter bar area is 
a cODvenient area to use). After placina the mark on the 
chart the examiner should while obaerving the .econd hand 
of a watch or atop watch, turn on the switch of the chart 
drive aechani_, which will cause the synchronous motor 
to be activated. In obaerving the a.cODd haad for a period 
of 60 seconds of time, the examiner ahould also lee whether 
the chart is moving properly wi thout binding. After 1 
minute of time, the examiner should turn off the awi tch of 
the chart drive, aDd place another IllArk on the Chart using 
the s .. e reference pOint that he first used in aarking the 
chart. The diatance between the two mark. on the chart 
ahould be 6 inches. If a 60 cycle synchronous motor ia 
Uled with a 50 cycle current, the speed of the chart drive 
will then be 5 inches per minute rather than the 6 inches 
per ablUte. No physical d_ge is caused by 50 cycle 
current, but this is not true if the instrument is used on 
a 220 volt power aource rather than a 110 power source. 
Of course, scae motors are designed and manufactured for 
220 volts. 

PneQHuaphic Section (Respiration) 

The pne1aographic aection which records changes in 
the respiration frequency aDd depth, operates on a slight 
vaClaD or Slight presaure depending upon the degree of 
extenaiem or compression of the pne1aograph1c test tube 

225 

Polygraph 1973, 02(3)



••• ..,ly. )fote that iDbal.tion by the per.on being te.ted 
will cause the pen to ri.e (fr. the creation of a vacuum) 
and that eXhalation of the per.on being te.ted cause. the 
pen to de.cead (from low pressure increase in the .yst_). 

The general sp.cificatiOlls of the _nufacturers in­
dicate that the sensitivity of the pn8\W.ographic •• ction 
i. .uch that a « inch extension (creation of a vaCU1D) 
should cause the Pneumogr.phic PeIl, when properly balanced. 
to cause an inked arc Oft the chart in an upward direction 
fer a .... ured di.tance of 3/4 of one inch. Instruction 
manual. give more lattitude, .ugae.ting the excursion .hould 
be between 3/4 aDd 1 inch. this is explained by the manu­
facturer. a. being a compra.1se .ince it i. virtually im­
po.sible for an examiner to accurately determine \ inch 
con.istantly, since the graduations on the .tandard ruler 
have width which can CAuse a sli&ht Jaisreading of the \ 
inch. Manufacturers used caa acuated bellows which .ove 
the \ inch precisely. The .... cam acuation is used in 
checking the cardio which will be explained later. 

A review of the pueuaograph ciiagr_ will indicate 
that the pne\Dograph .y.t. i. caapletely closed and can 
be considered to be operating with a flexible bellows 
OIl either ead of the sy.tan. Tbe pn--.ograpb1c chart tube 
a •• eably i. a bellows on one end, aDd the tambour bellows 
is on the other. actuating a _chan1cal coonectina link 
art which in turn causes a clockwise or cOUDterclockw1se 
position movement of the pen, causing the inked arc to be 
placed on the chart. 

7 

PNEUMOGRAPHIC COMPONENTS 
lA TYPICAL TRAIN OF ENERGY J 

CONNECTOR 
BLOCK 

TAMBOUR ASSEMBLY CONSISTING OF; 

ASSEMBLY 

1. BELLOWS 5. JEWELLED BEARINGS 
2. CONNECTING LINK ARM 6. PEN FORKS 
3. CONNECTING PIN 7. PEN 
4. PIVOT SHAFT 
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Calibration Procedure 

The following procedure will allow the fIXAUIfner to 
calibrate the pneumographic section. Connect the chest 
tube ass.bly to the instruaaent. Place the pne\aOgraph 
chest assembly connecting hose on the connector of the 
instr1aent, close the vent, and center the pen (it is 
recommended that the pen be balanced to accurately deter­
mine the sensitivity). Place the pneuaograph chest tube 
on a ruler and while holding one end of the tube in a 
fixed position extend the other ead of the tube \ of 1 
inch. This should cause a 3/4 inch upward excur.ion of 
the Pneaao pen. 

Rext check to a.certain whether or not a leak exlsts 
in the syst_. With a clo.ed .yst_ aDd with the pen 
centered a. previously described (with proper pen balance) 
hold one end of the pneumograph ch •• t tube a .... bly in a 
fixed po.ition aDd then extend the free end approxtmately 
" inch so that there i. an upward excursion of the pen. 
Once the Pneumo Tube ba. been stretched, hold down the 
previously free end and observe the action of the pen. 
If the system is intact the pen will .tabilize aDd hold a 
fixed position. If a leak eXists in th. sy.t. the pen 
will de.cend toward the batt_ pen stop or the bottOlll mar­
gin of the pn81aOgrapb excursion area. 

cardio-SphJl!osraph Section (Blood Pressure) 

The cardiographic cGalponent records relative bloed 
pressure Changes, as well as pulse rate and pulse pressure 
by aeaDS of a cuff wrapped around the ara or wrist aDd 
connected pneu.atically to a recording bellows in the 
cardiographic cc.ponent. 

The cuff, when illflated to a suitable air pressure, 
will detect illpulses aad tranSJait th_ throuah cOll1lectiq 
tubes, past the pressure iadicating laua- (Aneroid Sphypao­
manaaeter), to a very S8Dsitive bellows and its connected 
lever .yst_, which aoves the peo. 'l'he pen records eNDses 
in blood pressure, pulse rate aad puls. pressure OIl the 
chart. 

The seaaitiv1ty of the cardiosphya-osraph section is 
sucb that with a pressurized s1st. of 90 II1ll.eters, a 
2 II1llt.eter pressure chanae will cauae the peD to scribe 
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an inked arc on the chart for a measured distance of 
3/4 of 1 inch. As previously stated the 1II8IlUfacturers 
allow a 8ensitivity variation in a field test of between 
3/4 and 1 inch since it is difficult for an examiner to 
accurately determine a 2 millameter change from the 
graduations on the sphygmomanometer. In a factory check 
the manufacturers use a cam actuated bellows which will 
consistantly cause a precise 2 millimeter change. 

A review of the cardia diagram will disclose that 
the cardiographic component is a completely closed 
8ystem containing a pump bulb a8sembly and occluding arm 
cuff at one end of the system. and then through connecting 
tubing terminates at a closed bellows identified as the 
tambour assembly. The intermediate system includes a 
sphygmomanometer. a vent valve and a resonance control. 
With a pressurized system. any pre8sure Change8 at the 
arm cuff is directly reflected by a corresponding action 
in the tambour assembly, and in the movement of the pen. 

CARDIDGRAPHIC CDMPDNENTS 

[A TYPICAL TRAIN OF ENERGY] 

SPHYGMOMANOMETER 

TAMBOUR ASSEMBLY CONSISTING OF; 
1. BELLOWS 5. JEWELLED BEARINGS 
2. CONNECTING LINK ARM 
3. CONNECTING PIN 

6. PEN FORKS 
7. PEN 

4. PIVOT SHAFT 8. AIRTIGHT CANNISTER 
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In order to calibrate the cardiosphygmograph section 
it is recOlllllended that the following procedure be followed. 
'!be examiner should wrap the cuff around an inflexible 
object such as the leg of a table or a cylindrical object 
(such as a coffee can), close the vent, pressurize the, 
system to 100 millameters of pressure and then massage the 
cuff to remove any trapped air bubbles in the wrapping. 
If there has been a significant drop in the sphygmomano­
meter pressure then the examiner should again pressurize 
the instrument to 90 millameters. At this moment the 
examiner should center the pen, making aure that the re­
sonance control is open (if one is present in the instru­
ment) • Now the examiner should observe the inked tracing 
and note whether or not there appears to be any loss of 
pressure in the system, indicated by a tracing which drops 
towards the bottom of the chart. Be certain that this 
drop cannot be attributed to the fact that the cuff has 
not yet properly settled. 

After determining that the system is fully activated 
and that no leak exists in the systea, all that is neces­
sary to establish the conformance to factory sensitivity 
standards is simply to press on the arm cuff so that there 
is an indicated pressure change on the sphygmoaaenometer 
dial of 2 millimeters of pressure. '!bis should cause an 
upward movement of the pen of 3/4 of 1 inch. Since it 
is extremely difficult to accurately determine 2 milli­
meters, the preceeding test should be done three times, 
and an average of the tracings obtained. Pen balance is 
critical and can adversely affect the quality and ampli­
tude of the tracing. '!berefore it is strongly recOlllDended 
that the pen be balanced properly for testing and field 
use. 

Air Tightness of the Cardio System 

Checking for the air tightness of the cardio syst_ 
can be performed at this ti.e since the instrument has 
been properly pressurized with the cuff wrapped around 
the inflexible object, and the pen centered. If the ink 
tracing moves towards the bottom of the chart this is 
indicative of a pressure loss within the system. Manu­
facturers specify that a leak is too great if, when 
pressurized to 90 .illLaeters, the pen falls more than 
\ inch inlO minutes. To locate the leak, start the 
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elimination at the readily accessible attaChments and 
then work into the inner portion of the instrument. It 
is recoamended that first the arm cuff tubing (which is 
attached to the connector) be pinched off at the con­
nector itself. Observe the tracing and if the pen stops 
falling it indicates that the leak is in the cuff or in 
the connecting tubing. If this step did not correct the 
problem it is recoamended that the hose leading to the 
pump bulb (and connecting to the connecting block) be 
pinched off at the connector block. Again observe the 
tracing and if the pen stops falling it is an indication 
that the trouble spot is in the pump bulb assembly. If 
this does not correct the leak it is recOlllllended that 
the component section itself be exposed and the connecting 
tubing within the system be pinched off in a progressive 
Dl8nner, starting with the tambour assembly to ascertain 
that the t8lllbour is alright, then moving back through 
the various components and pinching off the rubber tubing 
leading to the sphygmomanometer dial, the vent valve, and 
the resonance control The examiner should be able to 
locate the trouble spot, remove the rubber tubing and re­
place it. In some instances 'it is neces.ary to replace 
the vent or the vent seat.. If the trouble was in the 
rubber tubing leading from the connector to the pump 
bulb or arm cuff we have fOUDd that merely cutting off 
the first 1 inch of rubber tubing at each end i. often 
adequate, .ince most rot starts at the connections. 

Galvanograph Section (Skin Resistance) 

The function of the galvanograph section is to 
detect changes in electrical skin resistance. The first 
component is the finger or hand contacts, which pick up 
the changes in the s"pal received' from the person. The 
next caaaponent is the amplifier which takes the weak Sig­
nal from the hand electrode and boosts the power so that 
it can actuate the galvanometer pen into motion on the 
ohart. After the .ignal is properly cODditioned aDd' pro­
ceased it is tranllDlittacl to the paD where it is converted 
fram an electrical signal to a mechanical movement. A 
review of the gal vanograph diagram will iDl1strate the 
transmission of the signal from finger electrode to pen 
motor. 
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PEN 

GALVANOGRAPH SECTION 

'BLOCK DIAGRAM J 

AMPLIFIER 

3 

CONTROL PANEL 

CONTROL PANEL ASSEMBLY CONSISTING OF; 

CONTACTS 
I.FINGER 
2.HAND 

1. ON/OFF SWITCH 4. MANUAL / SELF CENTER 
2. CENTERING CONTROL 5. IK.5K CALIBRATION PIP SWITCH 
3. SENSITIVITY 

The manufacturers recOllllllendeci sensi ti vi ty for 
Stoelting instruments is that with the pen centered and 
the sensitivity control set at number 25 on the scale, use 
of the lK (1000) ohms pipswitch should CAuse a rise on 
the chart of \ inch. When the sensitivity control is ad­
justed to full sensitivity, or nlmlber 100 on the scale. 
and the lK pipswitch is depressed, the pen should rise 1 
inch on the chart. 

In order to verify sensitivity in a Stoelting instru­
ment, using the figures stated, it is necessary to remove 
the finger electrode cord campletely fram the finger elec­
trode receptacle on the instrument. At this time the plug 
will be shorted out and allow for the pen centering using 
an internal resistance within the syst.. (Dce the pen 
is centered, after the sensitivity controi has been set 
to number 25, the examiner should depress the lK pipswitch, 
and the pen should cause an inked tracing of .\ inch de­
flection. The sensitivity should then be advanced to 
1100 and the lK pipswitch again depressed, and at this 
ttme there should be a 1 inch tracing deflectian. Based 
on experience the Galvo section is usually a "go or no-go" 
Situation. If the sensitivity does not conform to manu­
facturers specifications it is reca.ended that the section 
be returned to the manufacturer for re-adjustment and re­
allignment. 
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To determine a specific failure in the GSa system, 
start with the fuse located next to the connector on the 
instrument. If the fuse is open, the galvanometer will 
not work. If the fuse is open or defective the chart 
drive mechanism will not work either. It is a good pro­
cedure that in all cases of GSR malfunction to check the 
fuse before involving yourself in a total exploratory 
breakdown of the instrument. A failure of the finger 
electrodes can be determined by a continuity check with 
an ohm meter or similar device, while applying stress 
along the cord, especially in the area of the fingertips 
and connector. The finger electrodes naturally are checked 
independent of the instrument. Next check the amplifier, 
control panel, and galvanometer with the power switch 
in the ON position, the finger electrodes disconnected 
from the instrument, with the sensitivity set at approxi­
mately '25, attempt to center the pen USing the centering 
control knob on the control panel of the instrument. If 
the pen moves, this is an indication of a "working system" 
in the Galvanometer. It indicates that if there has been 
a lack of response noted on the chart the trouble spot 
is probably the finger electrOde. If movement occurs, 
we should then follow the procedure in checking sensi­
tivity previously outlined. If the deflection of the 
Galvo pen is less than previously stated, the amplifier 
should then be returned to the manufacturer for re-align­
mente If there is no movement in the pen we are confronted 
with the situation of a fault in efther the amplifier con­
trol panel or in the galvanometer. To isolate the problem 
we should now remove the galvanometer from the instrument 
and use an ohm meter to decide whether there is an "open" 
or "shorted" condition existing in the coil. In the 
newer Stoelting instruments there is in addition to the 
galvanometer itself. a printed circuit board containing 
two capacitors, having 5 leaell terminating on the board. 
A continuity check should be made between the first and 
second lead or termination and the fourth and fifth. This 
will disclose whether or not a shorted or open condition 
exists. In the event that an ohm meter is not available 
a check for operation of the Galvo pen motor can be done 
using a 9-volt transistor radiO battery. Placing one 
lead from each of the contacts points on the battery to 
the first and second termination, and then on the fourth 
and fifth termination on the printed circuit board will 
cau~e a deflection of the pen in one direction or another. 
If this occurs then the galvanometer is satisfactory and 
any failure that may exist in the system i8 in the control 
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panel and amplifier. If the trouble is in the amplifier 
it can be repaired locally by a knowledgeable radio 
technician, or it can be returned to the factory. 
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PROBLEMS IN IlI'1'ERPREnNG 
POLYGRAPH EXAMIIlATICliS OF MALINGERERS 

By 

Stanley Abrams, Ph.D. 

Ab8tract 

The examination of 8uspected malingerer8 
by the polygreph poses several probl...... True 
malingerers should be readily identified by 
the deceptive responses in the chert tracings. 
Subjects who suffer from conversion reactions 
to traumatic experiences do not consciously 
know that their injuries do not beve an organic 
basis. Polygraph tracings of these subjects 
should be carefully examined for evidence of 
deception because unconscious awareness of 
psychosomatic disorders can tend to override 
the subjects' conscious oral responses in the 
chart tracings. 

When phyaical trauma occurs, there 18 not only the 
obvious organic injury, but also there is the possibility 
of emotional camplications by the ahock of the trauma 
itself, or it may be a response to the injuries sustained. 
In addition, there may be the development and perSistence 
of apparent phyaical symptoms because of certain secondary 
or tangential factors. That is, the symptomatology may 
grow out of the gratification of certain psychic need8, 
8uch aa sympathy, attention, control of others or through 
s..... external gain, such as financial campenaation. When 
symptoms occur or persist because of psychological factors, 
the individual is diagnosed as beving a conversion reaction. 
~n this diegnostic category the emotions, such as fear or 
tension, are -nfested in physical symptoms, such as pain, 
or somatic (bodily) camplaints, such as paralysis or blind­
ness without conscious awareness that there handicaps are 
not real. Iu other words, there is a converaion of this 
psychological state to a physical symptom. Although this 
symptom st..,s from the unconScious, it 18 just as real and 
factual to the subject aa it would be, if he had e ganuine 
organic problem. 
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The legal viewpoint throughout the United States 
is that financial cOlllpensation is juatifiable when an 
injury is sustained, regardle.s of whether or not the 
symptoaa have an organic or functional (psychological) 
origin. When an injury occurs a physician can generally 
determine the extent of the phyaical injury and tha de­
gree of impairment. If, however, the symptaas that exist 
appear to stem fraa saaething other than an organic prob­
lem, the patient is frequently referred to a psychologist 
or psychiatriat. An attempt is then made to determine 
whether or not a conversion reaction exists, or if the 
individual is malingering. 

A malingerer is one who consciously feigns an illness 
or an inablli ty to f\mction in a certain manner for scae 
self-serving purpose. His symptaas are a conscious at­
tempt to deceive, which is in contrast to the person with 
a conversion reaction whose symptaa. grow out of \mcon­
.cious factors. Differentiating between these two diag­
nostic categories is difficult and highly effective 
psychological approaches for accOlllplishing this are not 
available. 

Because of this diagnostic problem and its importance 
to insurance carriers and the civil courts, it would be 
expected that the polygraph techn1qua would have been used 
extensively in this area. This, however, appears not to 
be the case, for there 18 no report in the literature of 
the polygraph being employed in this manner. 

Exem1ning a subject with the polygraph to determine 
if he is a malingerer is not as simple and clear-cut as 
it might at first appear. The malingerer, who is con-
8ciously and deliberately trying to deceive, knows that 
he i. baing deceptive and would consequently manifest 
significant emotional responses within his own l1m1ts, 
as would any lying .ubject. This is not .0 with the 
conversion reaction subject. Even though his answer. 
may not be truthful, he consciously believes them to be, 
and this would tend to cause his re.ponses to indicate 
truth. However, aince in his \mcon.dau. there is an 
_rene .. that deception is involved, thb would tend to 
override the conscious tendency toward truthfulne .. with 
a resultant saneral trend toward an indication of deception 
in the subject's chart pattern. The ultimate reaulta is 
that there _y be evidence of deception, even though the 
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sub ject feets that he is being truthful. 

'Ibta inev1.tably retaes the old question: can the 
polygraph measure unconscious as well as conscious 
processes? While the literature has generally favored 
the negative, there are studies reported which contra­
dict this. Weinstein,!!!! (1) employed hypnosis to 
create an amnesia in subjects for having committed a 
mock crime and achieved partial success in distorting 
the polygraph results. Since this was only partly ac­
complished, it demonstrated that unconscious deception 
could in fact be detected. Germann (2) and Bitterman 
and Marcuse (3) demonstrated to an even greater degree 
that unconsciOUS as well as conscious material was avail­
able to polygraph techniques. In a paper on the use of 
the polygraph with psychiatric patients, Abrams (4) re­
ported that there were areas of stress of which subjects 
were consciously unaware but were blatantly obvious in 
their polygraph tracings. 

From theae reports it 1.s clear that any attempt 
at differentiating the lIIIl.ingerer from the conversion 
reactions subject will present greater difficulties than 
thou found in the ususl test of deception. However, 
It 1& firmly believed by this writer that the polygraph 
approach can be a more valid indicator of malingering 
than either of the more traditional psychological or 
psychiatric procedures. 

'Ibis writer haa examIned a number of subjects who 
were making claims for compensation for on-the-job in­
juries or automobile accidents. In all of those seen, 
nO sufficient organic hasis could be found for the 
symptoms that were being dhplayed. In each case the 
insurance carrier also suspected malingering. 

In testing these subjects, a somewhat different 
set of principles for interpretation had to be developed. 
From these cases, norms were built up that varied some­
what from the more frequently seen criminal suspects. 
When the questions to be asked were related to a physical 
aensatlan, that 1s, pain, numbne •• , etc., the interpre­
tation WBS carried out in the ususl manner. 'Ibia .. s 
because the subject with a convera1.on reaction does ex­
perience these aensetions whether it be headaches or 
dizzineas, even though there 1.a no organic basta for the 
symptoms. If hia responses in this realm appear deceptive, 
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then he 1& Ulldoubtedly a malingerer. 

On those questions relating to the individual's 
inability to perform an activity in the same manner as 
prior to the injury, the examiner must treat these 
questions differently. The malingerer consciously knows 
that be could continue to work in spite of hi. injury. 
while the conversion reaction aubject consciously believes 
he cannot work, but at the unconscious level he knows 
otherwise. There 1& a gray area between the conscious 
and the unconscious that the individual himself cannot 
clarify. Often. he. too, is not quite certain as to the 
correct answer to the question. How much of the con­
scious or unconscious is involved in the idea of being 
able to work is difficult to ascertain. Moat probably 
there is some of each. Therefore. questions of this 
nature might be better avoided. When this 1& impoaaible, 
the following principles appear to be valid. 

Truthful responses to relevant questions appear in 
the tracings as what this wri tar prefers to call com­
promise react1ons. Since they are essent1ally truthful 
at the conscious level but yet es.entially deceptive 
at the unconscious level, their response tends to 11e 
between the two. Their tracing. on tbe relevant items 
are not quite as unaffected a. a truthful reaction. nor 
do they show as great a change as a deceptive response. 
Thus. 1f their trac1ngs on the relevant items are le.s 
than. equal to, or alightly greater than the control 
questions, the response 1& viewed as truthful. If. on 
the other hand. their reaction is considerably greater 
on tbe relevant than on the control it.... tbey are 
interpreted as deceptive. 

All too obviously, these judgments are more difficult 
to make than the usual means of interpreting responses. 
Inevitably there will be more inconclusive tracings re­
ported, and the accuracy level may be somewhat lesa than 
the usual 98 per cent. As more cases accumulate, greater 
validity can be atteined and a more preCise approach 
can be developed. 
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VERMONT STATE POLICE POLYGRAPH SERVICE 

By 

Norman Ansley 

Founded in 1958 by Major Glenn E. Davis, the Vermont 
State Police polygraph service is a model of efficiency. 
This 240 man department maintains a staff of three full­
time examiners to conduct polygraph examinations for 
their own force and all of the other law enforcement ag­
encies in Vermont. Because of this complete service, 
no other state or local agency has a polygraph operation. 

All candidates for the Vermont State Police are 
screened by polygraph, a service extended to other de­
partments including Vermont's largest city, Burlington. 
Major Davis, who started the screening program in 1959, 
states: "I believe most state police departments who 
have polygraph screening for police applicants have a 
firm policy insuring that each person is exposed to all 
areas of screening, ~, a review of the application, a 
written test, a physical, an agility test, eye test, 
the polygraph test, and an oral board. It is recommended 
that they progress in that sequence. It is at this 
pOint the determination should be made as to whether or 
not a background investigation is to be done, or the 
applicant is to be denied further consideration." 

Major Davis notes that during the span from March 
1971 through March 1973, there has been a gross savings 
of $28,000 because it was not necessary to conduct back­
ground investigations on 109 of the 210 applicants. 
Major Davis has observed that the most expensive part 
of recruiting is the investigation with its long hours, 
miles of travel, long distance calls, and lengthy report. 
Background investigations are conducted on all those 
candidates who remain in contention after the initial 
phase of screening. The polygraph, of course, does 
obtain information which is not available through the 
investigation. It also allows the department to clear 
up false accusations or statements made by those contacted 
during the investigation. For example, an employer may 
have fired a applicant because he suspected him of stealing, 
when in fact he was not. 
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, 
The opposite is more often the case. Disclosures 

were made that 25 of 210 police applicants had committed 
39 breaking and enterings; 5 had committed embezzlement; 
1 had committed arson; 59 had committed 360 larcenies 
at work and 46 had committed 210 larcenies at places 
other than work. The personal behavior of the police 
applicants included two who were heroin users, 62 in­
volved in sex offenses, 17 who admitted to assault, one 
alcoholic, 26 heavy gamblers, 17 who had committed per­
jury and a number who had been involved in the buying, 
possession and selling of stolen property. Certainly none 
of these deserved further consideration as police appli­
cants. 

The Vermont State Police criminal cases involved 
nearly 600 cases in fiscal 1972 (Table 1) and more than 
700 in fiscal 1973 (Table 2). Table 2 includes 343 
State Police cases and 387 done for other police de­
partments. 

The Department takes pride in those cases in which 
the innocent have been protected. Because so many com­
plaints in sex cases are false, it is a matter of policy 
to conduct a polygraph examination on the victim before 
proceeding with the investigation. Many police depart­
ments have adopted this rule; a reasonable precaution 
considering the terrible damage done to a person's re­
putation when merely accused of an offense such as rape. 
Indeed, the Uniform Crime Reports for 1972 indicate 
that 15 per cent of forcible rape cases reported to po­
lice were proven upon investigation to be false. 

Sgt. M. W. Ramey, Supervisor of Polygraph Services, 
tells of a deaf, dumb and illiterate complainant who 
alleged that a man had forced him to stay with him in 
a hotel room for two days and while there had forced him 
,to commit a variety of homosexual acts. The complainant 
named his assailant. Sgt. Ramey employed the services 
of the Principal of the Austine School for the Deaf in 
Brattleboro to act as interpreter during the polygraph 
test. The principal sat facing the subject, during the 
test, repeating Sgt. Ramey's questions with sign lan­
guage. The principal a1'so conducted the entire pre­
test interview in this manner, since the subject could 
not read or write. To avoid movement, the subject was 
instructed not to answer the questions through sign 
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language and that his answers were understood to be the 
same as those agreed to during their review. Following 
the second chart, the subject made some admissions of 
a minor nature that changed his story. Following the 
third Chart, he confessed that the other man had not 
used any force and that his participation was entirely 
voluntary. As an 18 year old who lived with his mother, 
he made up the allegation of force in order to explain 
his two day absense. 

In another case, Sgt. Ramey and Cpl. M. C. Vinton 
conducted polygraph examinations on two men who were 
incarcerated in the state prison awaiting trial on a 
charge of armed robbery. The prosecution's case was 
based upon the identification of one of the men, by 
name, by a woman who was present in the drug store 
during the robbery. The only other witness, the druggist, 
had been shot. Based on her positive identification of 
a fellow resident of this town, the local police arrested 
the suspect and his close friend who matched the des­
cription of the other. The defense counsel requested 
a polygraph examination by the State Police, following 
the usual procedure of stipulating to the use of the 
results in court. The trial judge agreed. The results 
of the polygraph examinations indicated that the men 
were no~ in any way involved in the robbery, and fol­
lowing investigation disclosed that reputable witnesses 
had seen the men at another location at the time of the 
robbery. The State Police then asked the witness to 
take a polygraph examination, but she declined and in­
stead had herself committed to a mental institution. 
Whether or not her false accusation was malicious or in 
error, remains unknown. 

In addition to Sgt. Ramey and Cpl. Vinton, the 
full-time staff includes Trooper Richard E. Boydon, a 
recent graduate of Lynn Marcy's polygraph course. Back 
up includes Lt. J. Ryan, a Keeler graduate who is now 
a Troop Commander, and Major DaviS, who continues to 
keep his proficiency. The Vermont State Police is one 
of three agencies under the direction of Commissioner 
of Police Safety, Edward W. Corcoran, a J:etirec:t.·Colonel 
of Military Police. Colonel Corcoran, with his know­
ledge of the respected Army CID polygraph program, pro­
vides constant support to the State Police polygraph 
service. 
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, 
To provide good service throughout the state, the 

Vermont State Police has a completely equipped poly­
graph room in each of the five geographical commands. 
Instruments include Keeler 6308s and one Keeler 6338, 
with a photoelectric plethysmograph. In addition, the 
department has recently acquired two new Lafayette 
polygraph instruments which feature an electronic car­
diosphygmograph, and the option to add a second pneumo­
graph unit. 

Although all but Trooper Boyden are graduates of 
the Keeler Institute, the department provides variety 
in advance instruction by regularly sending its exam­
iners to the American Polygraph Association seminars and 
the Delta College annual workshops. The examiners also 
maintain a close working relationship and conduct regu­
lar conferences with the other New England state police 
examiners. They also confer occasionally with Vermont's 
only qualified commercial examiner, Ralph J. Brock III, 
a graduate of the National Training School of Lie De­
tection and a veteran with service in Army Military 
Intelligence. All of the Vermont State Police examiners 
and Mr. Brock are APA members. 

Vermont does not yet have a polygraph licenSing 
law, but the work of an untrained and unqualified ex­
aminer in Vermont has caused such concern that the 
legislation will be supported at the next session. In 
the past, the bill has been academic. 
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TABLE 1 
POLYGRAPH STATISTICS 

1-Ju1y-71 - 30-June-72 

Arson 41 41 0 0 17 16 6 
Assault 26 19 7 0 7 7 12 
Aiding Prisoner to 

Escape 4 4 0 0 3 1 0 
Breaking and Entering 77 29 46 2 22 29 24 
Fish and Game 

Violations 0 0 0 6 3 3 0 
Fraud 18 8 10 0 6 5 6 
Homicide 14 9 5 0 11 2 1 
Larceny 96 42 53 1 34 34 25 
Lewd and Lascivious 26 17 9 0 8 10 8 
Malicious Destruction 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Motor Vehicle 23 4 19 0 8 8 7 
Narcotics 38 15 23 0 12 19 7 
Rape (Forced) 38 25 13 0 20 12 5 
Rape (Statutory) 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Robbery 13 11 2 0 8 4 1 
Pre-Employment 171 100 71 0 0 0 0 

TorALS: 593 326 58 9 59 150 

Criminal examinations encompass three subject 
categories. 

1. Victim 
2. Accused 
3. Witness 
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0 2 
2 38 

0 0 
1 8 
0 6 
3 39 
0 10 
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0 12 
0 10 
1 3 
1 0 
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TABLE 2 

POLYQIAPH STATISTICS 
FISCAL YEAR 73 

32 28 4 -
48 19 22 7 
85 40 43 2 

(Breald. .. & Eat_illl> 
Fraud 44 15 9 20 
H.ucide 6 2 1 3 
LarceDY 215 79 118 18 
Lewd ad 

La.civ1oua 20 7 12 1 
HotOJ:' Vehicle 47 16 23 8 
Mi.cellaneGUS 23 11 10 2 
•• rcotics 24 9 12 3 
Pre-Elllployments 127 91 36 -
Rape - Fftce 40 21 18 1 
llape - 9atutHy 4 2 2 -
llobbe%'J 15 3 10 2 

TOTALS: 730 343 320 67 

Other Departments 

14 11 
19 11 
36 19 

14 8 
6 -

128 42 

1 7 
11 11 

6 6 
4 10 - -

12 9 
1 -
6 2 

258 136 

OUt of St.te Law EDforceaumt Aa-cies 
Soci.l Welfare Department 
Fi. aDd Game DepartaeDt 
Sheriffs Depare.eDts 
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6 1 1 
17 1 5 
28 2 45 

15 7 7 - -
27 18 82 

12 - 10 
19 6 18 

9 2 18 
7 3 16 - - -

14 5 3 - 3 -
4 3 3 
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SOME FUll'DIEB. OBSERVATIOIIS 011 'DIE DEBE'l'HAM CASE 

By 

lteDneth L. Haney 

Ab.tract 

DeBetham case facta and te.tillony reviewed by a 
pro.ecution witnes., with empha.i. on errors in 
te.ttmoDy given to introduce the polygraphy re­
.ult. into evidence. Sugge.tions .. de on the 
role and selection of APA fly-away te.... (Eel. > 

The Court Deci.ion 

In .pite of rhetoric and eupha81 •• Bruce Eugene DeBetham 
was fOUDd guilty by the Court. In reviewing the case the 
Court of Appeal. included the following: 

Moreover, our analy.i. of the record 
convince. ua that the trial judie did not believe 
appellant in tho.e in.tance. Where bi. t •• ttaony 
conf1.icted with that of the government wi tne.s.s. 
In the.e circua.taace. the error, if any, in 
rejec~ing the evidence would be banal ••• under 
Rule 52 <a>, PRCTia P. We do not hold that poly­
graphic evidence i. never admi •• ible. Here, even 
if it bad be. adlaittecl, the re.ult would bave 
be .. the •• e. 

It ..... obvioua this deci.ion i. a far cry fro. the old 
Frye decision. It would appear to allow admi.sibility of 
polyarapb ,evidence in the future at the di.cretion of the 

1.'h1. i. the third aDd la.t article on the DeBetham ca ••• 
'lbe first va. written by ene of the defen.e examiners, Chri. 
Gulas, _titled "S .. Observation. on the DeBetham case," 
P01~r-h, December 1972 pp 247-249. 'lb •• ecoad, "The Poly­
&rap battler as a Witne •• in Court," Polmapb June 1973 
pp 122-142, wa. written by the defens. coun.el, Charle. M. 
Sevilla. -IC. L. Haney, author of thi. article, was a pro.e­
cutioa w1tDe.s. Mr. Haey aDd Mr. Quaa. are __ ber. of the 
APA. 
Editor. 
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individual trial judge. It would also appear evident, if 
the Court of Appeals did not err in its analysiS, that the 
trial judge in the DeBetbam case tended to believe evidence 
presented by the prosecution lIlore than that presented by the 
defense. 

Since there wa. a rather strong effort by the defense to 
include polygraph evidence, further examination of this case 
may compare relative credibillty of evidence presented, pre­
sent lnformation on what the prosecution learned in this 
case, place the role of polygraph in perspective, and say 
yield SCDe suggestions for iaapcovement of future attaapts to 
introduce the polygraph as evidence. 

case racts 

There was disagre_ant regarding case facts. According 
to U. S. austeas Agency Service aeports DeBethea drove a car 
registered to Charles AntbODY Bland frca Mexico iDto the U.S. 
at the San Ysidro Port of Entry about 10:30 P.M., 12-4-71. 
Because of his extr .. e nervous n... durlng routlne decla~ation, 
DeBethaa was directed to the secondary area for a thorough 
lnvestlgatlon. Five grams of heroln were found hidden In 
BlaDel's car. DeBetbam denied knowledge of the heroin. He 
told CUstoaaa Officers he entered Mexico with Bland in Bland's 
car to get an estilaate on upholstery for Bl&Dd'. car. Later, 
the defense was to present a story that DeBetbaa went to 
Mexico with frlends, became separated frca th_, hltch-h1ked 
toward. the border aDel was picked -up by Ilanet. He lUde no 
aentlon of this at the ttae of his arrest. In both stories 
Deletham clataed that while in llne to return to the U.S. 
Ilead got out of the car, told Deletbaa he would see him on 
the U.S. side aDd walked across the border. 'lbe CuatOlU Agent 
observed what he belleved to be needle mark. OIl the lnside 
of DeBetbaa's ara. Defendant cla1aed the _rks on his ara 
were caused by a grass rash while playing high school foot­
ball. He sald his coach was awar,.of the rash aDd bad re­
ccalreaded aedlcatiOD for it. With the aid of DeBetbam's 
description Il&Dd_ was arrested on the U.S. side Dear the 
border. Bland claimed he had not be_ in Mexico. He bad 
.arks OD both anas aDd admitted he used heroin. Blad d..ted 
knowledge of the heroin found in his car. 

DeBetluua was to later claia he ODly knew Ilaud casually. 
According to CUstoma reports both Ilad &Dd DeBethem lived 
1.n Imperial Beach. Pollce there reported they believed 
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both might be uaera aad poaaibly puahers of narcotics. 
At least both defendants aa.ociated with numeroua per­
aona believed to be involved in the use or sale of nar­
cotica. Incidentally, DeB.tham' s high school coach could 
not remeaber the rash on his arma and said he bad not ~ 
recOlllllended any medication for him. 

Local APA Invol vemant 

Many San Diego member a of APA were not aware of the 
DeBethea caae until after the fly-away team bad been in 
town, testified, and d.parted. 

Two polygraph examiner a fro. the Sheriff's Department 
were aaked to join a conference which included the Aasiatant 
U.S. Attorney haDdling the DeBetham case, an H.I.S. poly­
graph examiner, and· the Naval Diatrict's aupervising poly­
graph exa.' nar. The announced purpoae of the meeting was 
to diacusa teatimony preaented by .. the defenae to .upport 
admi •• ibility of polygraph evidence in the DeBetham ca.e. 
The prosecutor .aid .he fir.t became aware of defense plan. 
to lay a foundation to admit the polygraph examiner'. 
opinion of hi. chart. on. day b.fore the fly-away team 
came to. tOWD. All the defense told her was th.r. would 
be five examiner. aDd an attorney to te.tify. Ther.fore, 
.h. wa. largely unpr.pared for what followed. 

Thi. conference brought to light that DeBetham bad 
been te.ted bytbree different examiner.. Upon review of 
copies of the chart., it was the con.en.ua of the pro-
•• cution ..... ·iner. that even though t.chnique in the fir.t 
exalliaation appeared faulty there were .till r •• pon.e. 
con.i.tent with deception criteria which .hould have been 
exploited by interrolation. A Navy ex-ainer reported he 
wa. told' by the .econcl exaain.r who t •• ted DeB.them that 
deception wa. pre.eat in hi. chart. which was verified 
by adIai •• ion. fr. DeBetbaa indicatina ke knew the package 
wa. in Bland'. car. Asain, it was the con.en.ua of the 
pro.ecution exa.iner. that there were re.ponse. con.i.tent 
with dec.ption criteria in the .ecODd examination. 

It was the con.en.u. of examiner. preaent that charts 
said to be frail the third examination of DeBetbam did not 
appear to be fra. the .... individual a. the fir.t two 
ex·mha.tion.. It al.o appeared that the .ame chart was 
8Ulaitted twice with different time. entered on them as 
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if they ware two separate polygrams. Finally the list 
of questions subadtted for the third examination was 
numbered differently fra. those on the charts. 

The prosecutor said the APA team testified the first 
two examiners of DeBethea were qualified and competent 
.nd their te.ts good ones. If this were really so, she 
was at a los. to understand the need for this third 
examination. This bolstered her su.picions regarding the 
third test. She said if the.e examinations were admitted 
into evidence she would try to prosecute those involved 
with fraud, perjury and criminal conspiracy. 

Flyaway Team Testimony 

The court record indicates contradictions and error. 
in flyaway team testimony. For example, there was te.ti­
DlODy that a ccapetent examiner can read another exaa1.ner' s 
chart.. Later, this same individual te.tified, "You can 
look at a chart and you may not be able to testify conclus­
ively that it is a chart of an innocent or guilty person, 
but you can come clo.e to it." 

In another instance a defense witne.. te.tified, 
''You can give a polygraph exam to anybody that is phy­
sically fit to take a polygraph examination. They don't 
bave to have fear. It Later this same per.on testifiecl that 
a .ub ject of • polygraph examination has to have fear 
for the teat to work. O:1e team member claimed he bad 
coaducted over 20,000 examination. prt.arily in criminal 
work, but bad "never encountered a p.ychopath. It Another 
team member testified that a larae percentage of criminal 
t •• ting done in thi. country today i. on what the p.ych­
ologists call either p.ychopath. or .oclopath.. O:1e de­
fen.e examiner related he took lenathy prepar.tlon for an 
exam and conducted an exhaustiv. pre-t •• t lnterview, yet 
be claimed to glve over 1.000 te.t. aanually. 

Defen.e coun.el d •• cribed a t ... member as ooe of 
the leading men in the field of polygraph. Th. leading 
man •• id the nec •••• ry ingreclient for a aood polygraph 
examinatlon was the "competent. qualified. prof ••.• ional • 
• xperienced, exaahler." While d_on.tr.ting the technique 
for the court he cl.imed t "We are not aoing to hook up 
all the attaChments because it doe. take a con.iderable 
amount of tilDe. It When the pro.ecutor .Ulle.ted use of .11 
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attaChments, it took him about one minute to fix attaChments 
on his subject's body. In his explanation to the court on 
how the instrument worked, this leading man said, "I'm going 
to put sOIDe air in your arm," and "This is what normal GSR 
is or the electricity coming out of his fingertips." ~ 
team member testified that integrity is the by-word for the 
competent examiner; that "he must be above suspicion." 
Unfortunately, prosecution had admitted into evidence a 
prior opinion of this examiner's work which tended to im­
peach his testimony. 

Validity is a Problem 

One teaa member testified he had conducted polygraph 
examinations sinc~ 1956 aDd could not recall making any 
erroni0U8 conclusions in criminal cases. Another team 
member testified he was 98~ accurate - another modestly 
said he was only 951 accurate. When prosecution asked how 
these percentages were computed dte court was told this 
was based on confessions and admissions. "For instance, 
if I run 25 people in a given situation and I obtain con­
fessions frOID one, then I have one hundred percent accuracy. It 
They were unable to say, however, how accurate their tech­
nique was over all - that is when they included those they 
said were truthful (but never confined) and those whose 
charts indicated deception, but they were unable t~ verify 
by confession or other .eans. 

An attorney who does not personally cODduct polygraph 
.xaminations testifying for the defense claimed, "There 
will be no battle of the experts, because I find these men 
do not disagree like flrurm identification people and 
fingerprint people. You do not find a cOlllpetent man to 
give one oplnion and • competent man with a clashins opinion." 
This, oi· course, has been the effective way over the years 
to cover. au1titude of sins, and silence opposition. What 
this attorney is s.ying, in effect, is if you agree with 
with me then you are competent. If you do not, you are not. 

The defense introduced a college professor and iden­
tified hila as an expert in polygraph. This expert claimed 
to bave established a high validity for polygraph in a 
study conslstlns of 40 persons. Even thoUgh members of 
hia profeasion have repeatedly shown • validity study is 
dependent on size of the sample and randomness of the sample, 
this academician waa willins to generalize to the total 
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populati.on based on hi.s 40 man study. He testified he 
waa about to publiah a book about the polygraph. A review 
of hia manuscript turned up a line he had written regarding 
hia thoughta on validity. ''We will never know the validity 
of the polygraph." Asked about this by the prosecutort he 
admitted he had written this, then said, ''Well, 1 guess 
I'll just have to change that, won't 1'1" This expert wit­
nesa admitted on the stand he had never personally conducted 
a polygraph exaadnation. 

One tea. member teatified he was able to determine 
as well as any physician any human malfunction that might 
impede auccessful polygraph testina. There was intimation 
there was one-to-one correlation between a responae on a 
Chart and deception. 

How DeBetham Aided Prosecutors 

Prosecutors learned much from the DeBetham case. One 
local Assistant U.S. Attorney stid prosecutors are now 
exchanging information on a natioaal basia on how to suc­
cessfully cope with admissibility. For this reaaon admis­
sibility _y be .ore difficult to attain then before. At 
least three attempts to lay a foundation for admiasion of 
polygraph evidence have failed locally since DeBetham. 

Before this case, most local polygraph examiners 
enjoyed a good rapport and reputation with the courts, 
prosecutora, various governmental agencies, and defense 
attorneys. Since the DeBetbam case, there have been fewer 
requests for polygraph service. Where before there waa 
pre-trial bargaining, especially where a cas. was based 
primarily on circumatantial evidence, local prosecutors 
on state &Del federal levels are now refusing to deal or 
pay any attention to polygraph results. 

Prosecutors are no longer content with a simple ex­
planation of theory. They are not only asking examiners 
questions about physiology and psychology in relation to 
operation of the tecb1l1que, but are asking how an exsmt ner 
can predict psyChololical tmpact of any given question, 
control, etc. 1.'b.ey are asking examiners tro outline for 
th. what occurs frcm time of stimulus to reaction, and 
how to explain the gap between the psyChological experience 
&tid the physiological events wilt-Ch are recorded. 
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Prosecutors are pOinting out that While a rather 
loag list of deception criteria exists as a possibility 
in chart interpretation there is no single response which 
can indicate presence of deception as separate and distinct 
fram all other emotions. Prosecutors are saying there is 
no accepted scientific standard to indicate that each in­
dividual component of the instrument can detect conscious 
lying. If an examiner claims there is, he is being asked 
why more then one channel is used. 

Prosecutors are asking if one channel indicates a 
response consistant with deception criteria aDd two or 
more do not, shouldn't this be more iDdicative of truth­
fulness then deception? 

Prosecutors are asking examiners if they subscribe 
to the theory that all the subjective signs should be read 
during the pre-test inteTView, and if the exaainer claims 
this is important to the total context of an exaaiD8tion, 
he is being asked how another examiner not privy to this 
subjectivity can truly evaluate another exa.~ner·s work? 

Prosecutors are asking what schooling consists of 
for polygraph examiners •. It is being shown that SODle 
examiners have never attended formal polygraph training. 
Some of those exaai.ners Who have much to say about the 
ethical competent examiner are admitting they have per­
sonally trained another to be an examiner. It is being 
shown that existing schools last six, eight, or perhaps as 
long as fourteen to sixteen weeks. Examiners are testifying 
that during this period of tlme they have learned suf­
ficient instrumentation, physiology, psychology, question 
formulation, chart interpretation and interrogation to 
make decisions important in· the lives of others by their 
diagnoses of their charts alone. 

Prosecutors are contrastil'lg this backgrOUDd with 
80me of the trades: For example, in california to become 
a plumber requires a 5 year apprenticeship working UDder 
supervision of' a journeyman, and two nights per week, 
two hours per night, spent in formal schooling. In order 
to becOlDe a meat-cutter in this state two years of appren­
ticeship are required under the supervision of a journeyman 
and a IDini.DuD of 160 hours of formal schoolina. To becOlae 
a barber in california an .spirant is required to first 
attend 1,150 hours of continuous formal training, plus a 
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minilllulll of 15 months of apprenticeship under a journeyman, 
with two nights per week of two hours per night devoted 
during that period to more formal schooling. 

Prosecutors are asking if the various aspects of 
conducting polygraph examinations are not at least as dif­
ficult as the curricula for these trades. Prosecutors are 
asking if human personality is not equal in value and im­
portance to hair-styling, clogged sewers, and how to bone 
out a roast of beef? 

A local Assistant U.S'. Attorney said he understood 
that Senator Ervin is in the process of introducing a bill 
to outlaw use of polygraph. As an aftermath of the DeBetham 
case be is also being asked to include prohibition of use 
of polygraph as evidence except on prior stipulation in 
court in the new Federal Rules of Evidence. * 

Testimony For the Prosecution 

After reviewing CUstoms reports, charts, question lists, 
aDd transcripts in the DeBethem case, I was convinced this 
was the wrong defendant, the wrong case, and the wrong 
examiners with which to attempt to lay a foundation for 
admissibility. 

It was my feeling that were polygraph to be admitted 
in this case and criminal charges filed, proven or not, 
this could easily be ruinous of the reputation and careers 
of the examiners involved, would be detrimental to exami ners 
everywhere, and could do lasting and perhaps irreparable 
damage to polygrapb. en the other hand, if admissibility 
were denied, all that would result would probably be ODe or 
two lines in the local newspaper. 

I felt the flyaway teaa forced me into an untenable 8ituation. 
(b the one hand, I did not want· to st81ld idly by when there 
was a possibility the name of polygraph could be blackened. 

*S2156 introduced by Seo.ator Ervin would prohibit 
polygraph 8creening by 8QY company involved in in~er8tate 
commerce and prOhibit polygraph 8creeaiDg in the Federal 
Government and the II1litary 8ervice8. It does not relate to 
the use of the polygraph in law enforcement. S1438 places 
limitation8 on the types of questions that may be asked ill 
Federal polygraph 8creening. We are not aware of any current 
bill by Senator Ervin that relates to Federal Rules of 
Evidence. (Editor.) 
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On the other hand I did not want to be put into a position 
of being in opposition to what appears to be the main stream 
of thinking in APA and the polygraph field. I felt that 
truth was the best armament and best for polygraph and 
decided to testify for the prosecution. 

In my testimony I said it was my opinion if certain 
conditions were met, my experience indicated the polygraph 
technique enjoyed a rather high degree of validity and 
reliability. I pointed out we have no known coefficient of 
validity or reliability in polygraph as do some of the 
psychometric devices. Of the studies made, there was cer­
tainly an indication of high validity and reliability. In 
my opinion the definitive study had not been done, but I 
had every expectation that it eventually would be done. 

I testified that if a polygraph examiner's opinion 
as to Chart interpretation were to be admitted wholesale 
now, other than on stipulation, I" would quit this kind 
of testing unless certain standards were met - to include 
legislation control over acceptable instrumentation, en­
vironment of examination, standardization of techniques, 
and over selection, training, and control of examiners. 

Role of PolYgraph 

In ~ev1ew1ng transcripts in this case it became ob­
vious that there is a major difference in opinion in the 
polygraph field as to what role polygraph should play in 
society. One group seems to feel it has advanced suf­
ficiently in teChnique to serve as a diagnostic service 
with opinion based on chart interpretation. These are 
the people who would have no hesitation in saying one 
examiner can draw a conclusion as to test results bJ exaai­
nina anoCher's charts. The other group seem. to feel it is 
engaged primarlly in instrumental interrogation in which 
responses on a chart should be resolved by interrogation 
and that validlty of any given test indicating deception 
is established by a confession. Many of these examiners 
express caution in making conclusions by reading another's 
charts because of the .ubjective aspect. of the teChnique. 
While members of the former group aight feel comfortable 
ill reporting that the person taking their' tes t was truthful 
or attempting deceptioa. members of the latter group would 
b ..... content to report th.re were or were not chart 
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responses consistant with deception criteria during the 
8XlQDf nation. 

The fact that tbis diChotomy exists in the field of 
polygraph is a healthy sign for continued researCh and 
growth. In any true profession there is room for difference 
of opinion. If there were not, there would never have been 
advances in the various disciplines. Blood-letting and 
application of leeChes would remain COlllDOD remedies for just 
about any malady. It is felt that the field will advance 
aore rapidly and benefit more if each persuasion maintains 
tolerance of the opposite view, aDd personal. identification 
with one or other philosophy will no longer spillover into 
acrtmany in ~lic debate. I 

Regardless of what our hopes aDd aspirations may be 
for polygraph in relation to the courts, it is my opinion 
that before admissibility is to be aChieved the polygraph 
muat gain acceptance by reputable mambers of the scientific 
cCWI'mity. To do this, now as never before, we need to be 
boaest and realistic with ouraelves and others. 

Those who make claim to infallibility or to suCh 
high accuracy as some do only serve to direct ridicule 
on themselves and their tecbnique in the eyes of members 
of the scientific ccwmmity. The burden of proof is 
shifting to those who make the claim. When we begin to 
be satisfied with being a little less than perfect, we be­
gin to have a ring of truth. 

A concerted effort to study ~,::yalidity and realia­
bility should be made. Aid of accepted scientific methods 
for determining these must be enlisted and accepted standards 
.,st riggrously applied. We auat do 8cxaething better then 
have an examiner clatm lOO~ accuracy because in a given 
case be examined 2S people, fOUDCl 24 to be non-deceptive 
aDd one deceptive, then gener~'ze this i80lated experience 
to his total work. 

Rather then 1 .. at established sci8Dtists who try 
to pOint out the very ca.plex Dature of aaotion, and dis­
mi88 th_ cavalierly as "anti-polygraph," we should make 
iD-depth inquiry of th_ as to the DAture of what .. we measure 
during a polygraph ex-inatiOD. 

If, because of the nature of the technique, we are 
not able to develop a coefficient of validity and reliability 
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acceptible to reputable members of the scientific CORmJDity, 
we must accept it for What it is and be honest about it. 
We will not have to hang our heads in shame if this is to be 
the case. Rorschach has been a useful clinical tool tor 
years, is recognized as such by the scientific community, 
and yet because of the nature of the technique it has not 
been able to establish its validity. What they do have is a 
highly standardized method of administration and scoring. 

Suggestions for Future Fly-Away Teams 

1. Inquiry should be made of local APA members as 
to the case, the reputation of the defendant, 
and who conducted the examinations. 

2. A check should be made of any original examination 
before testimony is offered, to make certain of 
its adequacy. If the original proves inadequate 
perhaps a small llUIIIber of examiners of stature can 
be selected to examine future defendants so APA 
and local people will not be faced with another 
DeBetham case. 

3. Make certain each member of a team of unblemished 
character and reputation, regardless of his 
abilities as an examiner. There should be no 
possibility of impeaching a team member's testimony 
because of his past performance. 

4. For laying a fouadation for admissibility hopefully 
an attorney with a modicum of humility will be 
found who not only has knowledge of the law, but 
has something more than a simplistic superficial 
UDderstanding of the nature of psychology, physio­
·logy, and polygraph and who is capable of under­
standing implications aDd ccaplex1ty of SOlle of the 
questions he may ask a witness. His goal should 
be to bring truth to the court, Dot showmanship. 
Polygraph need not fear the tnlth. 

5. Give a second look at the so-called polygraph 
experts from other fields who bave never admin­
istered a polygraph exadnation, but who bave 
somehow attached theuelves to the polygraph. 
What is their IIOtivation? 
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6. Give a second look at those individuals, and 
their performance, originally included in the 
APA organization by a grand-father clause, but 
who cQuld not meet its present standards. 

7. Perhaps APA ahould consider establishment of 
degrees of efficiency within its membership 
to be decided by competition in written and oral 
examination. 

8. If judgments are to be made in court of an 
examiner's teChnique, should not APA publish 
a minimum set of standards acceptable for each 
technique? To do so would serve notice to 
examiners everywhere their work is subject to 
scrutiny. There would be less chance there 
could be difference in opinion between prosecution 
and defense witnesses in the future. Perhaps 
APA should follow the Military's lead in esta­
blishing same form of quality control, where each 
examiner in the field would be required to submit, 
at random, requested examples of his work. 

---~-~-------~-----------------....... -.... --....•..... -. 
TOI B.H.F. 

P.O. Box 83 
Auburndale, Maaa. 02166 

Gentl8IIIeD1 

Plea.e forward copi.. of I!!!. POlM2h in Court 
at $3.65 each to _. I have included., eckIaaney 
order for $ .* 

*Make checka or .en., .... ______________________ _ 
order payable to B.H.F. Addreaa __________________ __ 
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REFERENCE WQU{S AND THE POLYGRAPH 

A Look At What Encyclopedias and Dictionaries 
Say About The Polygraph 

By 

Ellen Y. Weir and Norman Ansley 

Encyclopedias and dictionaries are believed by many 
to be absolute authorities on a tremendous variety of 
subjects. Children and adults look upon encyclopedias 
and dictionaries as sources of flawless information from 
omniscient and frequently unknown authors. Whether the 
reference is part of a prestigious set, such as Encyc­
lopaedia Britannica, or a less expensive brand sold at a 
store not primarily known for its references, thousands 
of people, from the elementary levels of education and 
throughout adult life, unquestioningly quote them on all 
topics, including such things as polygraphs and lie 
detectors. Because of the belief in the accuracy of 
encyclopedias and dictionaries, reference works exercise 
a great deal of influence on public opinion. And because 
of the concern of those in the polygraph field with pub­
lic acceptance of and confidence in the instrument, it 
is interesting to note how the polygraph fares in refer­
ences. 

Most of the encyclopedias surveyed contained infor­
mation on the polygraph, usually entered under "Polygraph," 
"Lie Detector" and "Criminal Investigation." Generally, 
the polygraph is given a brief, but accurate description. 
Several references provide brief descriptions of the 
technique and sOlDe entries include photographs of instru­
ments and charts. The description of the polygraph in 
Chamber's, an English encyclopedia, is the only one that 
could be considered critical. In an article on psychology, 
following a description of Jung's word association test 
used with the GSR, the author .aid, ''The popular title of 
Lie Detector for the psychogalvanic apparatus is a mis­
chievous misnomer." Although many agree with thi. state­
ment, the impression this m1ght make on a student could 
be misleading. There was one other brief reference to the 
instrument in Chamber's. In an article devoted to psycho­
logical testing, the polygraph was described as recording 
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"breathing, pulse rate, and psychogalvanic reflex • • • 
as used in investigating emotional responses, as in so­
called lie detector machines." 

The American edition of Encyclopaedia Britannica is 
a little kinder. Listed under "Polygraph", it describes 
the instrument, noting that it is popularly called a lie 
detector, and cODlDents on i ts extensive use in criminal 
investigation. They conclude, "Many authorities, how­
ever, maintain that its results are questionable, even 
when tests are conducted by skilled operators." A 
lengthier article, entered under "Investigation, Criminal", 
describes the instrument and technique in a more favor­
able manner, and includes a photograph of the polygraph 
and subject, courtesy of John E. Reid and Associates. 
Both articles on the polygraph are unsigned. However, the 
bibliography accompanying the article on criminal investi­
gation cites one reference on the polygraph; Fred Inbau, 
&!! Detection ~ Criminal Investigation, 2nd ed., 1948. 

An article in Encyclopedia Americana, under "Poly­
graph", contains information on research instruments and 
the standard polygraph, cODDDonly called a lie detector." 
The attaChments and technique are briefly described. Like 
Encyclopaedia Britannica and numerous other encyclopedias, 
Americana notes the inadmissability of polygraph results 
as legal evidence. In its article on "Criminal Investi­
gation", Americana refers to the polygraph, providing 
a brief description. A third article, entered under "Lie 
Detector", provides a thorough description of the poly­
graph instrument. It describes the teChnique, again 
mentions the problem of admissability and contains a bib­
liography with five well-chosen articles. The last article 
is signed by Frank Dorn, The Associate Editor of Popular 
Science Monthly. 

World ~ Encyclopedia, dbe reference in wide use 
among school children, defines "Lie Detector" as "a device 
that measures phYSical reactions to questions." It goes 
on to describe technique and includes .a photograph of the 
Reid polygraph, identifying John E. Reid and Richard O. 
Arthur as "models posed", and another photograph showing 
a portion of a chart. The article, written by nobed poly­
graph authority, Fred E. Inbau, notes the contributions by 
John A. Larson, Leonard Keeler, and John Reid to the de­
velopment of the instrument. 
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Ie! American Peoples Encyclopedia gives the polygraph 
a favorable treatment. In its brief, unsigned article on 
Vittorio Benussi, an Italian experimental psychologist, it 
pOints out that the "psychological response theory under­
lies modern lie detection methods, and respiration measure­
ment is an integral part of the technique used with the 
lie detector or polygraph." An article on "Crime, the Lie 
Detector, and Truth Serum", written by Fred E. Inbau, des­
cribes technique and adds that "polygraphs or lie detectors 
produce a chart by which a fairly reliable diagnosis can 
be made by a trained and competent examiner." Addi tional 
information is found under "Polygraph", where reference is 
made to the court's refusal to admis polygraph evidence 
despite proponents claim of 80 to 85 per cent accuracy. 
The article contains a photograph by Associated Research 
but does not include a bibliography. 

According to Compton's Pictured En"Glopedia ~ !!s! 
Index, the lie detector is in wide use. The entry containa 
a description of the polygraph, names Maraton, Larson and 
Keeler as its principal developers, and erroneously states 
that the polygraph is used in the courts of many states. 

The article on the lie detector or polygraph in Merit 
Students Encyclopedia is also favorable. It describes the 
machine, presents its history, beginning w1th~ Lombroso in 
1895, and mentioning Jung, Munsterburg, Benussi, Marston, 
and Larson. The 'article is signed by Charles Area, Dean of 
the College of Law at the University of Arizona. 

Brockhaus Enzyklopadie (Weisbaden, Germany, 1972) des­
cribes the polygraph and its use in medical, psychological 
and criminal fields. The article also describes the dif­
ference between the modern polygraph and older instruments. 

Only a few encyclopedias contained no information on 
the polygraph: !!e Nostrand's Scientific Encyclopedia, 
(1968 Ed.); Harper's Encyclopedia ~ Science, (1963 Ed.); 
Ie! International Encyclopedia ~ Social Science, (1968); 
Ie! Illustrated Encyclopedia ~ £h! Modern World, (1956 Ed.); 
Webster's Unified Dictionarf ~ EnClC1opedia, (1970 Ed.); 
and Cobabia Encyclopedia, 1963 Ed •• 

Dictionaries 

, Dictionaries are another source of valuable information, 
and moat of the dictionaries surveyed provided information 
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on the polygraph. Black's L!!! Dictionary defines "Lie 
Detector" as "a machine which records by a needle on a 
graph varying emotional disturbances when answering ques­
tions truly or falsely, as indicated by fluctuations in 
blood pressure, respiration, or perspiration." It also 
cites the case of State ~. Colle. 

Several medical dictionaries provide descriptions of 
the instrument and the technique involved. An unsigned 
article in Psychiatric Dictionary elaborates on the princi­
ple which the polygraph is based. The tone of the article 
is optimistic about acceptance of the polygraph, stating, 
"Although results are not always accurate, the technique 
of interpretation is constantly being improved; it appears 
that accurate diagnosis on the basis of the test is poss­
ible in 75-80 per cent of cases, that in 15-20 per cent 
resul ts may be too indefini te for confident diagnosis, and 
that the remaining 5 per cent constitute the margin of 
probable error. Such errors as do occur are usually on the 
side of failing to detect the guilty person rather on the 
side of mislabeling an innocent person guil ty." Both 
Black'. Medical Dictionary and Dorland's Illustrated Medical 
Dictionary have brief definitions of the polygraph. 

Webster's Collegiate Dictionary, a reference in wide­
spread use, contains no information on the polygraph. How­
ever, ~ American Heritage Dictionary .2! ~ English 
Language, another popular volume, defines polygraph as "an 
instrument that records changes in such physiological pro­
cesses as heartbeat, blood pressure, respiration, and is 
sometimes used in lie detection. 

In conclUSion, the polygraph receives fair, although 
somewhat brief, treatment by the leading popular and pro­
fessionally-oriented references. Encyclopedias and dic­
tionaries containing no information on the polygraph are 
clearly in the minority, as ar,.the volumes that are 
negative in their articles on the polygraph. Thus, as the 
public relies more and more on reference works in forming 
their perception of their surrounding., the groundless 
fears and ignorance surrounding the public's opinion of 
the polygraph will vanish. 
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What Encyclopedias and Dictionaries 

Say About the Polygraph 

ENCYCLOPEDIA ENTRY FAVORABLE ILLUS. BIBLIO, 

Americana (1969) Polygraph yes 
Criminal Investigation yes 
Lie Detector yes 

American Peoples' 
(1965) 

Britannica (1967) 

Brochaus(1972) 

Chamber's (1967) 

Collier's 

Compton'S Picture 
(1963) 

~ !!!!! Wagnalls 
Standard Reference 
(1970) 

Illustrated World 
(1971) 

Benussi, Vittorio 
Lie Detector 
Polygraph 

Polygraph 
Detectional Deception 

Polygraph 

Psychological Testing 
Psychology 

Crime Detection 
GSa Application 
Physiology 

Lie Detector 

Lie Detector 

Lie Detector 

Larousse Illustrated Lie Detector 
International (1972) 

McGraw Hill E. of Sci. Lie Detector 
& Tech.-- ----
Meri t Student' s 
(1967) 

Lie Detector 

Rew Standard (1962) Lie Detector -
World Book (1970) Lie Detector -
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DICTIOtARY ENTRY FAVORABLE ILLUS. 

Black's &!! Dictionary (1951) Lie Detector yes no 

Black's Medical Dictionary Polygraph yes 
(1911) 

no 

Dorland's Illustrated Medical polygraph 
Dictionary (1965) 

Dictionary ~ Philosophy ~ lab equipment 
Psychology 

Psychiatric Dictionary (1960) lie detector 
Keeler polygraph 

polygraph 

Taber's cyclopedic Medical lie detector 
Dictionary (1963) polygraph 

Webster's Third New Inter- lie detector 
national Dictionary (Merriam Keeler polygraph 
Co. 1961 - the large veraion) polygraph 1 

pathometer 
polygraphic 
polygraphiat 

yes no 

yes no 

yes no 
cross reference 
to above 
cross reference 
to above 

yes no 
yes no 

yes no 
y.s no 
yes no 
yea no 
y.a no 
yes no 

lpathometer - trade name of Father Summer'a galvanometer. 
Sometimes called a Fordham Pathometer. aa he was at Fordham 
University While doing his research and criminal case work. 

Note: Some dictionary and encyclopedia references only des­
crib. polygraph instnaents. without menti.on of research or 
forensic application. In such cas.s they are marked favor­
able. 
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Lying .!e ill Detection; ~ Study .2! Deception !B!!. 
Deception Tests 

By John A. Larson. In collaboaation with George W. Haney 
and Leonarde Keeler. With an introduction by August Vollmer 
[1932] 1969. Patterson Smith Reprint Series, New Jersey. 

BOQ{ REVIEW 

By 

George K. McKinney 

Lying has been practiced by humans in various forms 
since the beginning of civilization. To make an untrue 
statement with intent to deceive; to create false or 
misleading impressions; to mislead or deceive; are all 
accurate descriptions of lying. Lying has been described 
by same a8 a method used by humans for self-protection in 
a hostile environment. Conver.sely, lying has been utilized 
by some to gain prestige in the eyes of peers, to impress, 
and to advance one's position. Since lying and deception 
are forces which are in operation on a daily basiS in a 
variety of forms, it i8 frequently difficult to detect. 
As a result, many countermeasures have been developed by 
individuals and in8titutions to det.ct human deception. 
Threats, fear, physical abuse, psychological pressure and 
lies have been utilized by "authorities" to defeat deception 
techniques used by individuals under stress. 

Lying .!!!! !l!. Detection is one of the first published 
works that addresses itself to problems and solutions 
regarding detection of deception and to the causative fac­
tors of lying in subjects. Although this dOClaent was 
initially published in 1932, much of the content is still 
applicable today. The value of. this book is further en­
h4nced because at the time of initial publication it was 
one of the few books in print that could "speak with 
authority" because of documented case history material, 
experiments, and investigations regarding lying and de­
ception. 

Before one becames deeply engrossed in this book, 
the reader must realize this book.is not written specifi­
cally for the professional polygraph examiner or about 
the polygraph. The contents are orientated toward the 
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professional scholar pursuing studies in educational 
psyChology, medicine, physiology or psyChiatry. In spite 
of this, valuable information regarding deception and its 
detection is available to the reader. 

Part one attempts to define and classify the different 
types ocIdeception exercised by individuals under stress. 
Distinctions are made between the so-called casual liar 
and the pathological liar. Distinctions and comparisons 
are also made between deception patterns of males and 
females. 

Part two present. detailed accounts of various methods 
used during ancient t1lnes (1096 A.D. through the 1800's) 
to detect deception. Specific cases and their results are 
cited. Police methods used to detect deception in the 
early 1900's are also cited. The use, results, and legality 
of police procedures are discussed. Brief comments are 
made regarding so-called "Third Degree" methods used by 
police authorities in obtaining confessions-fram accused 
persons. 

Part three describes early and ''modern'' experiments 
conducted by practitioners and clinicians to determine 
deception in subjects under laboratory and actual stress 
conditions. Specific cases are detailed for the reader. 

Part four cites experiments with early cardio-pneumo 
apparatus to include Charts and graphs of experimental 
and actual test cases. Of particular interest to poly­
graph examiners are experiments conducted by Leonarde 
Keeler and Chester W. Darrow. The cases and experiments 
are well doc18ented and include studies conducted in 
prisons and police departments. Studies are cited using 
male and female subjects. Attention is given to the 
environment in whiCh confessions are given by an accused 
person and the methods used by -authorities to obtain con­
fessions. Although the graphs and tables are apparently 
accurate, they have minimal relevant application to 
present day polygraph procedures and teChniques. 

The profeasiona1 polygraph examiner will find this 
book .f interest for its teChnical acuity and a necessity 
because of its historical significance. 
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"Large Magnitude Voluntary Heart Rate Changes," by 
David T. Wells, Department of PsyChiatry, Baltimore 
City Hospitals, and Johns Hopkins University SChool 
of Medicine. PsychophysiologY Vol. 10, No.3, pp. 
260-269. 

An experiment was performed to demOnstrate methods 
for enabling subjects (Ss) to produce large magnitude 
heart rate (HR) changes under conditions which include 
adequate controls for basal HR Changes and elicitation 
of the HR response by breathing changes. The methods 
used were an attempt to optimize motivational feedback, 
and practice variables. Of 9 Ss, 6 displayed mean HR 
increases ranging from 16.7 bpm to 35.2 bpm. The 
greatest mean HR decrease for any S was 3.1 bpm. 
Control procedures indicated that breathing changes 
accompanying large increases in HR were not sufficient 
to account for the magnitude of HR Change. 

* * * * 
Warren H. Teichnu, Jacquelyn Beals aDd Vincent 

Giambalvo, "Conditioned Vasomotor B.espODse: Thermo­
regulator Effects" Psychopbvsiolosy 10:3 (May 73) 23S-
243 •. 

Peripheral vasocODstricticm. bas been demonstrated 
aa a f~r reaction, as a response to' sudden novel st1lm.l1.i, 
aM as All .. sily developed conditioned response. (The 
recocdiug of peripheral vasoconstriction may be acca.­
plished with a photoelectric plethy .. ograph on a Stoeltinl, 
Lafayette or Keeler polygraph instru.ent. On all of these 
iaatrumeDt.. the vasoconstriction will deflect the pen 
up.) III this study the authors state that whether a 
conditioned vasomotor respODse will be a constriction or 
dilation appears to depend upOD the thumal state when 
~e re.~Oftse i8 elicited. 

Por rabbits equ1libriated to lS-20oe. (6S-6Sop), 
the cGDdlticmed stress response tends to be a vasocon­
striction. For equilibrium to air temperature either 
blgher or lower tbaa that approximate ther.al non-regulatory 
r ..... the resp_s. tends toobe valodilation. 'fb~, will" 
the t..,.rature .s below IS C (S9"F) or ~bove 24 e (7S"F) 
vbere II1ld thftllOl'.platory response mlht be expected, 
the canditiODed response va •• asodilation. 
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