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STATEMENT OF 
CHAIRMAN BILL NICHOLS, 

INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 
HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 

ON 
H.R. 46Bl 

The subcommittee meets today (6 Sep 84) to consider H.R. 4681, a bill 
relating to the administration of polygraph examination and prepublication 
review requirements by Federal agencies. This bill was reported by the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service on August 6 and was sequential­
ly referred to the Committee on Armed Services for consideration of those 
portions of the bill fa11ing within the jurisdiction of the committee. 
That referral requires our committee to report the hi 11 by September 21. 
H.R. 4681 has also been referred to the Corrmittee on the Judiciary and to 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence. 

H.R. 4681, as reported, would prohibit Federal agencies from adminis­
tering polygraph examinations to employees, or applicants for employment, 
except as part of a specific investigation into felonious criminal con­
duct. The bill would also prohibit agencies from requiring employees, and 
app 1 i cants for emp 1 oyment 9 to enter into an agreement to submit the; r 
writings to prepublication review. The bill would exempt the Central In­
telligence Agency and the National Security Agency from those prohibi­
tions. 

According to the report of the COTJlTlittee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, the legislation was developed in reaction to two initiatives pro­
posed by the Executive Branch: National Security Decision Directive 84 
(NSDD-84) issued on March 11, 1983, and (2) the Department of Defense pro­
posal to revise DOD Direction 5210.48 to expand the use of polygraph exam­
inations of personnel with access to highly secret programs and informa­
tion. 

The Committee on Armed Services requested sequential referral of H.R. 
4681 because of its concern over the severe limitation it would impose on 
the use of polygraph examinations in the Department of Defense. We recog­
nize that the polygraph is an imperfect instrument. But we also recognize 
that, on the basis of extensive experience in Central Intelligence Agency, 
National Security Agency and the Department of Defense, the polygraph 
examination has proven a valuable investigative aid in personnel security 
investigations. Since 1950, CIA has used the polygraph in screening ap­
plicants for employment with the agency. And NSA has administered poly­
graph examinations to all its app' icants for employment since 1953. Both 
agencies have found that the polygraph has demonstrated high util ity in 
identifying applicants who were clearly unsuitable for employment. 

Because of its responsibilities in the research 9 development and pro­
curement of weapons systems, war-p 1 ann i n9 and inte 11 i gence programs, the 
Department of Defense possesses much information which requires protection 
in the interest of national security. Several recent prosecutions have 
demonstrated that this highly classified data has been targeted by the 
Soviets. There is no reason to believe that efforts of our adversaries to 
obtain this extremely valuable information are likely to be reduced in the 
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future. In order to deal with that threat, the Department of Defense be­
lieves it should have the authority to take every reasonable precaution to 
protect that information. Among the precautions it believes necessary is 
an adequate program to determine the reliability of the personnel who are 
entrusted with such information. The Department of Defense bel ;eves that 
polygraph examinations of those people can deter, or detect, efforts to 
compromise highly classified national defense information. The Department 
believes that the prohibition of polygraphs contained in H.R. 4681 would 
be detrimental to its personnel security program. Accordingly, it has re­
quested that the bill be amended to permit limited use of the polygraph as 
proposed in its revision of DOD Directive 5210.48. 

We have invited witnesses from the Department of Defense, the Central 
I nte 11 i gence Agency and the Nat i ona 1 Security Agency to test ify. Those 
witnesses will relate the experience of their agencies in the use of the 
polygraph exmaination for personnel security purposes. 

Our first witness will be General Richard G. Stilwell, USA(Ret.), De­
puty Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. General Stilwell, we welcome 
you and you may proceed with your prepared statement. 

STATEMENT OF 
GENERAL RICHARD G. STILWELL, USA (RET.) 

OEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY 
BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
REGARDING H.R. 4681 

SEPTEMBER 6, 1984 

Mr. Cha i rman, I apprec; ate the opportunity to appear before the Com­
mittee today to present the Department' s views concerning proposed bi 11 
H.R. 4681 which addresses the use of the polygraph within the Federal 
Government and the institution of pre-publication review requirements 
among Federal employees. 

In February 1984, I appeared before the Subcommittee on Civil Service 
of the House Corrmittee on Post Office and Civil Service concerning this 
bi 11. The concerns I expressed in February continue to apply. Today, I 
will reiterate those concerns and, with respect to use of the polygraph, 
endeavor to clarify for you the nature, scope and purpose of changes that 
the Department is considering in this area -- a copy of our draft direc­
tive and regul ation has been provided to your staff. 

Sect i on 2 of the bi 11 proposes amendment s to Chapter 73 of Ii t 1 e 5, 
U.S. Code. As we read Section 7362, it would prohibit use of the poly­
graph with regard to the civilian employees of the Department of Defense 
for any purpose other than a criminal investigation, except insofar as it 
may be used at the National Security Agency, which is exempted from the 
bill altogether, and except for polygraph examinations requested by the 
employee. 

Enactment of th i s 1 eg i slat i on waul d prevent the Department from ut i­
lizing the polygraph in ways it is currently successfully being employed, 
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as well as preclude its use in ways being contemplated for the future. To 
be more specific, the polygraph is currently used in DOD for several pur­
poses not recognized by the bill: First, to resolve derogatory informa­
t i on deve loped in personne 1 security fi e 1 d invest i gat ions that cannot be 
resolved in any other way; Second, to ensure that intelligence agents, 
acting on behalf of DOD intelligence components, are bona fide; Third, for 
excul patory purposes; and Fourth, for counteri nte 11 i gence invest i gat ions 
(where evidence of criminal conduct may not be present). Moreover, the 
bill would preclude the Department of Defense from implementing the limit­
ed sort of program that Defense has had under consideration for the last 
two years. Before I describe for you the key features of this contem­
plated program. let me briefly highlight the events that led to its devel­
opment. 

Traditionally. the key to determining the trustworthiness and suit­
ability of individuals for access to classified information has been the 
personnel security field investigation, with the nature and extent of this 
investigation depending upon the level of sensitivity of the- information 
involved. Essentially, such investigation would include -- checks of 
local and national law enforcement agencies -- employment -- credit refer­
ences -- and interviews with friends, neighbors, co-workers, and other 
persons who are in a position to cOl11T1ent on the individual's reliability 
and trustworthiness. 

However, commenc i ng in the mi d-1970 IS, a number of events took place 
which seriously eroded DOD personnel security field investigations. These 
events included: A congressionally directed reduction in DOD investigative 
resources -- The adverse impact of the Privacy Act of 1974 on the willing­
ness of persons or organizations to provide relevant information -- limi­
tations placed on accessibility of school records -- and, Issuance of Jus­
t i ce Department regul at ions that caused many 1 oca 1 juri sd i ct ions to se­
verely limit access to law enforcement records. 

The consequences of these events were: A serious degradation in our 
ability to conduct personnel security investigations -- Less relevant in­
formation being available -- and, A significantly less valid investigative 
product. 

This situation -- while in itself a matter of serious concern -- was 
further complicated by another, more threatening turn of events -- the 
incidence of espionage appeared to be increasing. As primary examples, 
consdier the cases of Boyce & Lee, Lt. Cook, CWO Helmich and William Hol­
den Bell, all were uncovered in the period between the late 1970s and end 
of 1983. These cases involved the compromise to our adversaries of infor­
mat i on rang; ng from the most secret research and deve 1 opment materi alto 
top secret compartmented intelligence information. 

In light of this situation, in 1982 I appointed a select panel t com­
posed of senior Defense officials, who were charged with reviewing the De­
partment's personnel security program from top to bottom and developing 
recommendations for resolution of the problem . 

.cmong the general recolTlTlendations made by the panel were recommenda­
tions for tightening controls on the issuance of clearances, improved ad­
judication of security cases, and reinstitution of the regular reinvesti-
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gat ion of cleared individuals. The Department has taken action in all 
these areas to improve security. 

Of part i cul ar importance, the panel recorrmended a counteri nte 11 i­
gence-scope polygraph examination to assist in determining the initial and 
continued eligibility of a limited number of individuals in positions that 
require access to extremely sensitive classified information. 

It was in this context then, that the Department developed a proposed 
revision of its polygraph policy -- to supplement our investigative pro­
gram - - to deter and detect espi onage. After two comp 1 ete coord inat ions 
with the DOD components, hearings before a number of House and Senate com­
mittees and subscommittees, as well as informal, detailed discussions with 
the members and staffs of House and Senate corrmittees and subcormlittees 
that have expressed an interest ir. this area, this proposal has now been 
refined considerably. 

The primary change to existing pol icy would permit a limited poly­
graph exam; nat i on, compri sed so 1 ely of quest ions des i gned to determi ne 
whether an individual is a spy for a hostile intel1 igence service, prior 
to granting access to the most sensitive classified information held by 
the Department. Under this concept, heads of Defense components, with the 
approval of my office, could, if they saw fit, establish this sort of 
limited examination -- excluding any questions of a personal nature -- as 
a condition of access to specifically designated classified information 
protected within so-called "Special Access Programs," established under 
the authority of Executive Order 12356. I have attached at enclosure 1 a 
1 ist of the questions which may be asked during an examination. 

There has been some concern expressed that the Department intends to 
require polygraph examinations of all personnel cleared for sensitive com­
partmented information, referred to as SCI. I want to emphasize that this 
is simply not the case. Rather, the proposed use would be limited to 
specifically designated classified information within special access pro­
grams. While some of the positions being considered for polygraph exami­
nation would undoubtedly also require access to SCI, the point is that SCI 
access, per se, wou 1 d not be the qual i fyi ng criteri on -- rather the pos i -
tion would have to require access to information designated by the compon­
ent he 1 d as requi ri ng spec; a 1 protect i on greater than that otherw; se re­
quired by the special access program concerned. 

Under this proposal, no action could be taken on the basis of his or 
her reaction as reflected on the polygraph charts, unless additional in­
vestigation produced derogatory information concerning the individual 
involved which in and of itself would support such action. Any exception 
to this policy would have to be approved by the Secretary of Defense; 
Deputy Secretary of Defense; Secretary of one of the Military Departments; 
Director, National Security Agency; or myself. Furthermore, refusals to 
take such examinations could not be the basis for firing an employee. Any 
current employee, other than employees of the National Security Agency, 
who refused to take such an examination as a condition of obtaining access 
would either remain in his job, or would be placed in a position of equa1 
grade or pay within DOD. 

There has been considerable interest in the number of DOD personnel 
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who would be effected by this change. Accordingly, I believe it would be 
worthwhile to take a few moments to attempt to clarify this point. 

We have reached an informal agreement with three other Congressional 
Committees who have reviewed this proposed program to conduct a pilot test 
of this new policy, limited in its first year to no more than 3,500 exami­
nations. After this test period, an assessment of the program, including 
its further expansion, would be considered in consultation with the Con­
gress. In any case, the Department's capab il it i es to conduct more such 
examinations would, as a practical matter, be limited to roughly these 
1 imits for the next two to three years, since any greater expansi on wou 1 d 
necessitate additional examiners who must be trained and equipped. 

We would hope this Committee would similarly support this approach. 
Language which authorizes such a test program is, in fact, contained in 
the Senate version of the FY 85 Defense Authorization Bill, which is, of 
course, in conference. This is the concept we endorse; we believe it pro­
vides a prudent way to implement this proposed policy change. 

As I mentioned, only persons with access to specifically designated 
classified information protected within special accesss programs could be 
subject to a polygraph examination under this policy. But since these 
categori es of espec; ally sens it; ve informat; on have not yet been i dent i -
fied, a precise estimate of how many persons might ultimately be affected 
is not possible at this time. Suffice it to say, the Department does not 
anticipate more than 10,000 such examinations being administered in any 
given year, even if this program were fully implemented. You must under­
stand that we are not talking about polygraphs for all persons with some 
form of special access, but rather those with access to specifically de­
s i gnated i nformat i on withi n spec i a 1 accesS programs. Thus we are not 
talking about everyone with access to sensitive compartmented information 
or SCI, but rather those with access to specifically designated, especial­
ly sensitive, information within the category of SCI. This determination 
will be left to my office based upon the justifications provided by the 
heads of DOD components who wish to institute a limited polygraph as a 
condition of access to such data. 

A second proposed change to existing policy would authorize use of 
the polygraph to assist in determining an individual's eligibility for em­
ployment, assignment or detail to a position within the Defense Intelli­
gence Agency that ;s designated as a critical intelligence position by the 
Director, DIA. 

The exc 1 us i on of the Nat i ona 1 Security Agency and the Cent ra 1 I nte 1-
1 igence Agency from the provisions of H.R. 4681 indicates that there is 
strong consensus that the extreme sensitivity of the information developed 
by these agencies warrants the employment of particularly stringent secur­
ity measures, to include use of the polygraph, to properly safeguard this 
information. Clearly, there are positions within the Defense Intelligence 
Agency which require access to information that is equally as sensitive as 
that found in NSA or CIA. Moreover, there are many positions within DIA 
that, in fact, require access to highly classified NSA or CIA developed 
information. 

A final, though not particularly significant, change to current 
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policy would authorize use of the polygraph to assist in determining the 
eligibility of individuals for interim access to very sensitive classified 
i nte 11 i gence sources and methods informat i on. Th i s procedure wou 1 d be 
used only with the consent of the employee to cover those rare and unusual 
circumstances wherein it might be necessary to utilize an individual's 
services before the traditional personnel security field investigation can 
be completed within the time limit required. It would not, however, be 
considered a substitute for the background investigation which would be 
completed in any event. 

The DOD proposal includes stringent safeguards to protect the rights 
of employees before, during and after the conduct of the examination. For 
example: No question could be asked during the examination which had not 
been rev i ewed with the subject prev i ous ly. Legal counse 1 coul d be avail­
able to the subject during the examination. Anyone who did not pass one 
examination would be entitled to a second examination by the same or a 
different examiner. The technical records of the examination may not be 
disseminated outside the officer conducting the examination except as re­
quired by law. At enclosure 2 is a detailed listing of the required safe­
guards. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, we have made every effort to devise a pro­
posal for utilizing the polygraph that is limited in terms of those who 
may be subject to it; limited, in terms of the kinds of questions that may 
be asked; and limited, in terms of its effect on a particular individual. 
At the same time, we have provided as many safeguards for the entire pro­
cess as we can devise to ensure our employees are treated fairly, and that 
their rights and privacy are protected. 

It is difficult for us to ignore the demonstrated utility of the 
polygraph at CIA and NSA, where it has been successfully put to use for 
over twenty years. One cannot also ignore the fact that our adversaries' 
efforts to penetrate the Defense and Intell i gence estab 1 i shments continue 
unabated, and, regrettably, have been successful, to the great detriment 
of the United States and her allies. The cases I previously cited are 
recent remi nders of the re 1 ent 1 ess nature of the espi onage threat, and 
indeed, the damage that can be infl icted by a single individual. We can 
spend billions of dollars on sophisticated military systems, communica­
tions systems or intelligence-gathering programs, only to have them ren­
dered ineffective as a result of one person's treachery. We wonder, then, 
whether it is wise to foreclose, as H.R. 4681 would do, one available 
means of coping with this insidious threat. Of course, the polygraph is 
not a perfect tool, but we believe it can be used to supplement other 
security measures in a manner that protects the rights of Federal em­
ployees, while at the same time giving us indication of potential security 
problems in our most sensitive programs that we do not now have. 

Now, 1 et me cone 1 ude with some bri ef remarks concern i ng pre-pub 1 i ca­
tion review. H.R. 4681 would have the effect of prohibiting the use of 
agreements with pre-publication review requirements in them, except at CIA 
and NSA, and would rescind any other such agreements which are already in 
effect. 

We did not implement the new non-disclosure agreement, containing the 
pre-publication review requirement, developed under NSDD-84. We did, 
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however. in March of 1982. at the request of the Director of Central In­
telligence. corrmence use of the CIA's Uniform Nondisclosure Agreement, 
containing a pre-publication review provision as a condition of access to 
sensitive compartmented information or SCI. Since March 1982 and continu­
ing currently, approximately 100,000 persons with SCI access in DOD, ex­
cluding NSA, have Signed this form. Although it imposes a lifetime obli­
gation to submit for review to the employing agency documents that a per­
son may write for publication which in his judgment contain SCI, relative-
1 y few have dec 1 i ned to si gn the agreement. 

Although it is early to assess the utility of this agreement, it does 
not to date appear to have had a significant impact. Leaving NSA aside 
(where such agreements have been cOTJlTlonplace for many years), there have 
been only five documents submitted for review under the SCI agreement 
DOD-wide, and none of those involved former employees. To our knowledge, 
there have been no known instances of non-compl i ance by former employees 
who have signed the agreement, although admittedly the agreements have 
been in force for only a short time. 

If H.R. 4681 were enacted, it obviously would have the effect of res­
cinding the old non-disclosure agreements that have been signed in DOD 
since March 1982 -- all 100,000 of them; and it would preclude their use 
in the future in all DOD components, save NSA. 

Whether former employees with SCI access should have a lasting con­
tractual obligation to submit materials which may contain SCI for govern­
ment review is the issue, and one which has proven very contentious. 
While there are few cases to demonstrate a significant problem -- that is, 
where former employees with SCI access actually write about sensitive in­
telligence sources and methods -- when these do occur, the existence of a 
non-disclosure agreement or contract does provide the government with a 
remedy sanctioned by the Supreme Court in the S_n~R case that it otherwise 
would not have -- a civil cause of action. ~er, the review process 
in effect for some time at CIA and NSA has in fact succeeded in preventing 
a considerable amount of classified information from being disclosed to 
the public. 

We believe these benefits justify the establishment of a pre-publica­
tion review requirement in the SCI area, and the imposition of a lasting, 
albeit very limited obligation on former employees who had SCI access, to 
submit doclJ'llents whi ch in their judgment may reveal inte 11; gence sources 
and methods. H.R. 4681 would obviously change that, and forbid the impos­
ition of such requirements in the future. 

I will be pleased to answer any questions you may have. 

Counterintelligence Scope 

When the scope of a polygraph examination authorized under the DOD Regula­
t i on ; s 1 imited to counteri nte 11 ; gence areas. quest; ons posed ; n the 
course of the examinations shall be 1 imited to those necessary to deter­
mine: 

Whether the examinee has: 

1. Ever engaged in espionage or sabotage against the United States. 
223 
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2. Knowledge of anyone who is engaged in espionage or sabotage 
against the United States. 

3. Ever been approached to give or sell any classified materials to 
unauthorized persons. 

4. Ever given or sold any classified materials to unauthorized per-
sons. 

5. Knowledge of anyone who has given or sold classified materials to 
unauthorized persons. 

6. Any unauthori zed contact wi th represent at i ves of a fore; gn gov­
ernment. 

Safeguards to Protect Rights of Personnel 

• Individuals must be given timely notification of the date, time and 
place of the polygraph examination. 

• Individuals must be advised of their right to obtain and consult with 
legal counsel and to have legal counsel available for consultation during 
the polygraph examiantion.* 

· Individuals must be advised of their privilege against self-incrimina­
tion.* 

· Examinee may, upon his or her own volition or upon advice of legal coun­
sel, terminate the polygraph examination at any time. 

· No relevant questions may be asked during the examination that have not 
been reviewed with the examinee prior to the examination. 

• All quest ions asked concerni ng the matter at issue must have a spec i a 1 
relevance to the subject of the inquiry. Probing of a person's thoughts 
or beliefs and questions about conduct which have no security implication 
or are not directly relevant to an investigation are prohibited (.! . .a., 
religion, racial matters, political beliefs and affiliations.) 

· Technical questions necessary to the polygraph technique must be con­
structed to avoid embarrassing, degrading or unnecessarily intrusive ques­
tions. 

· Relevant questions asked during polygraph examinations conducted for the 
purpose of assisting in determining eligibility for initial or continued 
access to classified information must be limited to prescribed counter­
intelligence topics. 

• Results of an analysis of polygraph charts must be considered in the 
context of other investigative effort, and not as conclusive in themselves 
of the matter under investigation. 

* Does not pertain to polygraph examinations conducted in connection 
with individuals who are or who purport to be agents, sources or opera­
tives in intelligence operations. 
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• When a polygraph examination results in a finding of deception indi­
cated, the examinee has the right to request a second examination by the 
examining agency. 

· Individuals transferred or reassigned to a nonsensitive position in con­
nection with their refusal to undergo a polygraph examination shall not 
incur any loss in grade, rank or pay. 

· The fact that an individual has refused to undergo a polygraph examina­
tion shall not be disseminated to the individual's supervisor or employer, 
unless administrative action is being considered. 

· Any adverse consequences taken in cases involving the polygraph are ap­
pea 1 ab 1 e in accordance with app 1 i cab 1 e personne 1 or security appea 1 s pro­
cedures. 

· Prior to the examination, examinee must be advised of the nature and 
characteristics of the polygraph instrument, including an explanation of 
the physical operation of the instrument and the procedures to be followed 
during the examination. 

· Examinee must be advised if the polygraph examination area contains a 
two-way mirror or other device, through which the examinee can be observed 
and if other devices such as those used in conversation rocmitoring or re­
cording, will be used simultaneously with the polygraph. 

· Polygraph examination technical reports shall be retained by the office 
conducting the polygraph examination and shall not be disseminated outside 
the Department of Defense except as required by law. 

The results of a polygraph examination may be made available only to: 

.. Officials with DOD responsible for personnel security, intelli­
gence, counteri nte 11 i gence, 1 aw enforcement, and the admi ni strat i on 
of justice • 

.. law enforcement officials outside DOD when the examination has 
been conducted in connection with the investigation of a criminal of­
fense or reveals criminal activity on the part of the individual 
examined • 

•. The examinee or his or her legal counsel, upon request. 

.. DOD component members of the Nat; ona 1 F orei gn I nte 11 i gence Board 
(NFIB) and other NFIB member agencies provided there is an official 
need for the material and the third agency limitation will be ap­
plied • 

.. The National Archives and Records Service, General Service Admin­
istration, upon retirement of the file. 

Polygraph examinations shall be administered only by 000 polygraph ex­
aminers who have been selected, trained, and certified in accordance with 
established DOD policies and procedures. 

225 
Polygraph 1984, 13(3)



STATEMENT OF 
PHILIP T. PEASE 

DIRECTOR OF SECURITY 
NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY 

BEFORE THE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

September 6, 1984 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Sub­
corrmittee today to explain the polygraph program at the National Security 
Agency. 

NSA, and its predecessor agency, has used the polygraph as a person­
nel security screening technique since 1951. Originally it was used as an 
emergency measure to expedite the security processing of new employees who 
were awaiting clearance. In 1953, the polygraph examination became a con­
dition of access for all civilian job applicants. Since the 19505 a poly­
graph examination has also been a requirement for contractor personnel re­
quiring sensitive compartmented information (SCI) access. We also poly­
graph other affiliates such as GSA custodial personnel, federal protective 
service police and consultants. In late 1982 we initiated a program to 
polygraph military assignees once they are on-board at NSA. I will say 
more about this later. 

The function of the polygraph is threefold: 

First, to assist in verifying the identity of an individual being 
considered for access to SCI. Second, to assist in focusing upon suit­
ab il ity and counteri nte 11 i gence issues, though I must add that from my 
point of view all our polygraph questions and programs are concerned with 
counteri nte 11 i gence. Third, to detect espionage, sabotage and terrori sm 
or the potential for same. 

We conduct three basic polygraph examinations at NSA which support 
our oyerall personnel security supervision program. This personnel secur­
ity supervision program involves the conduct of appropriate applicant and 
employee type investigations, an aggressive security awareness program and 
professional security officers assigned to major agency organizations. 

The first polygraph program is for initial access to sensitive infor­
mation. Here we conduct full screening polygraph examinations of appli­
cants for emplo}1Tlent, contractor applicants for access, GSA pers·onnel and 
a few other categories of affiliates. The full screening polygraph exami­
nation consists of relevant questions about the following topics: 

Identity of person being polygraphed 
Espionage 
Sabotage 
Unauthorized disclosure of classified information 
Unauthorized contacts with representatives or agents of foreign 

governments 
Involvement in Communist, Fascist or Terrorist activity 
Ser; ous crimes 
Adult homosexual activity 
Illegal drugs or narcotics 
Deliberate falsification of security forms 
Serious mental disorders 
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A second program is for single or special issues. Here we use the 
polygraph to help resolve issues bearing on the continued access of an 
affiliate - for example, to resolve allegations of drug use or possible 
espionage by an affiliate. 

We have had these two programs for more than 30 years. 

Our third program is the aperiodic and reinvestigation polygraph. In 
August 1982 Deputy Secretary of Defense Carlucci, acting on recommenda­
tions from the DOD Select Panel on Personnel Security, authorized poly­
graph examinations of 000 affiliates who held sensitive compartmented in­
formation access. In October 1982, we implemented this program at NSA. 
Since then we have been polygraphing on-board affiliates, persons having 
access to sensitive NSA information: Employees, contractor personnel, and 
mi1itary assignees. The program applies to everyone. It is mandatory. 
The scope of this polygraph program is limited strictly to counterintelli­
gence questions: Espionage, sabotage, unauthorized disclosure of classi­
fied information, unauthorized contact with agents of foreign governments 
and knowledge of others involved in the foregoing. For our purpose today 
I wi 11 ca 11 th i s the aperi odi c po 1 ygraph program though in fact we po 1 y­
graph our affiliates under this program under several criteria: 

· Randomly, aperiodically 
· At the time of the five year reinvestigation 
· For especially sensitive projects 

Some statistics of this newest NSA polygraph (and I must add here 
that in years past we have had vers ions of thi s program but lack; ng the 
mandatory feature) are quite interest i ng. For ex amp 1 e, th i s year alone, 
from 1 January to 30 June 1984, we polygraphed 1322 affiliates under the 
aperiodic program. Some 23 of these 1322 people provided us relevant in­
formation requiring a more detailed clearance evaluation. The information 
they provided is quite miscellaneous - I will give you three examples. 

• An individual described a suspicious approach by foreign personnel 
and had failed to report this incident previously. We investigated and 
provided the information to the FBI. Our employee had been reminded of 
his obligation to immediately report suspicious approaches by foreign per­
sonnel. 

• An individual kept a classified military manual in his possession 
at his residence for several years. He originally took the manual home to 
study for a test. He returned the manual to us. 

· Another individual knew of improper destruction of crypto material. 
However, he was not personally involved. 

Now I'll describe the overall scope and impact of our polygraph acti­
vities. From 1 July 1983 to 30 June 1984 we conducted a total of 11,442 
polygraph examinations in all the programs I've described. We initiated 
the security processing of 4476 applicants. We cancelled out 2601 of more 
than 50 percent for a variety of reasons including the applicant declining 
to participate in further applicant processing or declining a job offer. 
NSA's app 1 i cant rev; ew pane 1 is composed of personne 1, security and med;­
cal managers, looks at problem cases to decide if processing should 
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proceed. The problem may be medical or psychological, security, employ­
ability. This panel rejected 793 people for further processinq (included 
in the 2601 I mentioned above). I estimate that in 90 percent of the 
panel cases - or 714 of the 793 - information obtained during the poly­
graph interview was relevant to the decision not to further process. 

While the polygraph process is a significant collector of information 
in our applicant processing it is no less a factor in the clearance pro­
cessing of contractor personnel. During the first half of 1984 we poly­
graphed 1202 contractor personnel. One hundred and si xty-seven were 
denied access based on information developed during the polygraph inter­
view. 

The NSA Personnel Security Program is established in Public law 
88-290 and we adhere to the standards set by the DCI for access to sensi­
tive information. Most disqualifying information disclosed during the 
full screening polygraph examination concerns extensive drug use or unde­
tected crimes. While of course rare, we have had some extraordinary ad­
missions made by applicants during the polygraph interview - murder and 
train wrecking for example. You will see examples of important informa­
tion developed during our polygraph examinations in two studies being put 
before you - the DOD/NSA Study on of Polygraph 
Testint and the DCI Security COl1Tlli raph cases in 
the in elligence community Polygraph Utility 1984. I will 
return to this area. 

Prior to Mr. Carlucci's August 1982 policy we did not routinely poly­
graph military aSSignees. Beginning 1 October 1984, all military person­
nel under consideration for aSSignment or detail to NSA shall be required 
to undergo a CI-Scope polygraph examination in determining their eligibil­
ity for such aSSignment or detail. Where possible these polygraph exami­
nations will be by their parent service prior to aSSignment to NSA. And, 
as I mentioned, military personnel are also under the mandatory NSA aper­
iodic polygraph program. During the first ten months of FY 1984 9 639 
military personnel have been polygraphed at NSA under this program. 

These then, are the polygraph programs. They are only as effective 
as the polygraph and those that use it can make it. 

The current instruments used by federal agencies are the product of 
85 years of development by sc i ent i sts and pract i t ioners. The phys i 0 1 og i­
ca 1 channe 1 s wh i ch they record are the product of lengthy research. The 
instruments, which are of scientific quality, record respiration, electro­
derma 1 responses, and card; ovascu 1 ar responses. The phys i 0109 i ca 1 infor­
mation is recorded on a moving chart which has a speed of 2 1/2 milli­
meters per second (about six inches per minute). In each polygraph exami­
nation, there are at least two polygraph charts of several minutes each. 
In more complex situations, there may be as many as six or seven charts. 
The minimum time for an interview, including a polygraph examination is 
about one hour, but it more often takes from one and one half to three 
hours, and cocas;ona11y longer than that. 

In the pretest interview, the subject of the examination reads a 
full statement of his rights. In all cases that includes mention of the 
Fifth Amendment right to avoid self-incrimination, mention that the 
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subject may refuse to answer any questions, and that the subject may ter­
minate the interview at any time. In a criminal case the Miranda warning 
is included, or Article 31 of the Uniform Code of Military Justice. When 
the po 1 ygraph ; s used in determi nat ions for clearance and access to c 1 as­
sified information, we advise of the Privacy Act of 1974 which includes a 
discussion of the principal purposes for which the information will be 
used and mentions that the disclosure of the information is voluntary, and 
the information will be considered confidential. It warns the person that 
any information provided relating to violation of criminal laws may be 
disseminated to law enforcement agencies. 

Following the explanation of the subject's rights, there is a review 
of the subject's general health, and fitness to take a polygraph examina­
tion. After that the examiner reviews the issues that are to be resolved 
during the polygraph examination which includes an opportunity for the 
subject to explain in detail his or her view of the matter under consider­
ation. Working with the examiner, the subject and examiner arrive at 
mutually acceptable questions to resolve the issues. The testing techni­
que is then explained in detail to the subject. The attachments which are 
placed on the subject are also explained in detail. The subject is asked 
to sit still, pay attention to the questions and answer with a definite 
lIyes" or "no", as appropri ate. 

Basically, the polygraph examination is a method of questioning 
whereby an individual is required to unequivocably respond with a yes or 
no answer to direct questions which have been previously reviewed with and 
the answer agreed upon by the subject of the examination. This question­
ing is done while the examinee is attached to a very sensitive instrument 
which monitors the person's respiration, electrodermal response, and car­
diovascular activity to determine if there are any significant and consis­
tent changes in these areas in direct response to any of the questions. 
The objective ;s to ascertain that there are no reactions which would in­
dicate that, at the time of the examination, the answers posed no problems 
nor st i rred any anx i ety. Shaul d s i gnifi cant and cons; stent react ions 
occur to anyone or more of the questions, this would be a definite indi­
cator that the answer provided to the question as worded on the test was 
not considered completely satisfactory by the examinee. 

Reactions are significant changes from the baseline recording which 
is established as the norm in each of the recorded areas at the beginning 
of each polygram or chart. Depending on the individual examinee, these 
changes may be as massive as a total cessation of breathing or a major in­
crease in blood pressure or as subtle as a change in the inhalation-exhal­
ation pattern of respiration or slight decrease in skin resistance. The 
point is that the reactions will occur specifically at the problem ques­
tion and not randomly, they will be Significant to the trained examiner, 
and they will be consistently occurring at the problem question whenever 
it is asked. 

Upon completion of the test series, the examiner makes an initial 
evaluation of the charts. If the results indicate deception, the subject 
is told that, and the specific questions are discussed. The subject is 
given every opportunity to explain his specific reactions to these ques­
tions and to make any admissions that he chooses. The information pro­
vided will be the basis of additional or modified test questions in those 

229 Polygraph 1984, 13(3)



House Armed Services Committee 

areas in an effort to resolve the issue. 

At NSA, at the conclusion of the examination and interview, the in­
formation provided by the examinee is reviewed with him by the examiner to 
ensure that it has been accurately noted by the examiner. When the exami­
ner begins to prepare his report of the examination, he will again analyze 
the charts prior to making his final determination. The report of the 
examination, including the polygraph charts, the examiner's original 
notes, and the audio tape of the examination and review with the examinee, 
is reviewed by a supervisor who is a senior examiner. This individual 
will do a separate anal ys is of the charts and then rev i ew the report with 
the tape to ensure accuracy. Once he is satisfied in these areas, the re­
port is forwarded to our clearance division, a completely separate entity 
within the Office of Security, where the information is evaluated to de­
termine the individual's eligibility for access to sensitive compartmented 
information in accordance with the standards established by Director of 
Central Intelligence Directive 1/14 (DCID 1/14). 

If the information provided is considered disqualifying and the in­
dividual is a military assignee, the sponsoring service is notified and 
usually takes appropriate action to reassign the person to other duties. 
If the information provided is not considered disqualifying but the assig­
nee did not pass the polygraph examination, another exam will be scheduled 
with another examiner to attempt to resolve this matter. 

This then, is the manner in which a "real world" polygraph examina­
tion is conducted and how the quality control procedures work at NSA. 

Let me conclude on the most important point. We in the security and 
CI business must evaluate any program, including the polygraph, on the 
basis of its effectiveness in detecting or deflecting espionage. We at 
NSA have been saved from major problems by this invaluable tool. Both the 
DOD/NSA Study and the Security Committee Study contain summaries of such 
cases. Some are not without ambiguity and I don't propose to recount all 
these cases here. Let me summarize just two cases from recent years: 

. A mi 1 itary person about to ret i re from act i ve duty where he had ac­
cess to sensitive compartmented information applied for a job with NSA. 
He had a clean record. He reacted to polygraph questions about espionage. 
He was confronted about these reactions. He said that only days before he 
had visited the Soviet Embassy in Washington to make arrangements to de­
fect. The Soviets suggested he complete his processing for sensitive 
employment. 

• An app 1 i cant for emp 1 oyment at NSA reacted to espi onage quest ions. 
He then admitted knowing and working with a foreign intelligence officer. 
He declined to give us details and he continued to react to the relevant 
counterintelligence questions. 

This information could have been gained no other way - only our 
skilled polygraph examiners saved us from potential disaster. 

I have every confidence in the polygraph as a valid technique and 
every confidence in the skill and integrity of my polygraph examiners. 

I will now answer any questions you may have. 
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POLYGRAPH AND PREPUBLICATION REVIEW POLICIES OF FEDERAL AGENCIES* 

By 

Frank C. Conahan 
Director 

United States General Accounting Office 

The Honorable William D. Ford 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office 

and Civil Service 
House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

June 11. 1984 

Subject: Polygraph and Prepublication Review 
Policies of Federal Agencies 
(GAO/NSIAO-84-135) 

The April 4, 1984, letter from you and the Chairman, Committee on 
Government Operat ions, reques ted that we ass; 5 t the cornnittees ; n the i r 
on-going efforts examining the effects of National Security Decision 
Direetive-84 (NSDD-84). (See enel. V.) 

On April 23, 1984, you and Chairman Brooks sent a questionnaire to 
those agencies and offices that handle classified information. The major 
purpose of the questionnaire was to determine the effect of the two pro­
visions of NSOO-84 that require (1) all individuals with sensitive com­
partmented i nformat i on (SC I) access to sign a nond i sc 1 osure agreement 
containing a prepublication review requirement and (2) all agencies to 
revise existing policies and regulations as necessary so that employees 
coul d be requi red to submit to a po 1 ygraph exami nat i on duri ng the course 
of an investigation of an unauthorized disclosure of classified informa­
tion. 

Most of the i nformat i on you requested from the agenc i es is inc 1 uded 
in summary form in enclosure 1. It includes actual figures as well as 
estimated figures where data were not readi ly available. As agreed with 
your office. we did not verify the information reported by the agencies, 
but we did request clarification in many cases. 

Agenc; es were asked to respond to the quest i onna ire wi th i n 15 days. 
By June 5, however. (six weeks after your request) eight agencies and 

* On Apr; T 4, '984 Represent at i ves Wi 1 ] i am D. Ford. Cha i rman of the 
COl1l11ittee on the Post Office and Civil Service, and Jack Brooks, Chairman 
of the Committee on Government Operations wrote to the General Accountin9 
Office and asked that agency of Congress to survey the federal agencies on 
the use of polygraphs and prepubl ication censorship. This letter and at­
tachments, by Mr. Conahan, are in reply to that request. 

The letter and exhibits were entered into the Congressional Record­
Senate, 57693-57698, on June 20, 1984 by Senator Mathias. 
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offices had not responded; therefore, data pertaining to them is not in­
c 1 uded in the informat i on cont a i ned in thi s report. The ei ght are: The 
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Department of Energy, Environ­
menta 1 Protect i on Agency, Interst ate Corrmerce Comi ss i on, Department of 
Justice, Office of Management and Budget, U.S. Trade Representative, and 
the Executive Office of the President. Forty-three agencies responded to 
the questionnaire, including a partial response of the Department of the 
Treasury. We counted the Department of Defense, including the military 
serv ices, as one response. Th i s report does not inc 1 ude data on the 
Nat i ona 1 Security Agency and Central Inte 11 igence Agency because of the 
sensitivity of their operations. 

The following sections summarize information relative to prepublica­
tion review requirements, unauthorized disclosures of classified informa­
tion, and polygraph examinations. 

Prepublication Review Requirements 

Most agency employees who had access to sensitive compartmented in­
formation (SCI), already had signed nondisclosure agreements (Form 4193 or 
a form simi 1 ar thereto) with the prepub 1 icat i on revi ew requi rement before 
the President 3uspended indefinitely that provision of NSOD-84 on February 
15, 1984. Twenty-three agencies reported that, as of December 31, 1983, 
119,000 of their employees had SCI access and almost all had signed the 
agreements which contain the lifetime prepublication review requirement. 
An unknown number of former employees also had signed the agreements. The 
Department of Defense estimated that, of 156,000 military and civilian em­
ployees who had signed agreements, about 45,000 were former employees and 
employees reassigned to duties not requiring SCI access. 

It is also possible that employees working on other than SCI special 
access programs had signed agreements similar to those used for SCI ac­
cess. According to Executive Order 12356, which took effect August 1, 
1982, an agency head may create a spec i a 1 access program when (1) normal 
management and safeguarding procedures do not limit access sufficiently 
and (2) the number of persons with access is limited to the minimum neces­
sary to meet the objective of providing extra protection of the informa­
tion. At the end of calendar year 1983, there were about 100 non-SCI 
spec i a 1 access program, compared to about 30 in 1979. Agenc i es reported 
that 27,500 government employees and 21,600 contractor employees were in­
volved in non-SCI special access programs. (See encl. II). 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency told us that a prepublication 
review requirement is part of the agreement that individuals must sign for 
access to two of its special access programs. (At the present time, how­
ever, those subject to this provision may delete that section of the 
agreement pert i nent to prepub 1 i cat i on rev; ew) . We do not know how many 
more special access programs may contain similar prepublication review 
requirements. 

Twelve agencies indicated that, regardless of whether they have SCI 
access, employees must comply with prepublication review requirements. In 
most cases, however, agencies do not require employees to Sign nondisclo­
sure agreements as part of these prepublication review requirements. Fur­
ther, the requirements (imposed by these regulations do not apply to for­
mer employees. (See encl. III.) 
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Unauthorized Disclosures of Classified Information 

Four agencies (the Departments of Corrrnerce, Defense, and State, and 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission) reported having 43 unauthorized disclo­
sures of classified information during calendar year 1983. One was made 
through a published writing or speech (by a then-current employee of a 
cont ractor) • None were made by former emp 1 oyees through pub 1 i shed writ­
ings or speeches. 

Polygraph Examinations 

Nine agencies told us that their employees were given 11,178 poly­
graph examinations in calendar year 1983, and four of the nine employed a 
total of 131 polygraph operators (see enel. IV). Of these agene;es, the 
Department of Defense emp 1 oyed 123 po 1 ygraph operators and gave 10,502 
examinations. Practically all examinations given by the other agencies 
were given in connection with criminal or specific-incident investiga­
tions. The General Services Administration and Postal Service have regu­
lations that limit the voluntary use of the polygraph to criminal investi­
gat ions. 

The number of pre-access screening examinations given by the Depart-
ment of Defense ;n 1981, 1982, and 1983 were as follows: 

1981 1982 1983 

Total number of polygraph 
examinations 6556 8657 10,502 

Examinations for pre-access 
screening 45 1176 3,105 

The pre-access screening examinations given in 1983 include about 3,000 
examinations that are part of an Air Force program testing the use of the 
polygraph. 

When asked about plans to employ additional polygraph operators, De­
fense stated that it plans to hire 50 additional operators, and that these 
operators would permit an additional 10,000 screening type examinations 
annually. 

Although the Department of Justice did not respond in time for inclu­
sion of its data in this report, we understand that Justice and the De­
partment of the Treasury also use the polygraph for pre-access screening. 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency stated that, although it did 
not employ polygraph operators or have a contract for polygraph service; 
it had plans to institute polygraph screening examinations in connection 
with two of its non-SCI special access programs. However, the Agency said 
that it was holding in abeyance a final decision on its plans, pending 
resolution of the legal issues involving use of the polygraph. 

The Tennessee Valley Authority, which had been using the polygraph in 
connection with criminal investigations, told us that it was discontinuing 
all polygraph use. 
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Copies of this report are being sent to all agencies that provided 
information and to other interested parties upon request. 

Enclosures - 5 

ENCLOSURE I 

Sincerely yours, 

FRANK C. CONAHAN 

Director 

Responses to Questions of The 
House Committee on Government Operations 

And The 
House Committee on Post Office and Civil Service 

QUESTION 1 

(All 51 executive branch agencies that handle 
classified information were queried; however, 

8 did not respond. The responses from the 
remaining 43 are included below.) 

Approximately how many full- and part-time people were employed by 
the federal government as of December 31, 19831 

RESPONSE 

I n the 43 agenc; es that responded, there were 5,025,580 federa 1 
civilian and military personnel. 

QUESTION 2 

Approximately how many federal employees and contractor employees had 
security clearances as of December 31, 19831 

RESPONSE 

There were about 2.6 mill i on federa 1 and 1. 3 mill i on cant ractor 
employees, of the 43 responding agencies, with security clearances at the 
levels shown below. 

Level of Clearance Federal Employees Contractor Employees 

Top Secret 517,578 111,912 

Secret 2,129,557 904,540 

Confidential 33,286 304,852 

Total: 2,680,421 1,321,304 

Of the total number of federal employees--5,025,580, about 10 percent had 
top secret clearances and 42 percent had secret clearances. 
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QUESTION 3 

How many federal and contractor employees had access to Sensitive 
Compartmented Information (SCI) as of December 31, 19831 

RESPONSE 

There were a total of 118,899 federal employees and 11,041 contractor 
employees with SCI access. 

QUESTION 4 

Do agencies consider SCI to be a special access program? Under what 
authority? 

RESPONSE 

Eighteen agencies considered SCI to be a special access program. 
They cited the following authorities: 

--Executive Order 12356 
--The Director of Central Intelligence 
--National Security Decision Directive -84 
--Director of Central Intelligence Directive 1/14 

QUESTION 5 

How many agencies have special access programs as authorized under 
Executive Order 12356 or similar programs under some other authority? 

RESPONSE 

Six agencies had special access programs or participated in such pro­
grams of other agencies. 

QUESTION 6 

How many agencies used the polygraph during calendar year 1983? 

RESPONSE 

Nine agencies used the polygraph or had their employees take poly­
graph examinations administered by other agencies in calendar year 1983. 

QUESTION 7 

How many polygraph operators did agencies employ as of December 31, 
1983, and how many operators did they have under contract? 

RESPONSE 

As of December 31, 1983, four agencies employed a total of 131 poly­
graph operators, and had 2 under contract. 
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QUESTION 8 

Do agencies expect to hire or contract for additional polygraph oper­
ators? How many and why? 

RESPONSE 

The Department of Defense expects to hire an additional 50 examiners 
in order to conduct 10,000 more screening polygraph examinations. 

The Postal Service expects to hire 3 more polygraph operators. 
is to improve turnaround time on examinations and reduce operator 
load. 

This 
work-

QUESTION 9 

How many polygraph machines did agencies own as of December 31, 1983? 
How many did they procure during calendar year 1983, and how m.any more do 
they expect to procure? 

RESPONSE 

Four agencies owned a total of 256 polygraph machines as of 
31, 1983. They procured 2 of these during calendar year 1983. 
pect to procure 30 more polygraph machines in the future. 

QUESTION 10 

December 
They ex-

Why were po 1 ygraph ex ami nat ions of agency emp 1 oyees conducted? How 
many of these examinations were conducted of agency employees for calendar 
years 1979 through 1983? How many were conducted by the agency and how 
many were conducted by other agencies or by contractors? 

RESPONSE 

The fo11owing tabulation shows the number of polygraph examinations 
given to employees of the nine agencies for various reasons during calen­
dar years 1979 through 1983: 

Criminal or Specific Incident 
Investigations 

Conducted by agency 
Conducted by other agencies 
or contractors 

Pre-emplOyment screening 

Conducted by agency 
Conducted by other agencies 
or cant ractors 

1979 

6697 

4 

13 

o 

236 

1980 

7256 

8 

18 

o 

1981 

6909 

16 

13 

o 

1982 

7802 

27 

28 

o 

1983 

7657 

34 

16 

1 
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1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Pre-access screening 

Conducted by agency 65 53 45 1176 3105 
Conducted by other agencies 
or contractors 0 0 0 0 3 

Subsequent screening 

Conducted by agency 0 0 0 0 0 
Conducted by other agencies 
or contractors 0 0 2 2 1 

Other 

Conducted by agency 242 271 302 298 361 
Conducted by other agencies 
or contractors 0 0 0 0 0 

Tot a 1 : 7021 7606 7287 9333 11,178 

QUESTION 11 

How many agencies require employees to submit to any prepubl icat;on 
review procedure (other than to review official statements on behalf of 
the agency)? How many employees do these procedures cover? 

RESPONSE 

Twelve agencies required their employees to submit to prepublication 
review. Prepublication review procedures cover 3,423,418 agency em-
ployees. 

QUESTION 12 

For each calendar year since 1979, how many books, articles, 
speeches, and other mater i a 1 s were rev i ewed duri ng the prepub 1 i cat i on re­
view process? 

RESPONSE 

The following tabulations show the types and quantities of informa­
tion reviewed during calendar years 1979 through 1983. Separate tabula­
tions are shown for the Department of Defense (DOD) and the other respon­
dents because DOD combined books and articles and because the Department 
of the Army responded in number of pages reviewed for 1982 and 1983. 
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The Department of Defense 

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Books/Articles 2994 3133 2784 6457 10,099 
Speeches 1320 1360 871 2237 2,020 
Other 4816 4344 5178 4713 5,102 

No. of pages -- Army 92,918 77 ,404 

Other '1 Respondents 

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Books 18 22 19 17 34 
Articles 4754 4774 4814 5363 5461 
Speeches 11 50 43 352 365 
Other 5013 5018 5009 5371 5294 

QUESTION 13 

What was the average number of working days that elapsed from the 
date of receipt of a request for prepublication review of a document to 
the date that the requestor was informed of the final results? 

RESPONSE 

The 12 agenc; es reported the fa 11 ow; ng range of time (; n days) for 
the prepublication review process: 

QUESTION 14 

Number of Days 

Books 
Articles 
Speeches 
Other 

2 to 20 
1 to 11 
2 to 10 
4 to 8 

Our; ng ca 1 endar year 1983) approx imate 1 y how many emp 1 oyees were 
assigned and how many working days were used for prepublication reviews? 

RESPONSE 

Responding agencies assigned a total of about 211 full-time employees 
and used 5,268 working days for prepublication reviews. 

QUESTION 15 

How many unauthorized disclosures of classified information were 
there during calendar year 1983? How many of these were not reported to 
the Department of Justice? 
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RESPONSE 

Four agencies reported 43 unauthorized disclosures of classified in­
formation. Of these, 34 were not reported to the Department of Justice. 

QUESTION 16 

How many unauthorized disclosures of classified information were made 
through books, articles, or speeches, written by then-current employees or 
farmer employees during calendar year 1983? 

RESPONSE 

One of the 43 identified in question 15 was made through a speech or 
publication by a then-current employee of a contractor. 
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Number of Agency Employees 

level of Clearance: 
Agency Employees: 

Top secret 
Secret 
Confidential 

Contractor employees: 
Top secret 
Secret 
Confidential 

SCI access: 
Agency Employees 
Contractor Employees 

Employees assigned to 

--
)i! 
=> 
~ g 
u z 
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non-SCI special access programs: 
Agency employees 
Contractor employees 

Employees With Clearances, SCI Access, and Non-SCI Access 

Total Defense State Treasury 

5,025,580 3,317,086 24,016 124,287 

517,578 480,360 13,938 6,871 
2,129,557 2,066,643 733 2,993 

33,286 28,160 0 274 

111,912 111,000 0 183 
904,540 900,000 0 0 
304,852 304,800 0 0 

118,899 111,167 4,350 1,733 
11,041 10,808 200 2 

27,530 26,559 0 0 
21,587 21,250 0 0 

Interior NASA FEMA Other Agencies 

74,482 22,000 2,357 1,461,352 

596 523 1,726 13,564 
1,658 15,706 572 41.252 

104 719 0 4,029 

0 0 400 329 
3 0 250 4,287 
0 0 0 52 0 .. 

N 

229 280 199 941 
0 29 1 1 

0 0 9G' 67 
0 0 337 0 
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Agencies Involved in Prepublication Review 

Defense State NASA TVA USIA AID SEC Fed. Res. Overseas 
Private Invest. 
Corp. 

No. of employees covered by 
agency directive All All All All All All All All All 

Quantity of material reviewed in 
19B3l Books 10,088

a 
10 15 0 5 1 2 1 0 

Articles 269 4,500 600 24 15 7 45 1 

Speeches 2, 020
b 

14 0 280 33 30 8 0 0 

Other 5,102 0 5,000 0 0 60 36 0 0 
~ No. of pages 77 ,404 
" .~ 

6,457
a u 19B2: Books 1 15 0 1 0 0 0 0 

~ Articles 202 4,500 600 15 35 10 0 1 0 
"- Speeches 2,237 8 0 280 25 30 9 0 0 

'" Other 4,713 0 5,000 0 0 101 27 0 0 0-

'" No. of pages 9Z.9lS
b ... ~ 

'" ... 
>, N 
~ No. of employees assigned to 0 
"- prepublication review 80 86 0 40 2 
~ 

'" ... No. of working days used for 
" " prepublication review 4,459 205 100 55 8 5 10 1 

" ~ 
Average no. of workin9 days used 
for each type of material: 

Books 17.8 20 10 0 10 2 20 10 0 

Articles 10.7 10 10 3 2 3 10 3 1 

Speeches 5.3 5 10 3 2 3 5 0 0 - Other 5.2 0 10 0 0 4 8 0 0 --
w aOefense's response combined books and articles 
'" => 

bThe Department of the Army responded in number of pages reviewed. </> 
0 
~ 

'-' z Note: Three agencies - The Department of Education, Peace Corps, and the Federal Emergency Management Agency - reported w 
having prepublication review requirements but did not report any activity. 
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Agencies using polygraph 19S3: 
1982: 

Types of examinations: 
Criminal or specific 
incident 1983: 

1982: 
1981: 

Pre-access screening: 
1983: 
1982: 
1981: 

Agency polygraph operators: 
1983: 
1982: 

Agency polygraph machines: 
owned as of Oecember 
31, 19S3: 
purchased in 19S3: 

Agency plans: 

Total 

9 
8' 

7691 
7829 
6925 

310B 
1176 

45 

131 
194 It 

256 
2 

Polygraph Use By Nine Agencies 

Dept. Dept. 
of of 
Defense Trans. 

ye, 
ye, 

7028 
7155 
6196 

3105 
1176 

45 

123 
112 

238 
2 

yeo 
yeo 

6 
14 

6 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

Tenn. Dept. 
\lalley of 
Auth. Labor 

y" 
yeo 

14 
7 

3 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
a 

yeo 
no 

7 

5 
2 

o 
o 
o 

2 

o 

2 
o 

Fed. Dept. 
Res. of 
System State 

yeo 
no 

2 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

yeo 
no 

5 
o 
5 

2 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

Postal 
Service 

yeo 
yeo 

623 
645 
711 

o 
o 
o 

6 
6 

16 
o 

Dept. 
of 
C~, 

yeo 
no 

2 
o 
1 

1 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

General 
Services 
Admin. 

yeo 
yeo 

4 
3 

1 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

N ... 
N 

1. The Department of Defense anticipates hiring 50 additional polygraph operators to permit 10,000 screening type examinations. 
2. The Postal Service expects to hire 3 additional operators. 
3. The Federal Emergency Agency plans to institute polygraph examinations in the future, but the final decision is pending 

until legal issues involving the use of the polygraph are resolved. 
4. The Tennessee Valley Authority does not anticipate using the polygraph in the future. 

aincludes the Departments of Justice and Treasurey, as reported to us last year. Current information concerning polygraph use 
by those agencies was not received in time for inclusion in the chart. 

* These figures are as reported. despite the fact that 
194. Indeed, both figures for 000 appear inaccurate. 
Department of Defense (1984) they report the number of 

112 examiners in 000 and 6 in the Postal Service do not add up to 
In the book, The Accuracy and Utility of Polygraph Testing by the 
eXaminers in 1983 as 153 (not 123) and for 1982 as 122 (not 112). 
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ENCLOSURE V 

Federal Polygraph Policies 

Ninety-Eighth Congress 
Congress of the United States 

House of Representatives 
Committee on Government Operations 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, D.C. 20515 
April 4, 1984 

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear General: 

In January, H.R. 4681, the Federal Polygraph Limitation and Anti-Cen­
sorship Act of 1984, was introduced and referred to the Post Office and 
Civil Service Corrmittee where it is now under active consideration. This 
bill is a comprehensive response to the Administration's polygraph and 
censorship poliCies, both the National Security Directive 84, issued by 
the President, and those deSigned and implemented at the agency level. 

Recently, the President announced his intention to suspend the poly­
graph and prepublication censorship portions of his National Security Dir­
ective through this session of Congress. The effects, however, of this 
suspension on the polygraph and censorship pol icies which were not con­
tained in the President's Directive are not clear. In order that this 
legislation be properly evaluated, it is necessary that Congress be fu1ly 
apprised of the effects, if any, the suspension of the President's Nation­
al Security Directive 84 has on the current polygraph and prepublication 
censorship policies in effect at the agencies of the Federal Government 
and on any proposed changes in those policies contemplated at this time. 

To this end we request that the General Accounting Office update its 
survey of the Federal agenc i es conducted in preparat i on for heari ngs he 1 d 
last October by the Government Operations Cornnittee on these issues. 
Along with this update, it ;s requested that the GAO also make broader in­
quiry into the current use of polygraphs and prepublication censorship re­
quirements by the agencies, any proposed changes in those pol icies and 
their likely effects, and the effect, if any, the President's suspension 
of his NSOD 84 has on those current or proposed policies. 

It is important that this investigation be given prompt attention. 
Congressional moritoriums on proposed changes to the Department of De­
fense's polygraph regulations and certain prepublication censorship re­
quirements will expire on April 15. It is, therefore, hoped that you will 
find it possible to devote maximum staff resources in this effort. Thank 
you very much for your attention to this request. With every good wish, 
we are 

William D. Ford, Chairman 
Com. on the Post Office & Civil 
Service 

Sincerely, 
Jack Brooks, Chairman 
Com. on Government Operations 
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STATEMENT OF 
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT OIRECTOR JOHN E. OTTO 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
BEFORE THE 

HOUSE JUDICIARY SUBCOMMITTEE ON CIVIL AND CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS 
HEARING ON THE FEDERAL POLYGRAPH LIMITATION AND ANTI-CENSORSHIP 

ACT OF 1984 
September 12, 1984 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I welcome the opportun­
ity to share with you the FBI's use of the polygraph and views concerning 
pending legislation in this area. 

Present FB I po 1; cy regard; ng the USe of the polygraph encompasses 
many different factual situations that do not involve allegations of crim­
inal conduct or unauthorized disclosure of classified information. Exam­
ples of such situations include the use of the polygraph as -a factor in 
resolving questions concerning an applicant's suitability for emploj1T1ent 
with the FBI9 as well as a factor in resolving issues that concern serious 
violations of FBI policies or fitness for duty. H.R. 4681, as presently 
drafted, would prohibit these uses of the polygraph, thereby severely jeo­
pardizing the bureau's ability to assure the trustworthiness, reliability, 
and effectiveness of its employees. 

We recognize that the polygraph should not be used indiscriminately. 
A properly structured polygraph program balances the need for security and 
relevant information with the protection of the individual's rights. At 
the FBI, the decision to request an employee to submit to a polygraph 
ex ami nat i on ;s made on a case-by-case bas is. Add it i ona 11 y, it is not our 
pol icy to require or coerce an employee to submit to a polygraph examina­
tion, although, in certain limited Situations, an adverse inference may be 
drawn from an employee's refusal to submit to a polygraph examination. 

The FBI and other members of the intelligence community have national 
security responsibilities which are, to a great extent, indistinguishable 
from those of the CIA and National Security Agency (NSA), both of which 
are exempted under Section 6 of the bill. Information originating with 
any of the members of the cOlTlTlunity is frequently shared with one or more 
of these members; therefore, the penetration of any such agency by a 
foreign intelligence service or the unauthorized disclosure by an employee 
has as great a potential for damage to the national security or foreign 
policy of the United States as the loss of information in possession of 
NSA or the CIA. The bill creates a .disparity in the safeguards employed 
by agencies possessing the same information. There are positions within 
the FBI which require access to the same type, if not the same, sensitive 
information in possession of NSA or the CIA. 

The direct impact of the bill on the FBI can be illustrated by sever­
al examples. In the preemployment area when a decision has to be reached 
to hire someone who will have access to sensitive material, the FBI is 
frequently confronted with applicant background information Which is not 
verifiable through normal investigation because this information is some­
times only available in other countries. Although individuals with cer­
tain ethnic backgrounds are especially valuable to us, such a lack of 
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verification could prevent their being hired. In addition~ although some­
one with a highly desirable ethnic background may have spent his/her 
entire life in the United States, hostage situations may exist where 
family members or friends remain in hostile countries. The only way to 
discover such a situation or its effect on the applicant or employee may 
be through use of the polygraph. In situations involving information or 
allegations pertaining to on-duty employees, the problem is even more 
serious. The limitation of damage done to the national security would be 
dependent upon the speed of discovery. The bill in Section 3(B} implies 
that an investigation must have focused upon the particular employee and 
then only when classified material, as defined by the executive order, or 
criminal conduct is involved. The initial stages of contact with an in­
telligence officer frequently involve information which, while not classi­
fied and not criminal in its passage would be of extreme importance to a 
hostile service and would quickly lead to the passage of more sensitive 
i nformat i on if not acted on prompt 1 y. The bi 11 waul d great 1 y hinder the 
FBI's efforts in such a situation where prompt but judicious use of the 
polygraph would result in a quick resolution and limitation of national 
security damage. 

The Bureau's use of the polygraph is a responsible and measured res­
ponse to investigative requirements. During fiscal year 1983, the poly­
graph was used in only 166 situations which would have been proscribed by 
the bill. Of those, 40 involved personnel matters, 116 applicant matters, 
and 10 security clearance matters. Whil e the number of exami nat ions was 
small, the beneift derived was extremely great. As these numbers indicate 
the FBI's use of the polygraph in those situat10ns which would have been 
proscribed by the bill, ;s subject to stringent internal controls which 
include high level review and approval, strict guidelines, and annual 
audits. 

The proposed legislation's prohibition on the use of prepublication 
review requirements would dramatically affect the FBI's policy in this 
area. At present, the FBI uses a standard employee agreement contract, 
FO-29l, wherein a prospective employee, as a condition of employment, 
agrees to submit for prepublication approval the content of any proposed 
disclosure which includes any information acquired as a result of, or dur­
ing the course of, his/her official duties/position. The proposed legis­
lation would totally prohibit the continued use of such an agreement. The 
effect would be to end prescreening of any communication, written or oral, 
by present or past employees regarding information obtained through their 
official duties or position. 

It should be noted that in the inte11igence and criminal investiga­
tive fields the damage is done upon the release/disclosure of sensitive 
information. Even though other statutes or regulations exist which pro­
vide for criminal and civil penalties for the unauthorized disclosure of 
such information, these penalties do not prevent the potential loss and 
damage to the nation's national security and its law enforcement efforts. 

We believe that the proposed legislation is overly broad and restric­
tive. Its total prohibition is inconsistent with past judicial decisions 
in the area of prepublication review, [e.,a., Snepp::1.' United States, 444 
U.S. 507 (1980)]. 
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DETECTION OF DECEPTION IN 1984: 
IN DEFENSE OF PREEMPLOYMENT POLYGRAPH TESTING* 

By 

Frank Horvath 
Michigan State University 

Among the uses to which polygraph testing is put none is more contro­
versial than that which involves the screening of job applicants. That 
testing--so called preemployment lie detection--is now of such concern 
that it has been prohibited in some jurisdictions; in others, including 
the U.S. Congress, there have been serious attempts in recent years at 
similar prohibitions. The question before us then is this: Are such pro­
hibitions justified as a matter of public policy? In my judgement they 
are not. I propose today, therefore, to layout support for my position. 
In order to do so I shall consider, and respond to, the major points 
raised by those on the other side of the issue. Before I do' that, how­
ever, I wish to emphasize that my comments are restricted solely to the 
use of the polygraph for preemployment screening and do not necessari ly 
pertain to any other uses. With that caveat in mind let me turn to the 
objections made to pol graph testing. 

Perhaps the most common objection to (preemployment) polygraph test­
ing is that its validity (accuracy) is said not to be sufficient to just­
ify its use. This issue, of course, is one which is amenable to the 
methods of empirical science and, it is, in fact, the one that has been 
the focus of the opponents within the scientific community. In the most 
recent government supported project to assess the validity of polygraph 
testing it was reported that, and I quote here, lithe available research 
evidence does not establish the scientific validity of the polygraph as a 
screening tool" (Office of Technology Assessment, 1983). This statement, 
now often cited in opposition to polygraph testing, is a quite misleading 
one. It implies the existence of non-supportive empirical research when, 
in fact, the actual case is--as was documented in the same report--that 
the research base is almost entirely nonexistent. In short, in this 
report the absence of evidence became evidence of absence. That problem 
aside, however, let it be agreed that the accuracy of polygraph-based de­
cisions in preemployment screening is not documented and that there is a 
clear need for reliable research on that issue. 

Accepting that statement as a starting point I wish now to enumerate 
some of the reasons why the issue of validity (accuracy), relative to 
other concerns, is not the critical and pressing one in this controversy. 
First, if it were Tria'eed possible to demonstrate that polygraph testing 
were 100% accurate in detecting lies or verifying truthfulness there would 
still be good reason to ask whether such testing ought to be used. And, 
of course, if the accuracy were less than perfect, as is likely, there may 
sti 11 be good reason to use such testing. Second, the accuracy issue ;s 
often used by critics to show the negative effects (of polygraph testing) 

*Tfiis paper was prepared by Dr. Horvath for presentation to the Amer­
ican Association for the Advancement of Science, New York, May 29, 1984. 
Dr. Horvath ;s the Director of the APA1s Research Center in the School of 
Criminal Justice, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan 
48824. 

246 
Polygraph 1984, 13(3)



Frank Horvath 

on persons who fai1 such tests and who consequently are not able to be 
gainfully employed in a particular situation. To say that polygraph test­
ing is objectionable merely because it is a fallible procedure and may, 
therefore, have negative consequences, is a specious argument. How accur­
ate does such a procedure have to be to be justified and in what situa­
tions? If it could be shown that the accuracy of polygraph testing is 
greater than that obtained by the best personnel interviewers, or by stan­
dard aptitude and personal1ty tests would that quiet the critics? I think 
the answer to such questions is, and ought to be, no. Third, critics 
almost always focus on only one type of error in their concerns--the false 
positive outcome, a person whose chance of employment is jeopardized by a 
pol ygraph test result that i nd i cates the wi thho 1 ding of informat i on when 
it should have indicated otherwise. This issue, however, is not as simple 
and straightforward as the critics make it appear. In actual ity only a 
small proportion of persons who take polygraph tests fail to obtain em­
ployment because of an unfavorable test result. The reason for this is 
that, contrary to COlll1lon assumption, there are more than two outcomes to 
be considered in these situations. Persons who take such tests are eval­
uated not only on the outcome of a polygraph result but al so, and more 
important, in terms of what might be called their "risk potential" in par­
ticular employment situations. Thus, in the simplest instance we have a 2 
x 2 matrix in which each cell pertains to the joint distribution of a 
"riskn factor and a test outcome. It is possible, for instance, for one 
to be shown to be truthful (that is, not withholding information) during a 
polygraph examination and yet to be considered unworthy of employment of a 
certain type. For instance, a person who is found to be truthful in deny­
ing the cOl11lliss;on of not more than six recent, undetected felonies would 
in spite of that truthfulness, be unlikely to be considered a good candi­
date for police work. Similarly, a person who is shown via polygraph 
testing to be untruthful in the denial of involvement in the personal use 
of marijuana is not likely to be rejected on that ground if other persons 
being considered for the same position are, relatively speaking, more 
unacceptable to the employer. In other words, it is seldom the case that 
a person ;s rejected for employment merely because of a polygraph test 
that showed that information was being withhold. Likewise, a test result 
that does not indicate the withholding of information is not guarantee of 
employment. 

As can be seen, it is quite misleading to consider the effect of 
polygraph testing on employment opportunities without recognizing that 
test outcomes per se are not simply and directly related to employment 
decisions. In fact, according to avai lable data about 70% of all persons 
who take such tests both pass the test and meet the "risk threshold" as 
established by the employer; of the remaining 30% something less than 1/3 
of them fail to gain employment because of a negative polygraph result. 
Most persons rejected for employment are rejected not because of their 
untruthfulness (as indicated by the polygraph test) but rather because of 
their statements demonstrating to their potential employer their basic 
unsuitability for particular ernployment--a narcotics user who is rejected 
from employment in a drug warehouse, an embezzler who is rejected as a 
bank teller, an operative of a foreign government who is rejected for work 
involving national security matters, and so forth. 

The fact that it is the information developed and not the polygraph 
outcome per se that leads most often to rejection, of course, raises other 
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issues about polygraph testing. These I will discuss briefly at a later 
point; I note here, however, that these other issues involve matters which 
neither science nor scientists are any more equipped to resolve than other 
groups in society. 

A second frequent criticism of polygraph tests is that they are ad­
ministered under duress; that is, that the consent to take one ;s not 
freely given in that a refusal to do so will lead to the loss of an em­
ployment opportunity. Put in that way, of course, anything an employer 
requires of an applicant is not freely consented to--from providing basic 
personal information to the taking of standardized psychometric tests. 
Thus, the apparent attraction of this arglll1ent is in the abstract; in the 
concrete, it is less vigorous and vital. The consent argument assumes not 
on 1 y that every person has a ri ght to emp 1 oyment, a poi nt on whi ch we 
might agree, but also that every person has a right to a particular type 
of employment. We require persons to consent to psychological evaluations 
of the most intimate nature to become police officers, to consent to medi­
cal examinations to work in physically strenuous situations, and so forth. 
In other words, it must be acknowledged that emplo.}111ent is not a unilater­
al action. It is, in fact, a contractual agreement, the terms of which 
are presumably of mutual benefit to both the employer and the applicant. 
Whi le there are some issues that cannot be a part of such a contractual 
arrangement, certainly no one would seriously argue that the terms of such 
contracts ought to be decided solely by the applicant. IIConsent" then may 
well be a requirement which an appl icant can either give or not but the 
1 atter not with impunity. An appl icant has a right to refuse a polygraph 
test, to refuse to reveal academic background and qualifications, and to 
decide not to abide by other requirements set by the employer. That does 
not also grant a right to particular employment in spite of those refu­
sals. (Bear in mind I refer here only to applicants for employment, not 
to employees.) 

The real issue here is this: Does an employer have the right to set 
reasonable requirements before hiring employees? Assuming that most per­
sons would answer that question in the affirmative, then the corollary 
question is: Is a polygraph examination a reasonable requirement? 

Critics contend that polygraph tests are unreasonable because they 
are--regardless of their accuracy--offens;ve, objectionable and an inva­
sion of privacy. Usually critics make these pOints in conjunction with 
anecdotes claimed to be representative of field practices. For instance, 
it is claimed that such testing is used to compel persons to dredge up the 
most intimate details of their personal lives. While abuses such as these 
are frequently reported by critics, there is seldom, if ever any substan­
t i at i on gi ven. Even if there were, however, such anecdotes can hardl y be 
viewed as representative of the actual situation in the field. The fact 
is that all of the available empirical evidence on this aspect of poly­
graph testing is quite contrary to which the critics contend. In the last 
decade there have been seven surveys of the opin-ions of persons who have 
actually taken preemplo}1Tlent polygraph examinations; these were carried 
out in various parts of the country and at different times. Averaging 
across these results shows that, in fact, between 85 and 95% of the per­
sons who have experienced polygraph examinations said that their examina­
tions were not offensive, objectionable, or an invasion of their privacy. 
In addition, the overwhelming majority of these persons expressed a 
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wi 11 ingness to take polygraph tests in the future should the situat ion 
require it. 

Why is the empirical evidence so different from what the critics con­
tend? The answer to this is simply that most persons (critics included) 
do not know what a polygraph examination is actually like. In spite of 
the comnon conception of a highly stressful, intrusive atmosphere, poly­
graph testing is in fact carried out in a setting quite the opposite. 
Examiners go to some length to ensure that examinees are comfortable, 
wi 11 ing, and aware of what the process ; s and what it wi 11 i nvo 1 ve. Thus, 
while it ;s probably true that most persons do not derive great joy from 
taking a polygraph examination, it does not follow--as the critics assert 
--that those persons are abused, or offended or that they suffer a loss of 
personal dignity and control. 

The invasion of privacy argument merits a bit more analysis. In 
order to examine this issue it is important to consider some of the char­
acteristics of polygraph testing. For example, such tests require the 
act i ve cooper at i on and part i ci pat i on of the exami nee. The exami nee must 
know the questions which are to be asked and how they are phrased. Most 
important, the examinee has personal control over what information is re­
vea 1 ed, how it is revea 1 ed, and whether or not it is to be revea 1 ed. 
These are not characteristics comnon to what would typify most definitions 
of the term "invasion of privacy." Moreover, it is important to contrast 
those features of polygraph testing to, for instance, those which prevail 
in a standard background investigation or a simple check of references. In 
these, a job app 1; cant has no cont ro 1 over what i nformat i on is revealed, 
how it is evaluated, and indeed in most circumstances, is not even aware, 
or able to verify, that what was revealed was accurate information. Thus, 
po lygraph test i ng--proper 1y done-- is, re 1 at i ve to most other dey; ces and 
procedures used in the screening of job applications, far less invasive of 
privacy. From such a perspective the argument about invasion of privacy 
is not a very compelling one. 

I wish now to return to consideration of the fact that it is the in­
formation obtained during the examination process and not the test result 
that is the sal ient and distinguishing feature of preemployment polygraph 
testing. Some persons are offended by this and contend that it is a 
devious way of getting people to reveal information that they would not 
otherwise reveal. In my judgment this issue is the most critical one in 
thi s controversy. There is 1 itt 1 e doubt that poep 1 e do revea 1 surpr; sing 
frank information--sometimes against self interest--during polygraph exam­
inations. They do so partly out of concern about being detected in a lie. 
I be 1 i eve, however, that a more important reason for these revel at ions is 
simply that polygraph examiners are very skilled at interviewing, certain­
ly more so than are most persons who make initial personnel decisions. 
Whatever the reasons for this phenomenon, the crucial question is whether 
or not we should permit this practice irrespective of all other concerns 
about polygraph testing. 

There are several issues to be addressed in response to this ques­
tion. First, one has to ask if the information gotten by polygraph test­
ing can also be gotten by another means. On this point there is little 
doubt; all of the evidence shows that the information obtained during 
polygraph testing is simply not obtainable by any other means. There is~ 
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in short, no alternative method now available. Second, it is important to 
point out that the areas of inquiry in polygraph testing deal with items 
of behavior, not of attitudes, beliefs, or opinions. For instance, it ;s 
conmon during polygraph testing to ask an applicant about involvement in 
theft from pri or emp 1 oyers . What is wrong with expect i ng peop le to te 11 
the truth about such issues before they are gi ven emp 1 oyment? I s there, 
as some of the opponents seem to suggest, an individual or civil "right" 
either to conceal or to lie about important information when seeking em­
ployment? Finally, if polygraph testing were used to solicit information 
in areas that would be objectionable if solicited by an employer without 
the polygraph, then its use would be questionable. Fortunately, that is 
clearly not the way in which polygraph testing is typically used. 

Whether or not polygraph tests ought to be permitted is a pol itical, 
not a scientific, question. Therefore, the problem in dealing with this 
issue is to steer a course that reconciles the right of individuals to be 
free from abusive, intrusive and unwarranted polygraph testing with the 
right of employers, both public and private, to use reasonable-means in a 
fair way to select their employees. That course is clearly not the one 
proposed by those who advocate complete statutory prahi bit i on. Proh i bi­
tion denies that there is any legitimate interest in using (preemployment) 
polygraph testing and for that reason it is quite unreasoned and unaccept­
able. What then can be done? In my judgement, rigorous regulation of the 
field is necessary. Such regulation, however, must go considerably beyond 
the mere licensure of those who administer polygraph examinations. It 
must make both polygraph examiners and employers who use their services 
accountable for their actions. There should be restrictions on both the 
nature and scope of areas of inquiry which are permissible during poly­
graph examinations. In addition, it should be mandatory for all examinees 
to be told in advance (by both the employer and the exami ner) what is and 
what is not permissible practice and what course of action is available in 
the event of significant departures. All examinees should be entitled to 
know the outcome of their polygraph examination and what information about 
the examination is shared with the (potential) employer. Finally, all of 
the information developed during a polygraph examination should be strict­
ly controlled; neither an examiner nor an employer should be permitted to 
use or share such information without the knowledge of the examinee. 

I am confident that regulation fashioned along these lines will mini­
mize abuses and yet provide adequate protection of the competing inter­
ests. It is time to acknowledge that like many other things in this 
world, the good or harm done by polygraph testing depends on how, not 
whether, it is used. 

* * * * * * 
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PREEMPLOYMENT POLYGRAPH PRACTICES IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR: 
A SURVEY 

By 

Donald Krapohl and Ronald Heckman* 

Abstract 

Forty-one American Polygraph Association members in private 
practice responded to a survey concerning their preemployment 
screening practices. It was found that the average pretest in­
terview was 33.5 minutes in length, and the average examination 
period was 59.4 minutes. The survey respondents reported a very 
low rate of applicant test refusals (0.5%) and noncooperation 
with specific areas of inquiry (0.4%). Most surveyed polygraph­
ists employed a deceptive-nondeceptive rating system. All the 
examiners offer applicants an opportunity to explain difficul­
ties. None of the examiners inquire into sexual activities. It 
was concluded that the reports from these field polygraphists 
contrasted strongly with some literature on the topic. 

Introduction 

There is present ly much controversy surroundi ng the app 1 i cat i on of 
polygraph (1 ie detect ion methods in the preemployment screeni ng of job 
applicants. Critics have charged polygraph examiners with violations of 
personal privacy and have attacked preemployment polygraph methodology on 
the grounds of unproven validity. Most often the debate has been waged in 
the popular press: the issues, however, have recently attracted comment 
from the legal and scientific communities as well. 

Testimony before a subcommittee of the United States House of Repre­
sentatives in 1979 (U.S. Congress) contained claims of clearly objection­
ab 1 e preemployment polygraph pract ices. Job app 1 i cants had reportedl y 
been subjected to inquiries into marital matters, sexual activities, and 
union syrrlpathies, none of these topics being justifiable in that employ­
ment screening. Further testimony suggested that the applicant's coopera­
tion was gained by coercion since responding to these inquiries were per­
cei ved by the app 1 i cants to be a prerequi s ite to employment. Although 
these allegations were directed toward one polygraph firm and its client­
company, the report has received much media attention since that time, and 

*The authors are full members of the Ameri can Polygraph Associ at i on. 
Donald Krapohl is a member of the Missouri Polygraph Association and the 
Greater St. Louis Polygraph Association. He is the Chairman of the lat­
ter organizastion. He is employed by Wells Fargo Investigative Services 
in St. Louis, Missouri. Ronald Heckman is a member of the Empire State 
Polygraph Society. He is the Treasurer of that organization. He is em­
ployed by the New York Lie Detection Laboratory. 

For copies of reprints of this article write to Donald J. Krapohl, 
Wells Fargo Investigation Services, 1530 South Kingshighway St., St. 
Louis, Missouri 63110. 
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as a result has promoted the notion that polygraph examiners routinely 
conduct unethical and overly intrusive preemployment examinations. 

Both critics and proponents of preemployment polygraphy agree that 
probing into the personal matters of employees and prospective employees 
should not be tolerated unless the activities in question have a direct 
effect upon work performance. The question as to whether or not abuses of 
preemployment polygraph screenings are cOl1Jl1onplace is matter of conjec­
ture, as no general investigation into the practices of polygraphists in 
this area has been published. This void in research knowledge, however, 
has not prevented authors from emphasizing these inci dents of reported 
abuse when writing about preemployment polygraphy. Lykken (1981) wrote: 

Some polYgraphers ask outrageous questions in these employee screen­
ings, inquiring into the sexual, political, and other behavior of the 
respondent, a practice that is clearly improper by any standards. 

Lykken, a longtime and informed critic of polygraphy, has presented this 
claim in a number of his writings. While the present authors do not take 
issue with the possibility of unethical activities by some polygraph prac­
ticianers, we are concerned that readers may be left with the impression 
that such abuses are pervasive throughout the industry, an assumption 
which is largely conjectural at this time as it has not been supported by 
research. 

Similarly, Raskin (1979), a noted authority on polygraphy, has re­
ported that a preemployment "... examinat i on often runs as 1 itt le as 10 
minutes, with a typical examination running approximately 30 minutes." 
Raskin maintains that it is impossible to conduct a valid examination 
within the limits of such a time frame. Raskin also critisizes the inclu­
sion of questions of a very personal nature which he states can make poly­
graph data difficult to interpret. As an overall objection to polygraph 
screening, Raskin contends that preemployment polygraph testing cannot 
assume any reasonable validity because it violates some of the theoretical 
principles underlying test construction. 

Despite the arguments that emphasize the theoret i ca 1 weaknesses in 
preemployment polygraph testing. there are data which indicate high accur­
acy in the administration of these examinations. In a laboratory study, 
Correa and Adams (1981) found that information could be verifi ed with a 
high degree of accuracy using a structured polygraph format. These re­
searchers recorded an overall rating of 100% in 40 subjective classifica­
tions of deception and truthfulness in preemployment examinations. Of 
equal Significance was the total lack of false-positives in the ratings of 
the overall records, an undesirable phenomenon estimated by some writers 
to be as high as 68% of those classified deceptive (Lykken, 1974). While 
the study by Correa and Adams was the first to examine polygraph's use in 
screening under laboratory conditions, the findings indicated that this 
proposed high number of false-positives proposed by some writers may have 
been overestimated. 

One approach to researching preemployment polygraphy that has been 
explored by several researchers is the measurement of applicant attitudes 
toward preemployment testing after the applicant had been administered a 
complete preemployment polygraph examination (Ash, 1973; Ash, 1975; 
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Putnam, 1978; Silverberg, 1980). Concurring data indicated that an over­
whelming majority of the applicants held a positive feeling for the me­
thod, whereas only a very small minority expressed concerns regarding 
invasions of privacy. These findings would be difficult to explain if one 
assumes that unethi ca 1 pract ices abound in the admi ni strat ion of preem­
ployment examinations. Although one may argue that the number of poly­
graph examiners in these studies was small and therefore the results may 
not be easily general ized to the profession as a whole, it must be noted 
that at the present there are no studies which contradict these results. 

The present study was designed to examine three main areas of pre­
employment polygraphy: 

1. What are the characteristics of the preemployment polygraph exam­
ination used in the field? 

2. At what frequency to ethical violations occur in this approach? 

3. How are applicants responding to this method of screening? 

In an attempt to assess preemployment polygraphy, the authors sur­
veyed those polygraphists who perform the examinations. A random selec­
tion of members from the American Polygraph Association (APA) were mailed 
a survey form which listed a number of questions concerning professional 
and business practices. It was anticipated that a representative profile 
of polygraph examiner practices and applicant reactions could be con­
structed which would shed some light onto this rarely-explored area. 

Method 

A survey sheet of 20 questions was mailed to each of 100 members of 
the APA. The selection was random, with each polygraphist meeting the 
following criteria. 

1. Each polygraphist must be in private practice. Law enforcement 
or government polygraphists were excluded from this study. 

2. Each polygraphist must practice in the United States. 

3. Each polygraphist must be a full member of the APA. No other 
class of membership was considered. 

There was no distinction as to sex, age, geographic area, or state 
licensure. 

The cover letter with the survey explained the nature of the study 
and emphasized that all responses would be kept strictly anonymous. A 
pre-addressed envelope with return postage was provided. 

The following questions were listed on the survey. 

1. 00 you administer preemployment testing? Y N 
If "Yes", please complete the questionnaire. 
If "No", please send this questionnaire in the return mail. 
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2. How many years have you been administering preemployment polygraph 
testing in the private sector? __ 

3. How many preemployment examinations have you administered in the last 
five years? __ 

4. How many months are your preemployment files kept? --
5. Do you ask questions relating to union activities during any part of 

the preemployment examination? Y N 

6. What percentage of appl icants appearing to take a preemployment test 
voluntarily terminate the test before its completion? 
Please list reasons given in order of predominance. --

7. How many minutes does it take you to complete one average preemploy­
ment polygraph exami nat ion? __ 

B. How many minutes of your preemployment examination is spent on pretest 
interview? --

9. On which of the following do you rate the applicant? 
a. pass-fail 
b. deceptive-nondeceptive 
c. recommended-not recommended 
d. other: ----------------

10. What is your overall pass, nondeceptive, or recommended rate? __ 

11. Do you routinely verbally release to the employer the information ob-
tained during the pretest and/or post-test interview? Y N 

12. Do you routinely release, in writing, to the employer the information 
obtained during the pretest and/or post-test interview? Y N 

13. How many times is each question read to the applicant during the test­
ing phase of the examination? --

14. What percentage of those appl icants appearing to take a preemployment 
polygraph examination refuse to answer your questions? --

15. Do you offer applicants an opportunity to explain any difficulties 
they may have had to any questions given during the testing phase of 
the examination? Y N 

16. Do you ask questions relating to sexual activities during any part of 
the preemployment examination of non-police applicants? Y N 

17. How many times have your client-companies been sued over preemployment 
examinations administered by you? __ 

lB. How many times have you been sued over preemployment examinations ad­
ministered by yourself? _____ 

19. Do you consider an applicant disqualified if he or she has stolen, 
irrespective of the magnitude of the theft? Y N 
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20. Do you actively support your state association's legislative efforts? 
Y N 

Only those responding "Yes" to question 1 were used in the construc­
tion of the profile in this study. 

Results 

Of the 100 mailed surveys, nine were returned as undeliverable by the 
U.S. Postal Service. A total of 48 surveys were returned in the pre-ad­
dressed envelopes. Two respondents had not filled out the survey, and 
five respondents (10.4% of all returned responses) reportedly did not per­
form preemployment polygraph examinations. The remaining 41 completed 
survey forms were used in the construction of this profile. Some respon­
dents did not answer all 20 of the survey questions. 

Question 2. The mean number of years for performing preemployment 
testing ln £hlS sample was 10.3 years. The standard deviation was 1.3 
years, and the range was 2 to 33 years. (See fi g. 1) 

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE BY NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 
NM40 

'X .. 10.31 vrs. 

Fig. 1 
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Question 3. The mean number of preemployment examinations adminis­
tered by these examiners in the previous 5 years was 3177.6, with a range 
of 100 to 10,000 examinations conducted. Variability was found to be 
remarkably high, as the standard deviation was 2481.7 tests. (See fig. 
2). 

NUMBER OF PRE-EMPLOYMENT TESTS PERFORMED IN THE 
LAST FIVE YEARS BY NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 

Number of pre-emplovment tests performed Fig. 2 

N~40 

X~31n6!ests 

~uestion 4. Preemployment files were kept by the examiners surveyed 
from 2 months to permanently. The average time was 35.7 months when the 
three "permanently" responses were excluded from the computation. 

Question 5. The 41 respondents unanimously answered "No" concerning 
the issue of inquiries into union activities. 
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Question 6. The percentage of applicants terminating the polygraph 
examinations before completion was 0.5%. The range was from 0.0% to 5.0%. 
There were 29 respondents (72.9%) who reported a 0.0% premature termina­
tion. 

There was a variety of reasons offered by applicants for terminating 
their examinations, and due to the variety, the reasons were not treated 
statistically. In order of frequency the applicants' reasons were: il­
legal drug activities, perceived invasions of privacy, convictions, 
thefts, participation in unsolved crimes, lack of time to complete the 
procedure, did not want to sign the consent form, became physically ill, 
nonspecific nervousness, and several other reasons occurring at low fre­
quency or only once. 

Question 7. The mean time for the completion of a preemployment 
polygraph examination was 59.4 minutes, with a range of 30 to 135 minutes. 
The standard deviations for this measure was 20.9 minutes. (See fig. 3). 

Time in minutes 

Fig. 3 
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uestion 8. The pretest interview among these respondents had a mean 
time 0 • mlnutes, a range of 15 to 90 minutes and a standard deviation 
of 12.8 minutes. (See fig. 4). 

The average percentage of examination invested in pretest interview-
ing was 57.7%. Pretest lengths and examination lengths were moderately 
correlated (r = .67). 

LENGTH OF PRETEST INTERVIEWS BY RESPONDENTS Nw41 x~ 33S"m;n. 

o 

TIME IN MINUTES 

Fig. 4 

Question 9. There were no respondents using the pass-fail rating 
system on applicants. Some examiners reported using two or more rating 
systems together. A total of 24 examiners reported using the deceptive­
nondeceptive rating, 16 used the recommended-non-recommended rating, and 4 
used other or no ratings. 
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Question 10. The respondents collectively had a mean nondeceptive or 
recommended rate of 67.6%. The standard deviation was 20.0, and indivi­
dual answers ranged from 10% to 97%. (See fig. 5). 

PERCENTAGE OF APPLICANTS REPORTED FAVORABLY BY RESPONDENTS 

o 20-% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80·% 90% 100% 

Percentage of applicants reported favorably 

Fig. 5 

Question 11. A total of 35 respondents (85.4%) routinely release the 
examination information to the client verbally, while the remainder do 
not. 

Question 12. A total of 34 respondents (82.9%) routinely release the 
examinatlon lnformation to the client in writing, and the remainder do 
not. 

Question 13. Four examiners (9.8%) reported that each question was 
presented to the appl icant only once during the testing phase of the 
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examination. Another 32 examiners (78.0%) reportedly administered the 
test questions at least twice, and remaining 5 examiners (12.2%) gave at 
least three presentations of each test question. 

~uestion 14. The total percentage of applicants refusing to answer 
quest ons among these examiners was 0.4%, with a range of 0.0% to 5.0%. 
There were 28 examiners (70.0%) reporting a 0.0% refusal rate. 

Question 15. There were 41 "yes" answers out of 41 respondents re­
garding the examiners offering applicants an opportunity to explain diffi­
culties they may have had with the test questions. 

Question 16. There were 41 "No" answers regarding the examiners in­
quiring into the sexual activities of non-police applicants. 

~uestion 17. To the knowledge of each of these respondents, only 3 
c1ien -companies had ever been sued over preemployment examinations admin­
i stered by the respondents themselves. These 1 aw suits had occurred to 
one client each by 3 separate examiners. The nature of the suits was not 
mentioned, nor was the disposition of the cases. 

Question 18. None of the polygraphists reported ever being sued re­
garding preemployment polygraph testing. 

Question 19. Thirty-eight (92.7%) of the examiners answered, "No" to 
this question. No examiner reported disqualifying an applicant on the 
sole basis of a single reported incident of theft. Three provided no ans­
wer. 

Question 20. To the question of active participation in state legis­
lative matters, 6 (14.6%) answered, "No", and 34 (82.9%) answered, "Yes". 
One respondent did not answer. 

Discussion 

As there is little research concerning preemployment po1ygraphy, as­
pects of the present study addressing the bas 1 c characteri st i cs of the 
procedure become quite significant since they are a marked departure from 
views held by some noted writers in the field. For example, examination 
lengths from the instant findings are markedly longer than has been sug­
gested. Also, the finding that most applicants are rated as deceptive or 
nondeceptive would indicate that the ultimate decision to hire an appli­
cant is reserved for those .who receive the test results, and not made by 
the examiners themselves. The role of the polygraph examiner asks for 
further clarification by subsequent research. 

A main concern of this study has been the conduct of the polygraph 
examiners themselves. The data suggest that unethical practices and in­
vasions of privacy'in the administration of preemployment polygraph exami­
nations may not be pervasive throughout the industry, and claims to the 
contrary have not been supported. In fact, this sampling of the field in­
dicates the procedure is performed in an ethical manner and without disre­
gard for the individual or his privacy. The patterns observed in the sur­
vey data create an image of preemployment polygraph screening which con­
trasts strikingly in many respects to an image often popularized in the 
press. 
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It is the personal experience of the authors, as well as a number of 
their colleagues, that many applicants express the fear that the examina­
tion procedure is so constrained and rigid that it does not allow for ex­
p 1 anat ions of answers, a concern that may be based upon the app1 i cant's 
ignorance of the pretest interview. Not only did every respondent in this 
survey perform a pretest interview, but this interview accounted for an 
average of 57.7% of the examination length. Each polygraphists also al­
lotted time for applicants to discuss problems experienced in the testing 
phase of the examination. The existence of this interview time, while 
common knowledge in the field, is not as widely discussed outside of the 
field, possibly lending to the types of concerns seen in many applicants. 

Some critics, as previously mentioned, have asserted that most pre­
employment examinations are completed in a timeframe so short as to pre­
clude valid test results. While there is some discussion on what consti­
tutes a proper polygraph exmaination length, the 59.4-minute average found 
here can surely be considered more appropriate for proper examination pro­
cedure than the timeframe reported in some previous speculations. One 
reason for the hi gh vari abi 1 ity in the lengths of these screeni ngs cou1 d 
be the amount of information being verified, an area of research not ex­
plored in this study. It may be found that the limits of timeframe are 
1 inked to quantity of materi a1 covered, and that gross statements of pro­
per examination lengths are meaningless by themselves. 

One of the best gauges of a polygraphist's conduct can be found in 
the observations of applicant reactions. One would reasonably expect an 
applicant to express dissatisfaction with the polygraph screening by dis­
continuing an examination in progress, or by refusing to cooperate with 
certain portions of the procedure. There was an exceptionally low rate of 
these behaviors reported, leading to two equally plausible conclusions. 
Either the screenings were not offensive enough to elicit these actions, 
or applicants cooperated for fear of being disqualified even though the 
method was offensive. 

Even if one ignores the sUbstantial data from attitude surveys show­
ing applicants are not offended by preemployment polygraph screenings, one 
wou1 d st ill get a hi nt from the present data that thi s was the case. No 
surveyed polygraphists in this study had ever been subjected to a lawsuit 
over these screenings. This can be considered surprising, not only since 
nearly one-third of the applicants had received an unfavorable rating by 
the polygraphists, but by the sheer volume of applicants screened by the 
polygraphists in this sample. 

Assuming a consistency in the rate for examinations given across 
years, the 41 examiners in this sample may have conducted a collective 
total of 284,452 preemployment polygraph examinations in their profession­
al lives. A total lack of lawsuits from this experience compares very 
favorably to other professionals such as physicians. Postulating further, 
about 92,162 applicants would have received an unfavorable report from the 
polygraphists. With such a large number of applicants who had not fared 
well in the polygraph screening that none had brought civil or legal ac­
tion against the testers is perhaps another indicator that the method is 
sat i sfactory to the app1 i cants. The present phenomenon does not support 
the arguments that the polygraph experience is unpleasant or unfair, and 
suggests that the "coercion" element may have been overstated. 
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The authors are fully aware of the limitations of survey approaches 
in gathering information and realize that generalizations to the polygraph 
industry as a whole must be made carefully. Though answers to questions 
concerning ethical behavior of the respondents would have been predicted 
by the applicant attitudes measured by other researchers, it is also pos­
sib 1 e that the present data are f1 awed by the nature of survey methodo l­
ogy. It is possible that those respondents who were behaving responsibly 
were more likely to participate in the survey, while those whose conduct 
was less ethical did not return the questionnaires. Practical considera­
tions, however, make other forms of investigative inquiry in this area 
difficult, at best. 

In conclusion, this study has provided some fundamental data about 
po1ygraphy and polygraphists in the preemployment setting, but the answers 
have gi ven ri se to many other quest ions. Fert i 1 e areas of research could 
include investigations into the topics discussed during preemployment 
polygraph examinations, qualifications of the polygraphists, types of 
techniques used, and the practices of non-APA polygraphists. More inquiry 
is necessary to base judgements on the value and appropriateness of pre­
employment po1ygraphy, so ultimately decisions can be made upon verifiable 
fact instead of conjecture. 
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RATIONALE FOR SCORING 

By 

James R. Wygant 

A lthough the pract; ce of numeri ca 11y scar; n9 polygraph ch art s has 
apparently increased among examiners in recent years as more schools have 
incorporated scoring into their instruction, there are 5t; 11 many who be­
lieve that scoring is an unnecessary waste of time. Moreover, some have 
expressed the concern that scoring is a crutch for examiners who lack the 
courage to make a decision based upon their own best judgment. 

At the August 1980 American Polygraph Association Seminar in Washing­
ton, D. C., John Rei d, who had by then probab 1 y contr; buted more to pol y­
graph development than anyone else, voiced his personal distrust and dis­
like of scoring. And yet, two of the most respected schools in the coun­
try. the Backster School and the U.S. Army Military Police School (USAMPS) 
have taught scoring for several years as a practice that should be rou­
tinely applied. 

Unfortunately for the advocates of scoring, there has been very lit­
tle said about two of the more important considerations: What is it in­
tended to accomplish; and what method is best? 

Stripping away all of the misplaced concern that scoring requires 
examiners to relinquish personal judgment to an unthinking system of num­
bers, we must recognize that numerical scoring of polygraph charts is 
nothing more than a record keeping system. At its heart, regardless of 
what method is used, numerical scoring is simply a means for an exmainer 
to keep track of what he observes on the charts, so that by the time he 
has gotten to the end of the last chart he has a means of recalling what 
judgments he made at the beginning of the first chart. It is a method of 
imposing uniformity of chart interpretation from the beginning to the end 
of an examination, and of preventing excessive reliance on isolated res­
ponses. 

Keeping this purpose in mind, it becomes apparent that there is then 
no perfect system of scoring. Certainly the oldest system (and probably 
the most widely used) was that developed by Cleve Backster in 1963 as a 
training aid. It contains the essential elements of any scoring system: 

1) separate evaluation of breathing, electrodermal and cardia trac­
ings; 

2) a means of reflecting in the score the difference between a 
truthful response and a deceptive response on a relevant question; 
and 

3) "cutoffs" or minimum scores necessary to support a conclusion, as 

Ihe author is in private practice in Milwaukie, Oregon, is a graduate 
of the Backster School and the Raskin Workshop on Detection of Deception 
and is the author of five prior articles in Polygraph. 
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opposed to lesser scores which would be regarded as inconclusive. 

Backster's system prov; des for app 1 i c at i on of scores rang i ng from 0 
to +3 or -3 on each of the three physiological parameters measured, with 0 
meaning no discernable difference between the relevant question tracing 
and that of the control to which it is compared. Backster developed a re­
latively elaborate set of rules for assigning scores of +1, +2 or +3 for 
comparisons indicating truthfulness, and -2, -2 or -3 for comparisons in­
dicating deception. 

In simplest terms, the size of the absolute number (1, 2 or 3) is in­
tended to indicate the size of the apparent difference between relevant 
and control reactions. The individual numbers, pluses and minuses, are 
then added together for a final total SCOre. A sufficiently high plus 
Score would indicate truthfulness, while a sufficiently high minus score 
would indicate deception. If the score is below a certain plus or minus 
level it is considered too low to permit a conclusive determination of 
either truthfulness or deception. 

USAMPS teaches essentially the same system,[l] although they have 
chosen to st ay with Backster' sari g; n a 1 recommend at ions for chaos; ng con­
trol-relevant pairs for comparison, whi le Backster has modified his own 
method of determining which pair of questions to score. 

There are a number of other systems for numerically scoring polygraph 
charts. Richard Arther devised a system that employed a series of check 
marks that substituted size and number of check marks for numbers. And 
since plus and minus signs don't make sense with check marks, his system 
recommended computing the plus or minus equivalent at the end of each 
chart, rather than while examining each tracing on a particular question. 

Examiners at the Portland Police Bureau have used a system for sever­
al years that does not employ any plus or minus signs with the numbers,[2] 
Instead, they assign a separate score for each control question and each 
relevant question, the score indicating the size of any reaction on that 
question. Since one examiner there only assigns a score of II,.. or "0", 
simply indicating presence or lack of reaction, his system ;s very similar 
to that of Arther's. 

At the Oregon State Police several years ago, two examiners there de­
vised a rather cumbersome system of basing a score upon counted chart in­
crements.[3] This II raw score" approach ;s actually what a computer might 
do if a program were ever devised to permit computerized reading of 
charts, although manual application of this procedure was quite tedious. 

Ray Weir, past American Polygraph Association president and long-time 
advocate of relevant-irrelevant(R!I) testing, tells of numerical scoring 
system that he and Norman Ansley devised for use with R/I tests, although 
he admits that he does not use it himself.[4] 

Undoubtedly there are other systems that have been devised or adapted 
by examiners anxious to establish some relatively objective method of as­
sisting chart evaluation. This should not suggest that the variety of 
techniques inval idates any of them. If we understand that the purpose of 
any such system is only to keep track of what our limited memories may not 
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be able to accurately accumulate over the course of several charts, then 
any system which accomplishes that is preferable to no system at all. 

In an examination in which three charts are obtained with three rele­
vant questions and three controls, an examiner who wil 1 base his opinion 
upon cons i derat i on of breath; ng, elect roderma 1 response and card; a res­
ponse will have to make 18 judgments on each chart or a total of 54 judg­
ments over the entire examination. In other words, a judgment must be 
made regarding reaction or lack of reaction in each parameter for each 
control and each relevant question on each chart. That is a lot of infor­
mation for anyone to try to accumulate mentally, without any noteworthy 
process. 

Mild disputes have arisen from time to time between examiners who 
differ in what they accept as IIcutoffsll for findings of truthfulness or 
deception. A "cutoff" is the minimum score permitting a conclusion. Many 
fail to recognize that cutoff scores are always arbitrary. There is 
nothing sacred about +6 or -6, the USAMPS cutoff, or +9 and -9, one level 
of Backster's cutoffs, or +3 and -3, sometimes used when evaluating a sin­
gle question (rather than combining question scores with Single issue 
quest ions). 

Whether a polygraph examiner uses scoring or not, he must always 
recognize a simple relationship between inconclusive results and accuracy. 
It is this: As fewer inconclusive results are obtained, overall accuracy 
decl ines. This must be true because for any given number of tests there 
will be some which do not produce results as clear as others. If an 
examiner made decisions only in those tests which produced the clearest 
results, his or her overall accuracy should be quite high, because the 
supporting raw data was the clearest. However, the inconclusive rate 
would also be high. As the examiner begins to make decisions based upon 
data which is less clear (less supportive of the decision) he is likely to 
begin making errors. 

There ;s a point at which any examiner must recognize that the data 
on a chart is not sufficiently clear to support a decision. That point 
might be reached when the examiner can no longer be confident that another 
examiner reading the same charts would reach the same conclusion. That 
then becomes the cutoff poi nt between a conc 1 us i on and an i nconc 1 us; ve 
finding. 

To translate that cutoff point to numbers may require that an exami­
ner evlaute his own appl ;cation of whatever scoring system he is using. 
If an examiner consistently obtains low numbers in applying scoring to 
charts, he may find that his inconclusive rate is unacceptably high and 
that the numbers do not accurately reflect his own independent judgment of 
results. Some adjustment in the cutoff level might be appropriate. It 
must only be remembered that raising cutoffs will increase the number of 
i nconc 1 us i ve resu lts and may improve accuracy s 1 i ght 1 y, whil e 1 oweri ng 
cutoffs will reduce the number of inconclusive results and, beyond a 
certain point, could cause significant deterioration of overall accuracy. 

Resistance to scoring based upon the concern that it removes the 
personal judgment of the examiner from the process is, of course, absurd. 
Since the scores are arrived at only in the exercise of the examiner'S 
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evaluation of his charts, the examiner remains intimately involved with 
the determination. And, not surprisingly, there is some evidence to indi­
cate that scoring does improve overall accuracy. The 1976 study by Ras­
kin, Barland and Podlesny for the Department of Justice included a portion 
in which examiners evaluated charts for which there were verified results. 
It was reported that n ••• the seven examiners who employed numerical scor­
ing of the charts were significantly more accurate in their decisions 
(99%), than the 18 examiners who did not use numerical scoring (88%)." 

It seems reasonable, assuming the fallibility of unaided memory, that 
any method of recording judgments while they are being made might be 
superior to a process that tolerates imperfect memory. 

Notes 

[1] Decker, R., presentation at Northwest Polygraph Examiners Seminar, 
Otter Rock, Oregon, June 1979. 

[2] Maunu, D., Portland Police Bureau, personal conversation. 

[3] Latin, B., Oregon State Police, personal conversation. 

[4] Weir, R., presentation at Northwest Polygraph Examiners Seminar, 
Kalispell, Montana, June 1984. 
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INTERVIEW WITH LEMOYNE SNYDER 

By 

Irene Fay-Long 

Think about what it was like in the year 1933. What was it like at 
the World's Fair in Chicago? What types of exhibits would one have en­
countered? What preview of the future would have most impressed and in­
terested you? If you were Dr. LeMoyne Snyder it would have been the 
display of an instrument by a young man named Leonarde Keeler. Dr. 
Snyder's fascination focused on an instrument that recorded different phy­
siological responses, and by interpreting responses to spoken stimuli, it 
was alleged that truth or deception could be determined. Being both a 
doctor of medicine and an attorney, the possibilities fo such an instru­
ment were obvious, and being closely associated with the Michigan State 
Pol ice, he felt the law enforcement facet of such an invention could be 
invaluable. 

I had the pleasure of meeting Dr. Snyder on January 9, 1984, at his 
home in Paradise, Cal ifornia. The meeting was the result of correspon­
dence between Jim Adams and Dr. Snyder. Jim, a polygraph examiner and 
colleague, was greatly interested in Or. Snyder, and his association in 
collaboration with Erle Stanley Gardner in liThe Court of Last Resort, II 
After reading articles authored by Dr. Snyder, and his book Homicide In­
vestigation, Jim requested an interview. Along with another examiner, 
Randy Ontiveras, we not only interviewed Dr. Snyder, but were fortunate 
enough to preserve our conversation on videotape. 

Or. Snyder began by telling us he was not a polygraph examiner; 
IINever had an instrument, never ran a tesL" It was precisely this "one 
step removed II experience with polygraph that made Dr. Snyder's association 
with the science more dramatic. Our long, leisurely and informative con­
versation lasted for the better part of the day, and comprised stories, 
recollections, anecdotes, and intimate details of Dr. Snyder's experience, 
and his varied associations with polygraph, examiners, and case histories. 
Following his introduction to Leonarde Keeler, the two men became fast 
friends. Their friendship lasted for many years and endured as a mutually 
reward i ng re 1 at i onsh i punt; 1 Kee 1 er I s death. Or. Snyder came away from the 
World's Fair with a new friend, and a respect and interest in polygraph 
that endures to this day. 

Within Or. Snyder's den, there is one entire wa11 lined with books, 
among the titles are many on investigations, criminology, medicine, and 
polygraph science. But the real library is within Or. Snyder's mind. He 
regaled us with stories, yet we came away knowing that he had barely 
scratched the surface of his experience. 

Reprinted from the National Academy of Lady Polygraphists Newsletter, 
May/June 1984 with permission of the author and Editor. The author is an 
elected member of the NALP Board of Directors and Editor of their news­
letter. She is in private practice with Long and Associates, Inc., P.O. 
Box 1335, Pacifica, California 94044. 
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As a direct result of Dr. Snyder's impression with Leonarde Keeler 
and his polygraph instrument, the Michigan State Police was one of the 
first law enforcement agencies to employ the use of the instrument in cri­
minal investigation. Dr. Snyder related that arguing for the purchase of 
the inst rument had to be more than conv i nc i ng, it was mi d-depress i on, and 
a 1 arge expend; t ure of cash was an uncolTlT1on event. However, once Dr. 
Snyder presented hi s case, and the polygraph was purchased, it bec arne a 
cause celebre. When word leaked out that an examination was to be con­
ducted, great numbers of curious people would crowd to the designated 
1 oc at i on, in hopes of witness i ng the event. It soon became obv i ous, from 
the developing carnival atmosphere, that future examinations would have to 
be conducted with less advance publicity and fanfare. 

Another long lasting association of Dr. Snyder's involved polygraph 
examination. Erle Stanley Gardner based his "Court of Last Resort" on in­
formal introductions of facts, disputing criminal convictions. Gardner 
would undertake to help exonerate persons who had been tried and con­
vi cted, when the ci rcumstances di ct ated that there was quest i on regard i ng 
the guilt of the party. Dr. Snyder worked on many of those appeals. With 
the cooperation of prison authorities, the convicted felons would present 
their evidence, in hopes of contradicting their Conviction, they would 
then be scheduled to talk with Dr. Snyder. He would be accompanied by a 
polygraph examiner, and whenever the case appeared to have merit, the pri­
soner would be administered a polygraph examination. Upon passing the 
test, the case would usually be appealed. Although many people passed the 
test, the sheer number of cases made it impossible to appeal them all. It 
is Dr. Snyder's one regret that the following rule of thumb became a 
necess i ty; if the innocent party had a re 1 at i ve 1y good pri or record, an 
appeal would usually be filed. Those convicted previously of equally 
serious, or similar crimes, could not be accomodated. The feeling was 
that the ri sk was too great, and the number of cases too vast to chance 
putting a potential repeat offender back on the street. 

Dr. Snyder's stories of specific cases were each better than the last. 
But aside from case facts and successful investigations, one fact was re­
peated several times. The polygraph's greatest contribution, in Dr. Sny­
der's opinion, was the virtual elimination of the "third degree". Dr. 
Snyder insists that the polygraph examination relieved investigators of 
the overwhelming pressure to solve a case by assigning the guilt to the 
fi rst unfortunate suspect. Dr. Snyder explained that phys i cal brutal ity 
was quite common within pol ice organizations, and many a confession was 
elicited under duress. There are documented cases of innocent parties 
being wrongfully convicted on the basis of a forced confession. Following 
the introduction of polygraph in his home state of Michigan, Dr. Snyder 
recalls specific cases where initially suspected persons were exonerated 
through polygraph exa.t1lination, and thus the investigation was continued, 
often times successfuly leading the police to the truly guilty party. By 
way of illustration, Dr. Snyder related an incident where he was called to 
exami ne the mut il ated body of a woman. Short 1 y thereafter the po 1 ice in­
formed him that the murderer had confessed to the crime. Dr. Snyder de­
cided to question the suspect, and was introduced to an emotionally dis­
turbed, thirteen-year-old male. Dr. Snyder, being a medical examiner in 
the case, knew the case facts contradicted the boy's confession. He re­
quested that the boy be administered a polygraph examination, after which 
it was clear that the boy had not corrmitted the crime. Dr. Snyder asked 

268 

Polygraph 1984, 13(3)



Irene Fay-Long 

the suspect why he had confessed to the crime, and the boy answered "The 
pol ice told me to." It was learned that the boy had been interrogated by 
several police officers, who were convinced that the boy had committed the 
murder, and a confession ensued. Unless the boy was administered the 
examination, it is possible that the investigation would have ended with 
the boy's confession, however in this case the investigation continued. 

Dr. Snyder appeared more relaxed when the vi deotapi ng was camp leted. 
His wife, Louise, had sat in on the interview and once the camera was shut 
off, less formal conversation ensued. More stories were told, some 
started by Dr. Snyder, with details provided by his wife, others were in­
troduced and embellished in reverse order. It is apparent that Dr. Snyder 
has led an enviable professional life, and by sharing it with me and my 
associates, he added one more accomplishment to his already formidable 
list of feats. He gave us a glimpse into our past, a sense of history and 
a fee 1 i ng for what it must have been 1 i ke when our profess i on was just 
getting started. He also provided us with an afternoon of sheer pleasure 
that will not soon be surpassed. 

* * * * * * 

Note: In January of 1984 I received a copy of the first volume of the 
American Polygraph Association (APA) Newsletter, printed in 1966. Listed 
among the committee members is Dr. LeMoyne Snyder, under the Judicial Mis­
carriage Appeals committee. He is jOined by such notables as Erle Stanley 
Gardner, Cleve Backster and Lincoln Zonn. 

* * * * * * 
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Introduction 

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF TEARS IN LIE DETECTION 

By 

Kathleen M. lov"ic 

The purpose of this paper is to analyze the presence of tears and 
their significance as a behavior symptom in lie detection. There are four 
categori es of tears: (1) tears wh; ch cleanse and 1 ubri cate the eyes; (2) 
reflex tears which flow when the eye is exposed to excessive light, wind 
or other cDomon irritants; (3) continuous tears which provide a liquid 
film over the eyes; and (4) psychogenic tears which are tears in response 
to an emotional state. Psychogenic tears express sorrow, guilt, remorse, 
joy, pai n , anger, sympathy, embarrassment, and other emot i Dns un i que to 
man.(Bothelo, 1964). Because of their relationship to emotioRal states, 
psychogenic tears are of importance to the detection of deception. 

In order to examine the meaning of tears. it may be helpful to under­
stand the basic physiology involved with lacrimation (crying). The fol­
lowing section will illustrate the process of lacrimation within the human 
organism, thereby suggesting the importance of this k.nowledge for ·poly­
graph examiners. 

Also, to explore the significance ot tears as a behavior symptom, 
staff examiners at John E. Reid and Associates were interviewed. Through 
their observations and analysis, along with some basic psychological 
theory, this paper will provide the reader with some guidelines to utilize 
when interpreting and weighing the significance of tears in lie detec­
tion. 

Physiological Aspects of Lacrimation 

Human tears are formed through a group of glands named the lacrimal 
system. The lacrimal glands are exocrine glands; glands which secrete 
only the body surface through ducts. Like all exocrine glands, lacrimal 
glands are innervated by the autonomic nervous system. 

The autonomic nervous system is activated by centers located in the 
spinal cord. brain stem, and hypothalamus. This system aids in the con­
trol of arterial pressure, gastrointestinal motility and secretion, uri­
nary output, sweating, body temperature, secretion of exocrine glands, and 
many other activities, some of which are controlled almost entirely by 
thi s system and some on ly part 1 y. The autonomi c nervous system has two 
divisions, the parasympathetic and the sympathetic. These two divisions 
transmit autonomic impulses to the organs and glands within the body_ 

Sympathet i c st imul at; on is generated through the thorac; c and 1 umbar 
regions of the spinal cord and is basically associated with contact emo­
tions, such as anger or fear. Parasympathetic stimulation outflow takes 
place in the cranial and sacral regions of the central nervous system. 
Parasympathetic stimulation of the lacrimal glands is associated with 
emphathic emotions such as pity, sorrow, grief, remorse, guilt, or 
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frustration. Empathetic or withdrawal emotions are quite dissimilar to 
contact emotions physiologically, in that the contact emotions stimulate a 
fight/flight response in the organism. With respect to the detection of 
deception, the examiner is primarily concerned with emotional sources of 
tears. From the present research dealing with lacrimal glands, it has 
been shown that the secret i on of psychogen i c tears re 1 ates to parasympa­
thetic stimulation. 

When evaluating net effects on the body through autonomic innerva­
tion, it is important to think in terms of the interrelationship between 
parasympathet i c and sympathet i c st imul at i on. These two systems never act 
independently of each other, but are brought into a correlated activity in 
varying degrees. Psychogenic tears resu1ting from parasympathetic stimu-
1 at i on of the lacrimal gl ands are in response to sympathet i c st i mu 1 at; on 
with i n the organ ism, corrmon 1 y referred to as parasympathet i c rebound i ng. 
Psychogenic tears may contain chemical transmitters produced by the body 
in the time of stress or fight/flight situations, collectively referred to 
as catecholomines. This interaction demonstrates the link between the 
sympathetic and parasympathetic outflow which leads to lacrimation. One 
of the purposes of psychogenic tears is to release stress by-products, 
such as catechol ami nes, generated by sympathet i c st imu 1 at ; on. In other 
words, the lacrimal glands serve as an outlet for the body to flush out 
the excess adrenaline and noradrenaline generated during sympathetic stim­
ulation. In order to maintain homeostasis, the parasympathetic division 
of the autonomi c nervous system st imu 1 ates the 1 acri rna 1 gl ands, thus re­
su1ting in a secretion of tears from the gland and thereby releasing 
stress related products. Hence, lacrimation is one mechanism through 
which homeostates is maintained. 

Psychological Aspects of Lacrimation 

After reviewing the physiological aspects of lacrimation one might 
conclude that it is inevitable that psychogenic tears will flow to release 
the excess catecholmines produced by your body during sympathetic stimula­
tion. This conclusion would lead to the belief that the majority of de­
ceptive subjects would cry to release the stress products generated within 
their body during the polygraph examination. Obviously. this ;s an inade­
quate assumption; not all deceptive subjects and not all people facing 
stressful situations produce tears. There is more to understanding the 
act of crying than the physiological explanation. The ability to suppress 
tears during stressful situations is well documented; however, why would a 
person suppress the tears when cr yi ng ass i sts in rna; nt a in; ng i nterna 1 
homeostasis? Learning in the socialization process is especially impor­
tant in understanding this phenomenon. 

A1though there are several learning theories, the one that best ex­
plains crying behavior is the operant conditioning theory. Operant condi­
tioning describes learning as taking place as a resu1t of a series of re­
inforcements and punishments. (Forehand, 1971) Thus the theory suggests 
that an individual may learn when it is appropriate or advantageous to 
engage in crying behavior. To illustrate this point, consider the follow­
ing paradigm: 
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Child's Reaction: 

Parent's Reaction: 

Significance of Tears 

CHILO MISBEHAVES 

PARENT SCOLDS THE CHILO 

Talks back 

Anger due to 
disrespect 

Starts to cry 

Consoles the 
child 

In this instance, the child cries as a result of being scolded and 
then is consoled by the parent. Th i s conso 1 at i on re i nforces the cr yi ng 
behavior and thus the child learns that crying will elicit sympathy rather 
than further anger from the parent. The above paradigm may be altered to 
also illustrate how an individual learns when it is inappropriate to cry. 

Crying may be viewed as a symbol of surrendering, losing control of 
oneself, giving up in defeat, or letting go of oneself.(Plessner, 1970a) 
With this in mind, it is understandable why some individuals have been 
conditioned/socialized not to give way and let the tears flow since tears 
may reflect a weakness in their character. These people suppress their 
tears and the excess stress products may take another escape route from 
their body by " ••. 'weeping through the skin' in various rashes and erup­
tions, through the respiratory track in asthmatoid conditions or through 
the gastrointestinal tract in colitis or ulcers."(Montague, 1981a). 

Conversely, a person's abi 1 ity to surrender to tears may be con­
sidered an ability to relate to other people's feelings as well as their 
own. Tears may be interpreted as i nd i cat i ve of person's ab i 1 i ty to ex­
press a variety of emotions: compassion, sympathy, remorse, or guilt. In 
surrrnary, through the socialization process an individual learns to view 
tears as ei ther an acceptab 1 e form of conmun i cat i on, as we 11 as a means of 
expressing emotions or a weakness in character. 

In American society it is generally taboo for boys to cry. (Montague, 
1981b) Little boys learn early in life that "little men" don't cry. Lit­
t 1 e gi r 1 s, on the other hand, are not genera 11 y subj ected to the same 
taboo. However, to say that all women learn that crying is an acceptable 
form of cOll11lunication and all men are taught the reverse would be a dis­
tortion of reality. When analyzing ·tears as a behavior symptom in lie de­
tection, however, the sex of the subject should be considered. 

Staff examiners at John E. Reid and Associates were interviewed to 
obtain information regarding the Significance of appraising tears as a be­
havior symptom in lie detection. 

Thoughts ~ Observat; on on Tears 

Two distinct categories of tears as a behavior symptom were con­
sidered: tears during the pretest interview, and tears following the exam­
ination. The data gathered through interviews with the Reid examiners was 
not obtained through the use of a structured form. Rather the interviews 
consisted of general discussions about observations and past experiences 
with crying subjects. Although some general statements may be made from 
the data received, most examiners have their own personal preferences/ 
style on how they interpret tears as a behavior symptom. 
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As with all behavior symptoms, crying in and of itself is not suffi­
cient to form an opinion of truth or deception. Crying from a subject 
must be viewed in relationship to the other factors involved. Crying must 
be analyzed in context; sometimes it is appropriate to shed a tear and 
sometimes inapprorpriate. The following thoughts and ideas from the exam­
iners interviewed may assist other examiners in understanding and inter­
preting tears as a behavior symptom. 

The precipitating cause of the tears must be psychogenic to be 
analyzed as a behavior symptom. The use of the medical data sheet may 
assist the examiner in determining whether or not the observed tears may 
be caused by an eye cond; t i on, med i cat i on or other phys i ca 1 cond ; t i on. 
Careful observation of the subject may give the examiner information re­
garding the source of the tears; for example, constant blinking or rubbing 
of the eyes could indicate an irritant such as a contact lens out of place 
or a foreign object in the person's eye. General observations and precau­
tions must be taken to assure that the tears observed are emotiona11y 
elicited tears. 

Pretest Tears 

General Considerations. What are some general considerations regard­
ing tears during {he pretest interview? The pretest interview is defined 
as 1I ••• a non-accusatory interview in which a structured set of questions 
are asked, some are, for the purpose of el iciting verbal and non-verbal 
behavioral symptoms, indicative of truth or deception.II{Reid & Assoc. 
1983a) 

Behavior symptoms of tears during the pretest interview are rare. 
Basically. it's felt that since the pretest interview is non-accusatory, 
it is inappropriate under normal circumstances, for a subject to cry. The 
subj ect rea 1 i zes the reason he or she is be i ng tes ted. and the structured 
quest ions withi n the pretest ; nterv i ew shou 1 d not provoke tears from a 
subject. Therefore, behavior symptom tears during this phase suggests 
great concern regarding the issue under investigation. 

Another consideration is to determine whether or not the crying ;s 
real or manufactured. Most examiners interviewed stated they look for the 
actual tears. They consider sobbing without the tears as manufactured, 
and tears accompanied by verbal and non-verbal indications of crying as 
real. Also, real crying usually ;s preceded by a physical build up, such 
as a few sniffs, or a cracking in the subject's voice. 

Tears that are cons i dered a decept i ve behavi or symptom usu a 11 y come 
on suddenly, spontaneously, and out of IInowhere". The subject is IIturning 
the tears on and off" to manipul ate or sway the examiner by el iciting sym­
pathy. Generally truthful subjects do not use artificial means or tac­
tics, such as crying, to influence the examiner. 

The last consideration involves determining how much weight to place 
on tears as a deceptive behavior symptom. This is generally determined by 
evaluating whether or not crying is out of character for a particular sub­
ject. This involves the sex of the subject. If a man cries during the 
pretest interview, considerable weight is given to the behavior as a de­
ceptive symptom. However, less weight or Significance is given if a woman 
cries during the pretest interview. 

273 
Polygraph 1984, 13(3)



Significance of Tears 

Specific statements Durin~ Pretest Phase. Tears following the first 
direct question asked during t e pretest interview, for example, II ... Jim, 
if you had anything to do with (issue) you should tell me now,"(Reid & 
Assoc. 1983b} are interpreted as a deceptive behavior symptom. The theory 
behind this interpretation is that the direct statement sets the stage for 
the events to follow the directness of the statement given the guilty sub­
ject the impression that the examiner is "going to get to the bottom ll of 
the issue. 

Tears from the truthfu 1 subject follow; ng the fi rst di rect quest i on 
stem from being wrongly accused. This condition can be precipiated by an 
extensive interrogation prior to the polygraph exam, or from a feeling of 
frustrat i on and he 1 p 1 essness due to overwhelm; ng ci rcumstant i a 1 ev i dence. 
Thus it is important to gather all the information possible in respect to 
how the subject was treated prior to the exam interview and to determine 
the precipitating cause of the tears. 

Tears may also occur during the pretest interview when the subject is 
asked IIHow do you feel about taking the test today?" It was the opinion 
of the examiners interviewed that tears in response to this question are 
generally from a truthful subject. The theory is that this question pro­
vokes conditions and gives the subject an opportunity to vent frustration 
or deep seated anger for being wrongly accused. The truthful subject may 
be frustrated or upset because of feeling that innocence must be proven. 
A truthful subject may also cry when asked this question because of some­
thing emotional other than the issue under investigation. 

Tears during investigative type questioning, which are asked to un­
cover the subject's knowledge regarding the incident and gain further in­
sight into the matter, are conmonly from the deceptive subject. The 
theory is that the deceptive subject is reliving the event and feelings of 
remorse or shame are provoked when this experience is recalled. 

The test i ng env ironment also fi nds specifi c observat ions regard i ng 
tears during the pretest interview. One group of examiners interviewed 
felt that a subject is more likely to cry if the polygraph exam is admin­
; stered at the subj ect 's workplace. Th i s group fe It that the work places 
produced additional stress because of the psychological need to prove in­
nocence to ones peer group. Other examiners, however, felt that tears are 
more likely to occur at the examiner's office site. This group felt that 
the subject may gain support from fellow workers when tests are conducted 
at the workplace and will lose that support at the examiner's office. 
Other valid cOJTl11ents were related to the implication of being seen with 
blood shot eyes by co-workers. If the subject leaves the examiner's of­
fice with blood shot eyes, co-workers will not be able to observe or make 
judgments. Thus there are two view points regarding tears and the testing 
environment. 

Tears during the pretest interview may also begin when the examiner 
is explaining and placing the polygraph attachments on the subject. Tears 
in this phase are considered deceptive behavior symptoms since it is 
totally inappropriate for a subject to cry during this stage of the exami­
nation. The examiner is merely explaining the function of the attach­
ments, and ;s not addressin9 the issue under investigation. One examiner 
interviewed said that in his opinion, tears during this stage of the 
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examination may be looked upon as a countermeasure, in that the subject 
may be attempting to postpone the examination. or perhaps, rationalize 
this emotional state as the reason for not being reported truthful. 

Since crying can render a subject unsuitable for a polygraph examina­
tion, it is important to know how to stop the crying behavior when it does 
occur. 

Determining the precipitating cause of the tears is an important fac­
tor in deciding how to stop the crying behavior. If the tears are precip­
itated by frustration, the subject should be reassured that he/she is not 
being accused and that the examiner is as anx"ious to establ ish the truth 
as the subject. Most of the examiners interviewed felt that by redirect­
ing the interview and engaging in questioning not directly related to the 
issue, provides the subject an opportunity to regain composure. One tac­
tic suggested involves placing tissues and a trash can directly in front 
of the subject. This is a IIhint" to the subject to regain composure with­
out directly addressing the crying behavior. 

In stJ11mary, crying behavior during the pretest interview is rare. 
truthful subjects generally cry as a result of frustration, whereas tears 
from deceptive subjects originate from the fear of discovery or remorse. 
Crying which comes on suddenly, turned on and off easily are usually arti­
ficial and used to gain s~pathy. A build up of emotions preceeding the 
tears are usually real and sincere tears. To properly interpret the mean­
ing of the tears the examiner should pursue the precipitating cause of the 
behavior whenever appropriate. In one example cited, a subject was asked 
whether or not a person who stole money should be given a second chance. 
The subject said Mnoll and proceeded to cry. The examiner following with 
IIWhy not?" The subject then relayed a story of how his son was convicted 
of armed robbery, rece1ved an early release from prison, and within two 
weeks of his release from prison was shot and killed while holding up a 
1 i quor store. 

In the above example, the examiner properly pursured the matter in 
order to understand the crying behavior. If the examiner had not purused 
the crying, he may have incorrectly interpreted the behavior. Tears may 
also occur due to outside issues, and it is crucial to follow-up any 
"lead ll that may indicate that the subject is concerned or upset about 
something other than the matter under investigation. 

Since there are many factors that influence crying behavior, the ex­
aminer must be extremely careful not to misinterpret the meaning of the 
crying. 

Post Test Tears 

Although crying during the post test interview is observed more fre­
quently than crying during the pretest, it ;s not an everyday occurrance. 
It ;s estimated that examiners wi 11 encounter crying behavior during the 
interrogation about five per cent of the time. 

Crying behavior which occurs during any stage of the interrogation is 
interpreted to be a strong i nd i cat ion of gui H/ decept i on. However, there 
is an exception. The exception may become evident during the first step 
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of the interrogation which is referred to as the direct positive confron­
tation. 

The ope is a statement of confi dence made by the exam; ner to the sub­
ject indicating the subject's deception. For example, 1I ••• The results of 
our investigation clearly indicated that you are the one that .•. "(Reid & 
Assoc. 1983c) A truthful subject may shed tears because of the frustra­
tion caused by being wrongly accused. Fortunately, once the examiner pro­
ceeds with the interrogation, the truthful subject will lOOSt likely exhi­
bit other verbal and non-verbal indications of innocence. Once again, it 
is important to evaluate the tears in context since an awareness of the 
underlying factors influencing the tears assist in the correct interpreta­
tion of the behavior. 

Converse ly, tears from a decept i ve subj ect, whi ch occur duri ng the 
OPC are interpreted as a "delay tactic". The subject may be surprised by 
the examiner's confidence, or by the directness of the examiner's asser­
tions and thus is psychologically prepared and needs time-to establish 
defenses. By crying the subject may believe the examiner will IIlay offU 
for a while. Of course, the examiner proceeds with the interrogation. 

Tears which occur during the second step of the interrogation pro­
cess, theme development, are considered an almost certain symptom of de­
ception. The "theme" is a monologue " •.• presented by the interrogator in 
which he offers reasons and excuses that will serve to psychologically 
(not legally) justify, or minimize the moral seriousness of the suspect's 
criminal behavior. II {Reid. & Assoc. 1983d) Tears during this phase of the 
interrogation are interpreted as an indication that the subject is inter­
nalizing the examiner's message. When this occurs, the examiner should 
abbreviate their theme and offer the alternative. The alternative ;s de­
fined as 1I ••• a question which the suspect ;s offered two incriminating 
choices concerning some aspects of the crime. II (Reid & Assoc. 1983d} In 
essence, a good reason for committing the crime and a bad reason for com­
mitting the crime. The theme is abbreviated because it is assumed that 
the tears indicate the subject is psychologically prepared to confess so 
the examiner takes advantage of the moment by offering the alternative. 

Some examiners will talk about the tears with the subject. None, 
however, should mention them to a person that would likely be ashamed of 
the tears s; nce th ismay ali enate the subject. When conment i ng on the 
tears, the examiner should speak of the tears as a symbol of the subject's 
caring, remorse or sensitivity towards others, and carefully interweave 
these thoughts into the theme and the alternative. 

Tears which occur when the examiner offers the alternative may be 
viewed as the subject's adknowledgement of guilt. They are considered as 
much of an indication of a confession as a gentle nod or a direct yes. 
These tears are the subject's sign of surrender. 

When observing tears during the interrogation, the examiner should 
increase the level of sympathy by using a softer tone of voice of by in­
corporating within the theme, the good, personal qualities of the subject. 
The examiner should be persistant with their theme and alternative regard­
less of the subject's tears. It is considered a mistake for the examiner 
to slo~ do~n or sto9 the interoqation due to tears because 9ulling back on 
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the interrogation would allow time for the subject to build res1stance. 

Concern may arise regarding the trustworthiness and voluntariness of 
confessions elicited from crying subjects. The examiners interviewed felt 
that it is important to be persistant with the theme and alternatives. but 
also to use cOlTl11on sense. None of the examiners interviewed felt uncom­
fortable about continuing an interrogation while the subject cried, nor 
did they feel that any eventual admission of gui lt would be considered 
made under duress. One interviewed examiner summed this up by saying that 
consoling the subject was his "reward" to the subject for telling the 
truth. Until the admission of guilt, he makes no attempt to console or 
stop the subject1s tears. 

Post Test SUlTl11ary 

Tears are extremely significant during the interrogation. Tears 
which occur during any step of the interrogation are usually considered 
indicative of deception. 

Conclusion 

Emotionally stimulated tears are a significant behavior symptom in 
lie detection. In order to consider the tears as a behavior symptom, it 
is essential for the examiner to understand and possibly pursue the pre­
cipitating cause of the behavior. 

A knowledge of the physiological aspects of lacrimation is important 
because current research suggests that stress by-products which are gener­
ated duri ng a fi ght/fl i ght situat i on are released through the 1 acri rna 1 
91 ands. 

Psychologically, individuals learn when it is appropriate, in appro­
pri ate or advantageous to cry. Ch i1 dren may learn ear 1 y in 1 i fe, through 
operant conditioning. that crying behavior may be used to their advantage. 
This may be related to the crying behavior in a subject during the pretest 
or post test. The subject may cry as a defense against the examiner I s 
questioning or accusations. The subject may be of the believe that their 
tears will result in sympathy from the examiner, and thereby gaining an 
advantage over the examiner. As stated earlier, examiners should not al­
low tears to sway them in their quest for the subject1s admission of guilt 
during the interrogation. 

Subj ect tears duri ng the pretest are rare, and the interpret at i on of 
the meaning of these tears by the examiner depends upon many factors. 
Tears from the subjects during the interrogation are more common, but gen­
erally not often more than five per cent of the time. Tears occurring 
during an interrogation are generally considered to be indicative of de­
ception, and appear to be a reliable behavior symptom. 

In conc 1 us; on, it seems important for the exami ner to use conmon 
sense when interpreting the meaning of handling tears from crying sub­
jects. It is advisable for the examiner to understand the reasons why a 
subject is crying: Is it due to outside concerns, gui lt, or frustration? 
As with each behavior symptom observed during a pretest interview or an 
interrogation, the behavior should be evaluated as a part of the whole, 
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rather than a definitive indication of the subjectls truthfulness or de­
ceptionism. 
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TEN YEARS OF POLYGRAPH; A TEN-YEAR INDEX, 1972-1982 

Compil ed and Edited by 

Albert D. Snyder & Janet K. Pumphrey 

A Book Review 

8y 

Norman Ansley 

This is a superb index to the articles and materials which have ap­
peared in the American Polygraph Associationls quarterly journal Poly-
2raph. It is much more than the usual ten-year index published by most 
Journals. First, the index displays the titles as they appeared for each 
issue of the journal, issue by issue. Then there is a separate listing of 
the book reviews arranged alphabetically by the authors of the books re­
viewed. That is followed by the titles of the books, dissertations, and 
pamphlets reviewed in the journal. Because the journal frequently in­
cludes abstracts of scientific articles appearing in other journals, there 
;s a listing of those by the authors whose works have been abstracted, 
then the titles of the abstracted articles, also arranged alphabetically. 
Finally, there are 87 pages devoted to an index by topic, and by author. 

Anyone who cons i ders polygraph or research hi s profess i on shou 1 down 
a copy of Ten Years of Polygraph. 

This book was pub1 ished privately by Albert D. Snyder and Janet K. 
Pumphrey. It may be purchased for $20.00, postpaid. Make the check pay­
able to Janet K. Pumphrey, P.O. Box 1061, Severna Park, MD 21146. 

****** 

PREEMPLOYMENT POLYGRAPHY 

By 

Robert J. Ferguson and Chris Gugas, Sr. 
Charles C. Thomas, Publishers, Springfield, 111., 1984. 

A Book Rev i ew 

By 

Michael F. Barton 

One of the most widely read authors on the field of po1Y9raphy has 
done it again. This time with a new co-author. Ferguson and Gugas have 
teamed up to produce a work that has been needed a long time. The subject 
is preemployment polygraph and as the introduction states, " ... our first 
purpose herein is to instruct the student polygraphist and the intern-be­
ginner preparing to enter the private industrial field ... 11 
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This reviewer read the working manuscript not the published book (due 
out 9/1/84) and read the work in about three hours. It is very readable 
but at the same time delves deeply into many areas of importance; fact­
finding through use of a data sheet; rephrasing questions; how to handle 
pre-test/post-test admissions; several test construction methods, how to 
handle both verbal and written reports; etc. To most APA members this 
book will be a re-hash of what most of us do everyday. But remember back 
to when you fi rst started in preemployment pol ygraphy; it was new, you 
were scared and you had no source to turn to. Todays new intern or stu­
dent does. Ferguson and Gugas repeatedly discuss ethics; seeing the sub­
ject as a human being; the examiner's responsibility to respect the rights 
of the citizen but at the same time how to legally gain that information 
the examiner's client needs to make a hire or no hire decision based on 
verified facts. 

If there is a draw back to this book, it is in the price($29.75) 
which the authors had no say in. But even at nearly $30.00 every examiner 
should own a copy to consu1t or to use as a teaching aid if- you should 
sponsor a new examiner. 

****** 
FORENSIC SCIENCE 

By 

Geoffrey Davies, Editor 
American Chemical Society, 1155 16th St., 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036. It may be 

ordered from the books department for 
$23.94, U.S. and Canada. Export $28.95. 

A Book Review 

By 

Norman Ansley 

This book ;s the product of a symposium co-sponsored by the Division 
of Analytical Chemistry and the Division of Chemical Education, Inc. at 
the American Chemical Society, Atlantic City, N.J., September 8th and 9th, 
1974. Accordingly, some of the information is dated. However, that does 
not seriously diminish the true value of the book. These papers are on 
the topic of criminalistics, considered by some to be a subdivision of 
forensic sciences which involves the collection and laboratory examination 
of phYSical evidence. 

There are articles of a technical nature which cover neutron activa­
tion analysis and atomic absorption spectroscopy of gunshot residue, re­
covery and identification of residues of flaJTlllable liquids from suspected 
arson debris, differential scanning calorimetry, firearm residue detec­
tion, application of materials science methods to forensic problems, 
bloodstain and physiological fluid analYSiS, ink analysis, forensic toxi­
cology and analytical chemistry, photoluminescence techniques, and bullet 
search systems. There are more genera 1 papers on per sonne 1 pol i ci es in 
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forensic science, educators in forensic science, introductory forensic 
science courses in law enforcement, graduate education and research in 
forensic chemistry at Northeastern University, and LEAA's forensic science 
research program. 

The graphics, tables, and color plates are clear. The overall qual­
ity of the papers is excellent. As with all such collections there is a 
considerable difference in the style, and the assumptions of the authors 
about the reader's knowledge. This is not a textbook. It is a reference 
book for practitioners and those who do research or teach in this vital 
field. To those, this material is probably not available elsewhere, and 
is a necessary addition to their libraries. 

* * * * * * 

ABSTRACTS 

Finger Pulse Volume 

Timothy W. Smith, B. Kent Houston, and Raymond M. Zurawski. 
Pulse Volume as a Measure of Anxiety in Response to Evaluative 
Psychophysiology 21 (3)(1984): 260-264. 

"Finger 
Threat. i. 

Previous research has validated finger pulse volume (FPV) as a mea­
sure of anxiety in response to threat of physical harm. The present study 
evaluated FPV as a measure of anxiety in response to a social-evaluative 
threat. Physiological and self-report measures of anxiety were recorded 
while subjects anticipated and responded to an interview in either high or 
low stress conditions. Results indicated that FPV was sensitive to the 
stress manipulation during both periods and was correlated with self-re­
ported anxiety during the anticipation period. The findings were dis­
cussed in terms of FPV as a physiological index in the assessment of 
anxiety. [author abstract] References. 

Address requests for reprints to Timothy W. Smith, Ph.D., who is now 
at the Department of Psychology, University of Utah, Salt lake City, Utah 
84112. 

El ectrode Gels 

Susan J. Grey and Brian l. Smith. "A Comparison Between Commercially 
Available Electrode Gels and Purpose-Made Gel, in the Measurement of Elec­
trodermal Activity." PsychophysiDlogy 21 (5)(1984): 551-557. 

Despi te general agreement that a standard i zed procedure ; s des; rab 1 e 
for the measurement of electrodermal activity, several types of electrode 
gel are in CORman use. In this study, 20 volunteers listened to a series 
of tones while skin conductance was measured at four sites using four dif­
ferent gels, namely K-Y Jelly, Beckman, Neptic, and purpose-made O.aSM 
NaCl in methyl cellulose. Prestimulus response amplitude, change in con­
ductance level, response latency, and response probability were measured. 
Analysis of variance showed a significant between-gels effect for presti­
mul us conductance levels, with Beckman and Nept i c gi v ing hi gher leve 1 s 
than K-Y Jelly or a.aSM, as predicted. There were no between-gels effects 
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forensic science, educators in forensic science, introductory forensic 
science courses in law enforcement, graduate education and research in 
forensic chemistry at Northeastern University, and LEAA's forensic science 
research program. 

The graphics, tables, and color plates are clear. The overall qual­
ity of the papers is excellent. As with all such collections there is a 
considerable difference in the style, and the assumptions of the authors 
about the reader's knowledge. This is not a textbook. It is a reference 
book for practitioners and those who do research or teach in this vital 
field. To those, this material is probably not available elsewhere, and 
is a necessary addition to their libraries. 

* * * * * * 

ABSTRACTS 

Finger Pulse Volume 

Timothy W. Smith, B. Kent Houston, and Raymond M. Zurawski. 
Pulse Volume as a Measure of Anxiety in Response to Evaluative 
Psychophysiology 21 (3)(1984): 260-264. 

"Finger 
Threat. i. 

Previous research has validated finger pulse volume (FPV) as a mea­
sure of anxiety in response to threat of physical harm. The present study 
evaluated FPV as a measure of anxiety in response to a social-evaluative 
threat. Physiological and self-report measures of anxiety were recorded 
while subjects anticipated and responded to an interview in either high or 
low stress conditions. Results indicated that FPV was sensitive to the 
stress manipulation during both periods and was correlated with self-re­
ported anxiety during the anticipation period. The findings were dis­
cussed in terms of FPV as a physiological index in the assessment of 
anxiety. [author abstract] References. 

Address requests for reprints to Timothy W. Smith, Ph.D., who is now 
at the Department of Psychology, University of Utah, Salt lake City, Utah 
84112. 

El ectrode Gels 

Susan J. Grey and Brian l. Smith. "A Comparison Between Commercially 
Available Electrode Gels and Purpose-Made Gel, in the Measurement of Elec­
trodermal Activity." PsychophysiDlogy 21 (5)(1984): 551-557. 

Despi te general agreement that a standard i zed procedure ; s des; rab 1 e 
for the measurement of electrodermal activity, several types of electrode 
gel are in CORman use. In this study, 20 volunteers listened to a series 
of tones while skin conductance was measured at four sites using four dif­
ferent gels, namely K-Y Jelly, Beckman, Neptic, and purpose-made O.aSM 
NaCl in methyl cellulose. Prestimulus response amplitude, change in con­
ductance level, response latency, and response probability were measured. 
Analysis of variance showed a significant between-gels effect for presti­
mul us conductance levels, with Beckman and Nept i c gi v ing hi gher leve 1 s 
than K-Y Jelly or a.aSM, as predicted. There were no between-gels effects 
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for the other variables. There were no effects due to placements or chan­
nels. The results are discussed in relation to the theoretical require­
ments of electrode gels used for measuring electrodermal activity. [au­
thor abstract] References. 

Address for requests for reprints to Susan J. Grey, Oepartment of 
Psychology, Institute of Psychiatry, Oe Crespigny Park, London SE5 BAF, 
England. 

* * * * * * 

LIES 

Telling lies to the young is wrong. 
Proving to them that lies are true is wrong. 

Telling them that God's in his heaven 
and all's well with the world is wrong. 

The young know what you mean. The young are people. 
Tell them the difficulties can't be counted, 

and let them see not on 1 y what wi 11 be 
but see with clarity these present times. 

Say obtacles exist they must encounter 
sorrow happens, hardship happens. 
The hell with it. Who never knew 

The price of happiness will not be happy. 
Forgive no error you recognize, 
It wi 11 repeat itse If, ; ncrease, 

and afterwards our pupi 1 s 
will not forgive in us what we forgave. 

-- Yevgeny Yevtushenko 

From Yevtushenko: Se 1 ected Poems, trans 1 ated by Rob i n Mil ner-Gu 11 and 
and Peter levi, SJ Copyr; ghi, Rob; n Mi 1 ner-Gu 11 and and Peter Levi, 1962. 
Penguin Books, Ltd. 

****** 
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