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A S'IUDY OF '!HE REIATIVE EFFECI'IVENESS OF 

FHYSIOLOGICl\L D7\TA IN FIEID IOLyGRl\Hl EXAMINATIONS 

By 

Jarres Allan Matte ard Ronald M. Reuss 

Abstract 

From 122 sets of charts, all confirmed as either truthful or 
deceptive, infonnation was obtained about the effectiveness of each of 
the four recorded channels of physiological infonnation. 'Ihe test 
format was quadri -zone arrl the tests were either corrlucted at the 
Buffalo Police Department or the Matte Polygratil Service, Inc. Of 
those original tests, 62 were called IIdeception irrlicatedll (01) arrl 53 
1100 deception irrlicatoo" (NOI). SubseqUently these decisions were 
verified. as correct. In addition, there were seven inconclusive 
decisions, of which. five proved. to be innocent arrl two guilty. 'Ihe 
instruments were electronically enhanced four--channel Stoeltirg 
polygraph units which recorded. abdominal arrl thoracic respiration, 
electrodermal (GSR), am. cardiovascular activity. 

'Ihe nost productive of the physiological charmels was the pneuma 
tracl.n:J at 43%, follONErl by the cardio at 32% arrl the electrcdermal at 
24%. An'oTXJ man, the IIPSt pro::luctive channel for the innocent cases was 
the pneumo at 67%, the cardia at 22%, and the electrodermal at 11%. 
For guilty man the ITPSt prcxiuctive was the cardia at 46%, the pnetn'OC) at 
37%, arrl the electrodermal at 15%. AIooTXJ innocent women the IOClSt 
productive was the electrodermal at 43%, the pneurno at 38%, arrl the 
cardia at 18%. For guilty women the IOClSt prcrluctive channel was the 
pneuma at 44%, the cardia at 39%, arrl the electrodermal at 17%. 

other combinations of truth and deception, effectiveness of each 
channel, arrl their interaction with gen::ler are explored.. Many of the 
differences reach statistical significance. 

'Ihe authors have contributed previous articles to Polygraph. Dr. Matte 
is an APA member in private practice. Dr. Reuss is a professor of biology 
and an instructor in anatomy and tilysiology at the state university College 
at Buffalo. 

For reprints write to Dr. Matte at the Matte Polygraph Service, Inc., 
suite 321 Statler Build.in;J, Buffalo, New York 14202. 
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'!his author (Matte) attended the Backster School of Lie Detection in 
1972 an:l there learned that male polygra]:i1 subjects were predominantly 
stomach or a1::dorninal breathers arrl female subjects were predaninantly chest 
or thoracic breathers. At that time this was espec:ially neanirqful because 
a great percentage of polygra]:i1 instrurrents had only one pneumogra]:i1 channel 
which was mec:hanical rather than electronic requiring a decision as to where 
to place the single pneumograIil camponent. '!he administration of several 
thousan:l polygra]:i1 examinations by this author (Matte) using polygra]:i1 
instruIrents that =ntained double pnetnrogra]:i1 components which re=rded both 
stanach or a1::dominal breathing patterns arrl chest or thoracic breathing 
patterns appeared to support the teachin)s of the Backster School. 

In August 1986 at the 21st Armual APA seminar at Smuggler's Notch, 
JeffersolWille, Ve.noont, a presentation was ma.de by Dr. Gordon H. Barlarrl in 
reporting on research he had con::lucted regard.i..rg the effectiveness of the 
pneurrograIil versus the GSR arrl the cardiograIil. Barlarxi sha.ved several 
polygraph charts projected on a screen which reflected significant physio­
logical arousals at a particular stilnulus mark.i.rq in the GSR arrl cardia 
tracin::Js but none in the pneurrograph tracing. Barlarrl had used only one 
pneumograph in this experiment because in order to use the plethysm:qraph he 
had to sacrifice one of the pneurrograph channels. '!he message conveyed by 
Barlan:i's presentation was that the pnel.llOOCJraph had been ineffective in 
identifying deception compared to GSR arrl cardiograph tracings. '!he subject 
~le in Barlarrl's experiment consisted of six males arxi six ferrales. 
Barlarrl had JXEitioned the single pneurrograph component Oller the chest of 
the male subjects am un:ler the breast of the female subjects. 

In a research project corrlucted for the National Institute of law 
Enforc.errent arxi Criminal JUStice, by Drs. David Raskin, Gordon Barland and 
Jctm F\:xll.esny(1978) , it was reported that the Galvanic Skin Response was 
clearly superior to the pneumogra]:i1 an:l cardiogra]:i1 both in laboratory 
experiments am with criminal suspects in field situations. It was further 
stated that the cardio arrl respiration measures shChTed significant identifi­
cation of innocent but not guilty subjects, but it was noted that in Experi­
ment II the respiration was measured with a device different from that 
typically employed in the lal:x:lratory or field, am the cardia was measured 
using a lCM-pressure cuff at an inflation pressure between 50 am 60 mmHg. 
'!here is no mention of the sex of the subj ects arrl the location of the 
pneurrograph camponent on the subjects' person. In Experiment I it is re­
ported that roth thoracic am a1::daninal respiration were recorded and mea­
sured ani roth measures of respiration prcduce:i clear irxiications of greater 
suppression in respiration amplitude fallGl.i.m relevant questions for guilty 
subjects ani control questions for innocent subjects. '!horacic respiration 
showed an increase in amplitude following relevant questions for irmocent 
subjects but a similar effect did not occur in abdominal respiration. 
However, there is no mention of the sex distribution of the subjects used in 
this experiment. 

In subsequent research =rxlucted by Brian C. Jayne (1990) involving 
quantitative analysis of 100 verified sets of field J;X>lygraph records, the 
results irrlicated that respiration, electrodermal, ani cardiovascular 
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pararreters each provide significant discrimination between truthful am 
deceptive subjects. ihe CCIltJined evaluations of these three parameters 
provided an accuracy ani conclusive rate which was higher than the analysis 
of any in:li vidual parameter. Hc:Mever, the respiration parameter yielded the 
most consistent arrl accurate discrimination between truthful ani deceptive 
subjects. '!here was no significant difference between false positive arrl 
false ne:rative errors in the respiration or cardiovascular parameters. 
COnversely, the electrodemal (GSR) parameter produoed the greatest rn.nnber 
of errors, the highest overall inconclusive rate, arrl had a statistically 
significant rate of false negative errors. When inconclusive opinions are 
excluded, the optimum accuracy for respiration was 87%, for the 
cardiovascular 83% I for the GSR 69%. 'Ihe respiration arrl cardiovascular 
maasurements yielded no significant difference in accuracies between truth­
ful an:l deceptive subjects, however the G5R yielded a false positive error 
rate of 21% am a false negative error rate of 41%. since the three pa.rane­
ters each produce:l an in:ieperrlent accuracy which was significantly different 
from the other two parameters, Jayne went further arrl atterrpted to optimize 
the accuracy of the quantitative results by ImJ.ltiplYin:J the total score of 
each parameter by a factor of its irrleperrlent accuracy, but fourrl that it 
did not significantly affect the accuracy of quantitative evaluations. It 
should be noted that in Jayne's research, the field p::>lygraph inst.rurrents 
had a double-pneurrograph an:j the test fornat was the Reid Control Question 
teclmique. A unique rank order scori.n;J system was usa:i by Jayne, with a 
view to i.ncorp:Jrating it into a computer system. It oore more resemblance 
to the Horizontal Scori.n;J System (Gordon an:j Cochetti) an:i the Rank order 
Scori.n;J System (Honts an:) Driscoll) than the traditional nlJIOOrical rrethcrls. 
Excluding Inconclusive opinions, nlJIOOrical scori.n;J of polygraph charts 
produced an average accuracy of 92% with a 3% false positive result as 
opposed to the more COlTIIOC>n quantitative ueasurernent lOO.thcx:i which yielded an 
average accuracy of 89% with a 2% false positive bias. '!he differences in 
accuracy, inconclusive results an:j distribution of false positive/negative 
errors between quantitative evaluation an:j nlJIOOrical scori.n;J was not statis­
tically significant. 

Richard 1. Thackray ani Martin T. Orne conducted a study (1968) using a 
mock paradigm to detennine the effectiveness of several physiolcqical param­
eters which included respiration, Galvanic Skin Response (GSR), skin Poten­
tial Response (SPR) , ani systolic blood pressure. However they used only 
one pneurrograI=h corrpxlent which was positioned at the base of the subjects' 
rib cage. '!hirty male students were usa:i as subjects in this study. Fur­
t:henoore, the cardiograph component consisted of a Beckman Fels Medel 
systolic Monitor, which employs a fi.n;Jer cuff an:j sensor which was attached 
to the first fi.n;Jer of the subject's right hard. '!his device was adjusted 
to yield a measure of systolic pressure approxilnately every fourth heart 
beat. '!he results of this study sh.cMed that the GSR an:i SPR were effective 
in significantly discriminati.n;J deception. Respiration revealed evidence of 
significant but inconsistent discrimination, while the systolic blood pres­
sure did not perfonn kJetter than chance. '!his study was designed only to 
identify the guilty, no innocents were used. 

Stanley M. Slowik ani Joseph P. Buckley con:lucted a study (1975) using 
thirty verified real-life cases wherein a Stoelti.n;J Polygrap,. instrument was 
used to record both abdani.nal and thoracic respiration, blood pressure/pulse 
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rate anj galvanic skin reflex. '!his study measured the ability of seven 
well trained am experienca:1 polygraIXlists in identifyiIg the overall verac­
ity of the thirty subjects by ~ each polygra{'h traciIg separately 
anj then collectively. '!he results revealed an average accuracy of 87.2% 
when all three Iflysiolcqical in:lices were reviewed, but were only correct in 
80.5% of the cases using respiration alone, 80.0% using the GSR alone, anj 

77.1% usiIg only the canliogra{'h traciIg. TIle polygraIXllsts a=cy in 
maJd..n;J in:li vidual question decisions as to truth or deception resulted in 
81.0% when us.in;J all three irrlices to evaluate the 141 in::lividual test 
questions but the averages of the i.rrleperrlent pararreters were 77.5% for 
respiration, 73.5% for GSR ard 72.9% for the cardicgram trac.in;J. 

In a laOOratory study corrlucted by Robert J. Oltrow, Arthur Parks, 
Nelson Illcas am Kathryn '!homas (1972), several psyc.h.op1ysiological measures 
were used including respiration, Galvanic Skin Response (GSR), an::l heart 
rate, but did not record blood pressure d'larges, hence no blood pressure am. 
cuff was used. 'Ihe single pneurrograPl c:anponent was positioned over llsub­
ject's laver steInuml1 for both rrale arrl female subjects, which may be inter­
preted. to mean un::ler the breast of females ard over the laver chest of 
rrales. '!his study foun:i that, using lOClCk. paradigms, only the GSR yielded a 
sex difference in that its detection of personal stinruli was significantly 
lTK)re successful than detection of involvement or neutral stinruli. HCMeVer 
no data was given anj there was no discussion of which sex was lTK)re affected 
by the GSR. It is unclear fran the graphs of Table 1 as to which of the 
factors was nost significant. Of the three paraneters of interest in this 
study, the GSR was the IOC:lSt pro:iuctive, followed by respiration, then heart 
rate. Interestingly, Oltra.v, et aL, nentioned that the heart rate in­
creased in some deceptive subjects as expected but other deceptive subjects 
shCMed significant decrease in their heart rate in response to lie stinruli 
which they attribute to a milder arousal state possibly due to the subject 
beiIg uninpressed by the experiIrental circumstances or pertlaps possessiIg a 
higher arousal threshold. 1hese findiIgs regardiIg heart rate in­
crease/decrease are similar to the results of an experiment corrlucted by 
this author (Matte 1980) wherein a blood pressure cuff was used which re­
corded both heart rate am blood pressure changes. H=ever the cause for 
these differences in subject's heart rate responses are rep:ut.ed arrl ex­
plained by this author as physiolo;}"ical in nature rather than psycholcqical. 

Robert P. Ryan corrlucted a field study (1989) to replicate the 
Slowik/Buckley study of relative accuracy of polygraph pararreters using a 
lTK)re objective design with the primary change being the use of a numerical 
scoring system of chart evaluation to replace the visual inspection methoo. 
A three-position scale of chart analysis as used rather than the seven-posi­
tion scale as used in the Backster Tri -Zone ard Matte Q.ladri -Zone Comparison 
Teclmiques. Unlike the Slowik/Buckley s:b.xly which included Inconclusives as 
errors, Ryan tabulated the Inconclusives separately in order to address 
relative utility of each pararreter. FUrthennore, no nuru.nums core or 
threshold was established to determine truth or deception; this decision was 
left to the discretion of the polygrap:list. '!he primary reason cited was 
the use of a SecotXlary Relevant question also known as Secorrlary Control in 
the Reid Teclmique, which could damp:m or be danpened by the lTK)re seri­
ous/stronger relevant questions containecl in the samE! test. A stoelting' 
polygraph instrument which recorded both thoracic arrl a1::dominal respiration, 
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Galvanic skin Response (GSR) arrl cardiovascular recordin:;J with a blcx::rl 
pressure cuff was used. '!he results revealed that the GSR was the most 
a=rate parweter overall (87.6%) am with regard to the deceptive subjects 
the GSR was not only significantly lTOre accurate than the cardio (64.6%) arrl 
respiration (67.7%) pararreters, but also the c::crnbination of all three param­
eters use:l simultaneously (80.6%). However for the tnrt:hful subjects, 
respiration was accurate (81.0%), GSR (80.5%) arrl cardio (66.7%), with an 
overall a=racy using all three parweters 92.5%. With truthful subjects 
the use of all three pararreters proved to be significantly lTOre accurate 
than the use of the GSR alone arrl significantly lTOre accurate than l::xJth the 
cardio arrl respiration pararreters. Regardin:J utility rate when 
inconclusives are amitteci from the data, the respiration parameter was foum. 
to be significantly lTOre useful than the GSR arrl the cardio parameters for 
lx>th truthful (R 72.5%) (G 51.2%) (C 67.5%) am deceptive (R 81.2%) (G 
60.0%) (C 60.0%) subjects. llie use of all three parweters revealed an 
accuracy of 83.7% for the truthful ani 77.5% for the deceptive subjects. 

This pa.per reports data collecte:i durirq the Validation of the Pol y­
gra{Xl Quadri -Zone Ccnparison Technique (Matte & Reuss 1989). 

All polygraph specific-issue tests corrlucted with the Quadri-Zone 
C<:::mparison Technique at the Buffalo Police Department from January 1985 
through December 1987 were reviewed. There were 113 cases of which 32 were 
later solved by confessions, investigations, convictions, and combinations 
of these methods. In addition, all specific-issue tests c:orrlucted with the 
Quadri-Zone Cooparison Technique at Matte Polygraph Service, Inc., from 
January 1986 through April 1987 were reviewed. '!here were 145 cases of 
which 90 were subsequently solved by one or IOOre of the previously mentioned 
methods. Thus, 122 of the total of 258 available cases (47%) were subse­
quently solved, providirq a base of confirmed cases for study. (For IOOre 
detail regardirq ground truth data and explanation of Q,ladri -Zone Technique, 
see Validation study of Quadri-Zone Technique in Polygraph (1989), 18(4). 

The Polygraphists' decisions at the errl of these 122 cases were: 62 
deception irrlicated (01), 53 no deception in::licated (NDI), and 7 inconclu­
sive (Inc). Of the 7 inconclusive cases, 5 were solved as innocent and 2 as 
guilty. The subject population of the 122 cases included 64 men and 58 
women. '!here were 84 while persons, 37 black persons, arrl one American 
Indian. The age rarx:re was 16 to 60 an.:i averaged 32. '!he educational level 
rarged from 8 years to 16 years and averaged 13 years. '!he average educa­
tion level for the guilty was 13 years arrl the innocent 12 years. There 
were 85 crlines against property, 37 against persons. 

'!he three polygraphists were Janes Allan Matte, !h.D., Detective 'D1omas 
E. Annitage, Polygraphist, Buffalo Police Department, arrl Detective eire F. 
laCorte, Iblygra{Xlist, Amherst Iblioe Department. llie polygra{Xl instrument 
used at Matte Polygraph Service in the years 1986-1987 was a Stoeltin:;J 
electronic four-pen, double pnelIIl'Ograph, Ultra-Scribe, an::! the polygraph 
instrurrent used at the Buffalo Police Department in the years 1985-1987 was 
a stoelting electronic four-pen, double pnelIIl'Ogra};i1 Polyscribe. 
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ihe aforementioned 122 verified cases yielded a total of 311 polygraIfl 
charts. All of these polygra!il charts =ntained both an uwer pneurr<JCJra!il 
traci.n;J for thoracic breath..i.rg patterns arrl a lCMer pneurr<JCJraID traci.n;J for 
abdaninal breathing patterns. ihese polygralil charts also =ntained a 
galvanic skin response traci.n;J obtained from fi.n;Jer electrodes, arrl a car­
diograph tracing OOtained fran a blood pressure cuff nonnally wrawed arourrl 
the left or right bicep. All of these tracirgs were electronically enhanced 
inasmuch as both of the aforementioned Ultrascri.be arrl Polyscri.be polygraph 
instrurrents are fully electronic. In this study all the thoracic patterns 
were on the uwer channel am all the abdaninal patterns were on the lower 
channel. 

The polygralil charts in this study were examined to detennine which of 
the two pne~Pl traci.n;Js, thoracic or alxlaninal, was the IOOSt prcxiuctive 
on the basis of the clarity arrl prrity of its traci.n;J, an:l adequacy of its 
amplitude. '!he key question was whether there was a significant difference 
in the P~r:h traci.n;Js for the persons tested. '!he possibilities were 
that the tracirgs might have been equal, or the un>er pneuIOCl or the lower 
pneurro shewed a lTK)re significant (:tlysiological respJnse. We have also aske::l 
the question whether there were any sex differenc:es in the pneulTP traci.n;Js. 
A further question was whether there were any differenc:es for the innoc:ent 
versus the gui! ty responses in the pneurro traci.n;J, with a further breakd~ 
by sex. 

All of the polygra!il charts in this study were also examined to deter­
mine which of the three parameters, PneUIOO, GSR, or cardia, was the IOClSt 
prcxiuctive traci.n;J on the basis of the stm\ of the verified scores attained 
in each tracing. 'lherefore the traci.n;J which accwnulated the highest score 
cxmsistent with grourrl tn.rth was d.eene:i the ITPSt prcxiuctive, follewed by the 
next highest score consistent with grourrl truth ani so forth. IT should be 
noted that the Quadri -Zone Conparison Technique employs a seven :p:>Sition 
scale (+3, +2, +1, 0, -1, -2, -3) with clearly defined rules for the assign­
ment of each score (Matte, 1978, 1980, 1989). '!he scores are obtained fram 
a cx::anparison between each cx:mtrol question an:l its neighboring relevant 
question; a negative score for the relevant greater than the cx:mtrol, posi­
tive for the control greater than the relevant, arrl zero if the arousals are 
about even, with the exception that when there is equal but st.rorl:] arousal 
in either the pneuma or cardia tracirg, a -1 score is assigned to this 
question pair. We also asked the question whether there were any differenc­
es in the JOOSt prcxiuctive tracl.nj for male/female arrl guilty/inncx::ent sub­
jects. 

Results 

ihe JOOSt prcxiuctive tracirg overall terrls to be the PneUIOO (43%), to 
the cardio (32%), am the GSR (24%) (,rable 2A) .. They were of equal !ilysio­
logical respJnses in only 2% of the cases. One might think they should be 
ramanly distributed equally or of equal response. l\ccording to the data, 
we reject the hypothesis that they are rarxlanly distributed equally (p ~ 
.0376) (Table 3,2A2) am we stron:Jly reject the hypothesis that they are of 
equal response, (p ~ .000001) (Table 3, 2M). lliis was also equally rejected 
for both male am female subjects. l\ccording to the Oil Square - Goodness 
of Fit test on the data, we also reject the concept that there is an equal 
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chance distrib.rtion of response in the three tracllq; for males, (p = 
.0048) (Table 3, 2A2). 'II1e data in:licates that there is a strorg response on 
the PneUmo ani cardio for males with a significantly lower response in the 
GSR. 'Ihe female distribution is rcore equal for the three traci.n;Js arrl we 
fail to reject the hypothesis that there are significant differences (p = 
.33) (Table 3,2A2). Since there was no significant difference in the re­
sponses for females, we could not define a daninant Iilysiolcqical tracirg 
for the females. 

When the nales were compared for the Innocent cases versus the Guilty 
cases, the :rrost prcx:luctive overall tracil'g for the rrmocent cases was quite 
predaminantl Y the pneurro (67% versus the Guilty cases which was the cardia 
(46%) follC>Ned closely by the PneUIro for the Guilty (37%). 'II1e GSR was 
lowest for both the Innocent (11%) am Guilty cases (15%) (Table 38). Clear­
ly the pneuno tracing was the more significant overall physiological tracirg 
for the Innocent male (67%) but drqlpin::! to only 37% for the guilty males. 
'!his shift was caused by the increased prcductivity of the cardia tracirg 
for the Guilty (46%) versus the Innocent (22%) (Table 2E) • 

When the females were compared for the Innocent versus the Guilty 
cases, the IOC>St prcrluctive overall tracin;J for the Innocent cases was pre­
dominantly the GSR (43%) follC>Ned by the PneUIro (38%) am the cardia (19%). 
The IOClSt productive overall tracirg for the Guilty cases was the PneUmo 
(44%) follC>Ned by the cardia (39%) am the GSR (17%). Clearly the GSR was 
the rcore significant physiological tracirg for the Innocent females (43%) 
versus the Guilty (17%) (Table 48). For the females the cardia shifted fran 
bein::! the least productive in the Innocent (18%) to the second IIKlSt produc­
tive in the Guilty (39%) (Table 2F). 

ihe nost prcrluctive overall tracirg for all of the Innocent cases is 
the PneUIro (47%) follC>Ned by the GSR (33%) am the cardia (19%) (Table 28). 

'!he IroSt prcducti ve overall tracirg for all of the Guilty cases is the 
cardia (44%) follC>Ned by the PneUIro (39%) am the GSR (16%) (Table 2C). 

'!he overall distribution is significantly different sh.c:Mi.n;J that the 
Pneuroo tracin::J is the significant racin::J, with Cardio a close secorrl ani GSR 
the least cannrmly daninant resp:mse. '!here is also a significant sex 
difference in the response with the males shC1.olin::J strorger Pneurno ani cardio 
cw:ves versus the females with a rrore likely balance anorg the physiolcgical 
tracirgs. 

For the pne.um:.:l tracirgs which produced particularly diverse results, 
the lower (abdominal) tracirg was rrost prcducti ve for 52% of the cases, the 
Upper (thoracic) 16%, ani they were the same in 33% of the cases. According 
to the Gcx:dness of Fit test (Table 3) usID;J the Chi Square, assumin::J there 
shalld be a random chance of either to predominate or they shalld be equal, 
we reject. the hypothesis that there are no significant difference (p = <.05 
level) (Table 3, lAl). '!here is a strorg in::lication that there is a daninant 
trace. overall (the lower pneuro), with the ~ being significant in the 
least rnmiber of cases. 
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'Ihere are ma.jor sex differences in the pnet.IIOC> trac.in;Jg (Table lA). 'Ihe 
Upper is rrore significant in 33% of the females, but not in the ma.les. '!he 
I..cMer is significant in 75% of the males, but in only 26% of the females. 
'!he ~ am. I..cMer are al::x::lut the sane for 41% of the females, but only 25% 
of the males. '!his difference was fourrl to be significant (p 
<.0000011) (Table 3,lA2). '!here is a ma.jor difference in the brea:thirg 
response of ma.les ani females. For the females 74% prcrluce an Upper breath­
irg response, or prcxiuce an equal ~ am. I..cMer response. Only 26% of the 
females shOW' a IeMer' dani.nance in breathi.rg resp::mse. For the ma.les 100% 
favor a I..cMer resp::mse or an equal Upper am. I..cMer breathirg resp::mse. In 
this study no males shCMed an upper dani.nance in brea1:hi.n:;J resp::mse. '!his 
sex difference was foun:l to be significant (p = <.0000015) (Table 3,lA2). 
This iIxlicates that ma.les shOW' a definite terrlency to shaN' stronger I..cMer 
breat.h.in:J responses. We fail to reject the hypothesis that there is a 
significant difference for females (p = <.339) (Table 3,lA2). '!his indicates 
that there is a stromer prOOability of an equal chance of Upper, !.aver, or 
Equal dominance in the pne1JIOC) tracirg for females. 

When the ma.les were c:ompare:l for the Innocent cases versus the Guilty 
cases, the rrost prcxiuctive pneUllK), the IeMer' was predominant for a greater 
percentage of Innooent cases (83%) (Table lB) c:ompare:l to Guilty cases 
(72%) (Table Ie). When the females were c:ompare:l for the Inncx::ent cases 
versus the Guilty cases, 75% of the Innocent cases shCMed an Upper breathirg 
response (40% of all the cases) or an equal Upper an:::] IcMer breathing re­
sponse (35% of the cases) (Table lB). However, for the Guilty female cases 
there was a shift away fram the Upper Pneuma tc:Mard the equalization of 
Upper an:l LcMer Pneu!oo (56%) (Table lC). 

'!he rrost prcxiucti ve pnel.UYO:Jraph tracirq for all of the Innocent cases 
is the Lower (Abdominal) (43%) versus equal productivity (Upper-LcMer) (29%) 
an:l Upper (fuoracic) (28%) (Table 10). The = productive pneurro tracing 
for all of the Guilty cases is the I..cMer (39%) versus equal prcx:luctivity 
(Upper-LcMer) (36%) an:l Upper (25%) (Table 10). 

Discussion 

In comparirg the results of our field research study with aforemen­
tioned previous research on the effectiveness of the Pneuroo, GSR ani cardia 
polygra{tl canponents, it becx:mes apparent that the ineffectiveness of the 
pnel.UYO:Jraph in same of these studies (Barlani 1986, 'Ihackray 1968, Oltro;v 
1972) was lOClSt likely due to the p:>Sitionirq of the sirqle pnet.II1XXp:a{tl 
cornp:ment on the least prcx:lucti ve breathirq area. '!he results of this study 
shc:M that whenever p:>Ssible a double pnel.UYO:Jraph that records thoracic ani 
abdominal breathing patterns should be used in all polygra,n examinations. 
If for any reason a polygraphist or research scientist is limited to one 
pneurrogra,n ccmponent, then that single pneurrogra,n ccmponent should be 
p:>Sitioned over the breast (thoracic area) of female subjects arrl over the 
starna.ch (al:daninal area) of male subjects. However, because there are 
exceptions to that rule, a trial chart should :be corrlucted with the 
pnel.UYO:Jra{tl cornp:ment placed first in the recx:mnen:lErl area, than in the 
opposite area for confinnation. 
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In our study all of the cases contained verified charts arrl the accura­
cy arrl utility of each polygraph tracirg was based on scores obtained from a 
7-:position scale with an increasirg threshold rather than a 3-:position scale 
with no threshold (Ryan). F\nther, the Q.,ladri-zone Cclnparison tecJmique, a 
sirgle-issue test which employs no secon::laIy relevant question was usOO in 
this study. We believe that the 7-position scale offers a mJre precise arrl 
refined evaluation of the degree of arousal than the 3-:position scale, an::l 
that the dan'q::eni.rg effect that secorrlary relevant questions may have on 
prilnary relevant am control questions may cause a failure of those affecte:i 
questions in prcxlucing to their optimum capacity, hence reducirg the accura­
cy of its evaluation. 'Ibis difference in tedmique arrl in scoring may also 
account for some of the results bein:J different fran those produced by other 
studies. 

We note that :rrock crine studies of the GSR is the IOC>St effective over­
all parameter (Raskin et al., 'Ihackray et al., OJtro;.; et al.), but in the 
field studies the Pneumograph is the nost effective overall parameter 
(Jayne, Slowik & Buckley I Matte & Reuss) and the GSR is often the least 
effective parameter (Jayne, Matte & Reuss). In Ryan's study the GSR was 
IOC>St effective in identifyin:J the Guilty, but respiration was the most 
effective in identifyirq the innocent. When Inconclusives are emitted fram 
Ryan's data, the respiration parameter was fourrl to be significantly lOClre 

useful than the GSR and cardia for both the truthful and deceptive subjects. 

Interestirqly, in our study the PnelJI'l'k) was the most productive parame­
ter (43%), fallCMed by cardia (32%), an:l GSR (24%). However, when males 
were compared for the Irmocent versus Guilty cases, the most productive 
tracirq for the Irmocent cases was predominantly the PnelJI'l'k) (67%) versus the 
Guilty cases where it was the cardia (46%) follCMed closely by the Pne1Jl1'K) 
(37%) • 'lhe GSR was lowest for bath the Innocent (11%) an:l Guilty (15%). 
'!his shift from the PneUl1'X) for the Irmocent to the cardia for the Gilll ty 
males is the results of increased productivity of the cardia tracirg for the 
Guilty (46%) versus the Irmocent (22%). When the females were compared for 
the Innocent versus Gilll ty cases I the producti vi ty of the GSR shifted fram 
being the m::>St productive tracing at 43%, then pne\..llOO at 38%, and cardia at 
18% for the IImc:x:ent to the least productive tracin;J, GSR at 17%, pnel..lJtK) at 
44%, and cardia at 39% for the Guilty. '!he cardia shifted fram bein;J the 
least productive tracing (18%) with the female Irmocent to the second most 
productive tracirg (39%) for the Guilty. 

We believe that the difference in psychodynamics between subjects in 
m:::x:k paradigms (laboratory studies) and field studies (real-life cases) 
explain the significant differences seen in the reJ?Orted research for these 
different types of studies. '!he key factors for the psychodynamic differ­
ences are felt to be the "Fear of Detection" by the Guilty and the "Fear of 
Error" by the Irmocent. 
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- TABlES -

TABlE 1 

Tl\BIB lA MPP-A !DST PRO=rvE ~-ovERALL 
Cctipares the pnemoograFh tJ:acinjs for the rnost. 
productive all'OI'g the cases on this study. 

UPPER 
-----------

o 
0% 

48 
75% 

SAME 

16 
25% 

64 
52% 

----
19 
33% 

15 
26% 

24 
41% 

58 
48% 

----------------------_. __ ._--------
19 
16% 

63 
52% 

40 
33% 

122 
100% 

Tl\BIB 1B MPP-B !DST PRO=rvE ~ - INNOCENI' CASES 

0:lnprres the pnemoograFfl tJ:acinjs for the rnost. productive 
alt"DI"<J the Innocent cases on this study. 

UPPER SAME wrAIS 
-----_._--------

0 15 3 18 
0% 83% 17% 31% 

------ ----- -----
16 10 14 40 
40% 25% 35% 69% 

----------
16 25 17 58 
28% 43% 29% 100% 
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Coi1pares the pneuIOOgraIX> tracrn,s for the JOC>St productive 
aroc>rg the Guilty cases on this study. 

UPPER 
----------------_._---

rorAIS 

GUILTY 

o 
0% 

3 
17% 

3 
5% 

33 
72% 

5 
28% 

38 
59% 

13 
28% 

10 
56% 

23 
36% 

46 
72% 

18 
28% 

64 
100% 

TABLE 10 MPP-D M:>ST PROEUCI'IVE FNEXJM:::GRAFH--GVERALL-2 

Coi1pares the pnel.Il'OCgra}:Xl tracings for the rrost 
productive all'OI¥J the cases separated by Irmocent or 
Guilty on this study. 

M 
F 

rorAL 

M 
F 

UPPER 

o 
16 

16 
28% 

o 
3 

3 
5% 

19 
16% 

15 
10 

25 
43% 

33 
5 

38 
59% 

63 
52% 

12 

SAME 

3 
14 

17 
29% 

13 
10 

23 
36% 

40 
33% 

rorAIS 

18 
40 

58 
48% 

46 
18 

64 
52% 

122 
100% 
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TABLE 1E MPP-E M:SI' PROIXJCI'IVE ~-MAI.ES CASES 

cntpares the pneuItPgTaIXl tracings for the IroSt productive 
a:rrw:>rq the male cases on this stu:1y. 

UPPER 

0 15 3 18 
0% 83% 17% 28% 

-------
0 33 14 46 
0% 72% 28% 72% 

------------ ----------
= 

INNOCENl' 

=I!I'Y 

0 48 16 64 
0% 75% 25% 100% 

~ 1F MPP-F = rnoOOCI'IVE ~-FEMAIE CASES 

cntpares the Pl1el.IlOClCjraIXl tracings for the IroSt productive 
arCICll'q the female cases on this study. 

~ 

UPPER l.CMER SAME = 
-------

16 10 14 40 
40% 25% 35% 69% 

3 5 10 18 
17% 28% 56% 31% 

---------------

19 15 24 58 
33% 26% 41% 100% 
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TABIll 2 MR:l KllT m:J[uCl'IVE O\IERAIL TRACE 

TABLE 2A MFO-A KllT m:J[uCl'IVE TRACE - O\IERAIL 
Ccitpare the physiological tracings for the IroSt: productive 
am:Jl>:J the cases on this study. 

KllT m:J[UCl'IVE TRACINGS 

CARDIO rnE!Ml GSR = = ------ -.---------

MAlES 25 29 9 1 64 
39% 45% 14% 2% 52% 
-------

FEMAllS 14 23 20 1 58 
24% 40% 34% 2% 48% 

-------------------- ---------

= 

MAlES 

FEMAllS 

39 52 29 2 122 
32% 43% 24% 2% 100% 

TABll!l 2B MFO-B M)ST IroI:lJCTIVE TRACE - mN<X:ENI' CASES 
Corrpares the tDysiolcqical tracirgs for the IroSt prcductive 
amorg the Innocent cases on this study. 

KllT m:J[UCl'IVE TRACINGS 

CARDIO 

4 12 2 0 18 
22% 67% 11% 0% 31% 

---------------

7 15 17 1 40 
18% 38% 43% 2% 69% 

---------------------- -----------------

=AlS 11 27 19 1 58 
19% 47% 33% 2% 100% 
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Tl\IILE 2C Mro-C M:ST m:JWCl'IVE nw:E - GUIIllY CASES 
CanpareS the p,ysiological trac:in:ls for the most productive 
arron:j the Guilty cases an this study. 

M:ST rnoillCl'IVE TRACINGS 

CARnIC FNElJM) GSR = ------------- -------
MAilS 21 17 7 1 

46% 37% 15% 2% 

FEW\lES 7 8 3 0 
39% 44% 17% 0% 

-----------------------------

28 
44% 

25 
39% 

10 
16% 

1 
2% 

46 
72% 

18 
28% 

64 
100% 

Tl\IILE 2D Mro--D M:ST rnoillCl'IVE WACE - CJVERALL-2 
Ccilp;U:'e the Ji'lysiolcgical tracirgs for the IlPSt productive 
arron:j the cases separated by Innocent an:! Guilty an this study. 

M:ST rnoillCl'IVE WACIIIGS 

CARnIC FNElJM) GSR = = --------------- --------

INNOCENT F 4 12 2 0 18 
M 7 15 17 1 40 

= 11 27 19 1 58 
19% 47% 33% 2% 48% 

---- -----------
GUIIllY F 21 17 7 1 46 

M 7 8 3 0 18 

= 28 25 10 1 64 
44% 39% 16% 2% 52% 

-------------- ------------

wrAIS 39 52 29 2 122 
32% 43% 24% 2% 100% 

15 

Polygraph 1992, 21(1)



Relative Effectiveness of Ihysiolcqical Data in Field PolygraIiI Examinations 

= 

INNOCENT 

GUIlIT'Y 

TABI.I! 2E - Mro-E KlST m:J[UCITVE ~ - MAilS CASES 
Crnpares the (ilysiolcqical tracirgs for the nn;;t productive 
aJOOrg the male cases on this study. 

KlST m:J[UCITVE TRACING 

CAROIO RIDJM:) G5R = = ----------------
4 12 2 0 18 
22% 67% 11% 0% 28% 

21 17 7 1 46 
46% 37% 15% 2% 72% 
---------- --------------------

25 29 9 1 64 
39% 45% 14% 2% 100% 

TABI.I! 2F Mro-F KlST m:J[UCITVE ~ - Fll1l\IE CASES 
Crnpares the (ilysiological tracirgs for the llkJSt productive 
anx::>rg the Female cases on this study. 

KlST m:JruCITVE TRACINGS 

CAROIO RIDM:l G5R = = 
7 15 17 1 40 
18% 38% 43% 2% 69% 

-------------

7 8 3 0 18 
39% 44% 17% 0% 31% 

--------------

14 23 20 1 58 
24% 40% 34% 2% 100% 

TI\BIE 3 GOF-2 GOOl:tlESS OF FIT - au S(UlIRE TFSl'S 

'Ib test whether there are any significant differences in the 
data for OVerall Most Productive Tracln:J ard Most Prcx:luctive 
Pneu!OClgraIil Trac:in;J for Males am Fel1ales Base:! on data for 
Table 1 A-F - KlST m:JrnCITVE ~ am Table 2 A-F 
KlST m:J[UCITVE OVERAIL 

16 

Polygraph 1992, 21(1)



James Allan Matte an:! Ronald M. Reuss 

1. AssuInirg ibey Should be the Sane: 
DF~O DF~1 M 36 F 19.9 
Chi-Sqt- 55.11 Chi-Sq (M&F) ~ 55.9 
P ~ .0000013 P + .0000011 

2. AssuInirg There Shruld Be ~ Ranlan Distribution 

Table 1A = - InlT POOWCI'IVE RilllID 
UPPER I.CMER SAME 

DF = 2 11.8 11.8 .024 
Chi-Sq ~ 23.63 
P ~ .0000073 

Table 1A MAllS - InlT POOWCI'IVE RilllID 
UPPER I.CMER SAME 

DF ~ 2 21. 34.7 1.19 
Chi-Sq ~ 56.9 
P ~ .0000015 

Table 1A FEMAlES - M:>ST Ff«)IlJCI'IVE mElM) 

UPPER I.CMER SAME 
OF = 2 0 .84 1.3 
Chi-Sq ~ 2.16 
P ~ .339 

1. AssuInirg they Shruld Be the Sane: 
DF~O DF~O OF ~ 0 
Chi-Sq ~ 28.98 Chi-Sq (rn) ~ 12.5 
P ~ . 00000023 P ~ .0000000238 

Chi-Sq (F) ~ 16.9 
P ~ .0000 ' 

2. AssuInirg '!here Should Be Equal Ran:lan Distribution 

Table lB = - InlT m:J!XJCI'IVE RilllID OVERALL - INNOCENr 
UPPER I.CMER SAME 

DF ~ 2 .47 1.89 .21 
Chi-Sq ~ 2.58 
P ~ .275 

Table lB - MAllS - InlT POOWCI'IVE RilllID - INNOCENr 
UPPER I.CMER SAME 

DF ~ 2 6. 13.5 1.5 
Chi-Sq ~ 21. 
P ~ .000027 

Table lB - FEMAliS - InlT POOJ:lJCI'IVE RilllID - INNOCENr 
UPPER I.CMER SAME 

DF ~ 2 .69 .69 7.6 
Chi-Sq - 1.46 
P ~ .48 
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1. Assunlin:J They Shoold Be the Same: 
DF~O DF~O DF ~ 0 
ali-Sq - 26.3 ali-Sq (M) ~ 23.6 ali-Sq (F) ~ 3.56 

P ~ .0000 P ~ .00000012 P ~ .00000035 

2. Assunlin:J There Shoold Be Equal Ranjan Distribution 

Tabla 10 = - M:Sr POOllCl'IVE rnEIJM:) OVERALL - GUIIITY 
UPPER Iao/ER SAME 

DF~2 2.3 .76 5.76 
ali-Sq ~ 8.86 
P ~ .0119 

Table 10 MAIES - M:Sr POOruCl'IVE rnEIJM:) - =UI'Y 
UPPER Iao/ER SAME 

DF~2 2.4 .27 4.27 
ali-Sq ~ 5.93 
P ~ .031 

Table 10 FEloIl\lES - M:Sr POOllCl'IVE rnEIJM:) - =UI'Y 
UPPER Iao/ER SAME 

OF = 2 .17 .67 1.5 
ali-Sq ~ 2.33 
P ~ .311 

--------_. --_. __ ._--------------
i2IBLE lD MMP-D M:Sr POOllCl'IVE rnEXJM:JGRAm - OVERALL 

1. Assunlin:J They Shoold Be the Same: 
DF ~ 0 
ali-Sq ~ 55.11 
P ~ .0000013 

2. Assunlin:J 'Ihere Should be Equal Rarrlan Distribution 

Table lD = - M:Sr POOr:ucrIVE rnEIJM:) OVERALL 
UPPER Iao/ER SAME 

DF ~ 2 11.8 11.8 .024 
ali-Sq ~ 23.63 
P ~ .0000073 

Table lD M:Sr POOllCl'IVE rnEIJM:) - INNOCENT 
UPPER Iao/ER SAME 

DF ~ 2 .47 1.89 .21 
Clli-Sq ~ 2.58 
P ~ .275 

Table lD M:Sr POOllCl'IVE rnEIJM:) - =UI'Y 
UPPER Iao/ER SAME 

DF ~ 2 2.3 .76 5.76 
ali-Sq ~ 8.86 
P ~ .0119 

18 
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TABIB 1E - MMP-E M:lST POOIXJCl'IVE ImIJM::GRAm - Ml\IE CASES 

1 AssUInirq '!bey Should Be the Sane: 
DF~O DF~O 

Chi-Sq ~ 36.0 Chi-Sq (1)~ 12.5 
P ~ -.000000715 P ~ .00000023 

DF ~ 0 
Chi-Sq (G) ~ 23.7 
P ;;;: .00000035 

2. AssUInirq There Should Be Equal Rarxlarn Distribution 

Table 1E =AIS - M:lST POOIXJCl'IVE R<EIJM:) OVERALL - MAllS 
UPPER IrnER SAME 

DF ~ 2 21.0 6.9 3.0 
Chi-Sq ~ 30.8 
P = .00000024 

Table 1E - M:lST POOIXJCl'IVE R<EIJM:) - INNOCENI' 
UPPER IrnER SAME 

DF ~ 2 6. 13.5 1.5 
Chi-Sq ~ 21.0 
P ~ .000027 

Table 1E - M:6T PROIXJCI'IVE FNEl.JM) - GUIUI"i 
UPPER IrnER 

DF=2 15.0 21.6 
Oli-Sq = 36.9 
P ~ .00000041 

--------.--

SAME 
27.0 

TABIB 1F MMP-F M:lST POOIXJCl'IVE ImIJM::GRAm - FEWJ.E CASES 

1. AssUInirq 'II1ey Should Be the Sane: 
DF~O DF~O 

Chi-Sq ~ 19.9 Chi-Sq (I) ~ 16.9 
P ~ - .0000 p ~ .0000 

DF ~ 0 
Chi-Sq (G) - 3.56 
P = .0000 

2. AssUInirq There Should be Equal Rarxlarn Distribution 

Table 1F =AIS - M:lST POOIXJCl'IVE R<EIJM:) OVERALL - FEWJ.ES 
UPPER IrnER SAME 

DF = 2 .0 .84 1.3 
Chi-Sq ~ 2.16 
P ~ .339 

Table 1F - M:lST POOIXJCl'IVE R<EIJM:) - INNOCENI' 
UPPER IrnER SAME 

DF ~ 2 .69 .69 .077 
Chi-Sq ~ 1.46 
P = .48 

Table 1F - MlST PROCUCI'IVE fNEUM) - GUIUI"i 
UPPER IrnER SAME 

DF = 2 1.5 .17 2.67 
Chi-Sq ~ 4.33 
P ~ .115 
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TABLE 2A MIO-A M:lST PROCUCI'IVE TRACE - OVERALL 

1. Assuming They Shoold Be the san-e - Equal. OIrerall 
DF~O DF~1 M62 F56 
Oli-Sq ~ 118 O:li-Sq 118 
p ~ .0000014 P ~ .0000009 

2. Assuming '!here Shoold Be Equal. RarrlCl1l oistriJ:xrt:ioo - OIrerall 

Table 2A 'IUI'ALS - M:lST PROruCI'IVE TRACE 
CAROIO FNE1JID 

DF ~ 2 .097 2.95 
Oli-Sq ~ 6.56 
P ~ .0376 

Table 2A MAliS - M:lST PROCUCI'IVE TRACE 
CAROIO FNE1JID 

OF ~ 2 .76 3.04 
Oli-Sq ~ 10.67 
P ~ .0048 

Table 2A FH:1AI.ES - KlST PROIXJCTIVE TRACE 
CAROIO FNE1JID 

OF~2 1.3 .84 
Oli-Sq ~ 2.21 
P ~ .33 

GSR 
3.51 

GSR 
6.85 

GSR 
.053 

TABLE 2B MIO-B M:lST PROCUCI'IVE TRACE - INNOCENT CASES 

1. Assuming i\1ey Shoold Be the san-e - Equal OIrerall 
OF~O OF~O OF~O 

Clli-Sq ~ 56 Oli-Sq (M) ~ 18 Clli-Sq (F) ~ 38 
P ~ -.0000011 P ~ -.00000024 P ~ -.00000072 

2. Assuming '!here Shoold Be Equal. RarrlCl1I OistriJ:xrt:ion - OIrerall 

Table 2B 'IUI'ALS - M:lST PROruCI'IVE TRACE 
CAROIO FNE1JID GSR 

OF ~ 2 3.36 3.36 0.0 
Oli-Sq ~ 6.74 
P = .034 

Table 2B MAI.E'S - MlST PRO[lJerIVE TRACE 
CAROIO FNE1JID GSR 

OF ~ 2 .67 6.0 2.67 
Oli-Sq ~ 9.33 
P ~ .0094 

Table 2B F'EM\I.ES - M:lST PROIXTCTIVE TRACE 
CAROIO FNE1JID GSR 

OF ~ 2 2.76 .31 1.2 
Oli-Sq ~ 4.31 
P ~ .116 

20 
Polygraph 1992, 21(1)



Janes Allan Matte ard Ronald M. Reuss 

TABLE 2C - Mro-C = H<O!XJCITVE TRACE - == CASES 

1. Assuming They Should Be the Same - Equal OVerall 
DF~O DF~O DF~O 

Chi -Sq ~ 62 Chi-Sq (M) ~ 44 Chi -Sq (F) ~ 18 
P 0= .00000017 P = -.00000011 P = -.00000024 

2. AssUrnin:J '!here Should Be Equal Rarx1an Distribution - OVerall 

Table 2C = -= morlJCITVE TRACE 
CARDIO mElJM) GSR 

DF=2 2.3 .76 5.76 
Chi-Sq ~ 8.86 
P ~ .0119 

Table 2C MAlES - MJST PRO[lJCI'IVE TRACE 
Cl\Rll1O mElJM) GSR 

DF ~ 2 2.4 .27 4.27 
Chi-Sq ~ 6.93 
P ~ .031 

Table 2C FEMAlES - HlST PROWerrvE TRACE 
Cl\Rll1O mElJM) GSR 

DF = 2 .17 .67 1.5 
Chi-Sq ~ 2.33 
P = .311 

TABLE 20 M!O-D = morlJCITVE TRACE - OVERALL -2 

1. AssUrnin:J They Shoold Be the Same - Equal OVerall 
DF ~ 0 
Chi-Sq - 118 
P ~ .0000014 

2. AssUrnin:J '!here Shoold Be Equal Rardom Distribution - OVerall 

Table 2D TOI'AI.S - JoDST PRO[l]CI'IVE TRACE 
Cl\Rll1O mElJM) GSR 

DF ~ 2 .097 2.95 3.51 
Chi-Sq ~ 6.56 
P ~ .0376 

Table 20 INN<JCENr - = PROrlJCITVE TRACE 
Cl\Rll1O mElJM) GSR 

DF ~ 2 3.36 3.36 0.0 
Chi-Sq ~ 6.74 
P ~ .034 

Table 20 == -= morlJCITVE TRACE 
Cl\Rll1O mElJM) GSR 

OF ~ 2 2.3 .76 5.76 
Chi-Sq ~ 8.86 
P ~ .0119 
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TABIE 2E MFC>-E HlST PR()[lJCI'IVE 'mACE - MAlES CASES 

1. A.ssUiIlirx} They Shoold Be the Srore - Equal OVerall 
OF=O OF=O DF=O 
Chi-Sq ~ 62 Chi-Sq (1) ~ 18 Chi-Sq (G) ~ 44 
P ~ .00000018 P ~ .00000024 P ~ .00000012 

2 • A.ssUiIlirx} There Should Be Equal Rarrlan Distribution - OVerall 

Table 2E 'I'C1I'AlS - M:lST FROOOCrIVE TRACE 
CAROm ~ GSR 

DF ~ 2 .76 3.04 6.85 
Chi-Sq ~ 10.7 
P ~ .0048 

Table 2E INNOCENI' - MJST PRJOOCI'IVE TRACE 
CARDIO mEl.M) GSR 

OF = 2 .67 6.0 2.67 
Chi-Sq ~ 9.33 
P ~ .0094 

Table 2E GUIUI'Y - M:Sr PROllCITVE TRACE 
CAROm ~ GSR 

OF = 2 2.4 .27 4.2 
Chi-Sq ~ 6.93 
P ~ .031 

i2\BLE 2F MRJ-F M:Sr PROllCITVE TRACE - FEMAIE CASES 

1. A.ssUiIlirx} They Shoold Be the Srore - Female cases 
DF ~ 0 DF ~ 0 DF ~ 0 
Chi -Sq ~ 56 Chi -Sq (1) ~ 38 Chi-SQ (G) ~ 18 
P = -.0000011 P = .00000071 P = .00000024 

2. A.ssUiIlirx} 'There Should Be EqUal Rarrlan Distribution - Overall 

Table 2F 'IOI'AI.S - M:lST FROOOCI'IVE '!RACE 
CAROm ~ GSR 

DF ~ 2 1.3 .84 5.26 
Chi-Sq ~ 2.21 
P = .331 

Table 2F INNOCENT - M:Sr PROllCITVE TRACE 
CAROm ~ GSR 

DF ~ 2 2.77 .30 1.23 
Chi-Sq ~ 4.31 
P ~ .116 

Table 2F GUII..lI'Y - M:lST FROOOCrIVE '!RACE 
CAROm ~ GSR 

DF ~ 2 .17 .67 1.5 
Chi-Sq ~ 2.33 
P ~ .311 
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SElF-REroRl'ED IDRK-PIACE 'nlEFT, USE OF IILICIT mJGS 

AND 'IHE PE:IlSCWlli ClIARACI'ERISTICS OF JOB APPLICANIS 

By 

Frank Hozvath 

Abstract 

'!he p.rrpose of this study was to explore the relation­
ship arrong work-place theft, drug usage, ani certain personal 
characteristics of those who ergage in suc.h theft. [Bta 
were collected fran a consecutive sample of 599 joo awlicants 
wo made self-reJX)rts of involvement in theft fran previous 
errployers am the use of illicit drugs both on am off the 
job. Fifty-four percent of the sanple admitted work-place 
theft, 35% minor theft, ani 18% major theft. Involvement in 
theft was significantly (P < .05) related to the age am. gen­
der of the respondent; in general, younger «24) persons ..ere 
likely to be involved in minor theft than were older persons, 
ani males were fOC)re likely than ferrales to admit major theft 
activity. More frequent arrl more serious use of illicit chugs 
was related to increasing involvement in work-place theft. 
1he effect of gender was pronounced; in general, the finiin:js 
pertained to males rut not to females. 

Introduction 

'!he problem of "crime against b..1siness" is extremely costly, ~ only 
to American businesses, but to the consurrw:rr as well. A little over a decade 
ago, the American Management Association (AMA., 1977) repJrted that the 
problem cost between 30 an:) 40 billion dollars a year, excluding i..rrlirect 
oosts such as insurance, preventive measures, arrl so forth. As nruch as 30% 
of the cost of scrne categories of rnerchan::iise has been attril:JUted to crines 
against business, ani losses due to those crimes increase by at least 10% 
each year. 'l11ese statistics, of course, would likely be exmsiderably great­
er today. 

Dr. Frank Hotvath is President of the American Polygraph Asscx::iation 
am a prior contriJ::utor to this journal. 'Ihis article is reprinted with the 
ki.n:l pennission of Butterwc:lrth-Heinemann am the author. '!he article was 
previoosly :published in Security JCJUn1al, 1(4) 226-234. For reprints write 
to Professor Frank Horvath, 512 Baker Hall, School of criminal Justice, 
Michigan state University, Fast ransl.rq, MI 48824. 
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Work-Place Theft arrl Personal Olaracteristics 

'lhe largest proportion of "crimes against business" can be attributed 
to theft by employees. Of the 9.2 billion dollars est:iJnated as lost to 
crime in the service irrlustries alone, the u.s. Chamber of Ccmrerc.e (1974) 
reported that errployee theft (used syrxmyrccusly with work-place theft) is a 
primary cause. Moreover, it is coorronly ao::epted that IOOre than 30% of all 
business failures arurually are a result of stealim by employees and that 
the business CCII1IIIUlI1ity loses as III.lCh as 10 billion dollars per year to that 
theft (AMA, 1977). When ccopared with the aJI'allIt lost to other types of 
crimes ccmnitted against business, burglary arrl van:ialism at $2.5 billion, 
shoplifti.rg ani insurance fram at $2 billion, arson at $1. 3 billion, ani 
check fram at $1 billion, it is obvious that theft by errployees, for ec0-

nomic reasons alone, is a crime of cxmsiderable i.nport. 

Aside fram the ecx::>ncitli.c diIle1sion of work-place theft, there have been 
m.nnerous statistics offered alx:ut the proportion of the work force involved 
in sud1 crime. 'Ihese estimates, generally by experienced professiona.ls in 
the private security 1.rrlustry, are sanetimes as IClYl as 9% (U.S. News and 
World Remrt, 1977) arrl, at others, higher than 70% (Sclunidt, 1975; Zeitlin, 
1971) . Based. on the best available empirical data, the figures waild seem 
to ran:;Je between 20% arrl 37%, averagi.rg perhaps 28% (Hollinger, 1979), 
although there is SCllTe evidence that it varies cxmsiderably between differ­
ent sectors of the business CCII1IIIUlI1ity (Clark and Hollimer, 1981). 

Although al.nost all sources agree that it costs is great arrl the pro­
pJrtion of the work force en:Jaged in it substantial, we knc:M surprisi.rgly 
little about work-place theft. '!here are several reasons for this. First, 
many, perhaps nost, instances of employee theft are never det.ecta::l; sum 
losses bec:are trerely part. of the annual "shrinkage" arrl operating cost of 
:business. Moreover, even when detected, employee theft incidents are un­
likely to be harrlled in a way o:Jl'rlucive to research, many :business persons 
believirg that even to acknc1.olledge openly such ClCCUl:Tel1CeS is detrimental to 
their public image. 

Secorrl, given the relu~ of business persons to call attention to 
instances of employee theft, those involved in the formal criminal justice 
system, pJlice ani prosecutorial officials part.icularly, seldom initiate any 
efforts to deal with the prOOlem. In that employee theft may be considered 
trerely a private loss arrl a relatively inc:onsequential matter, public offi­
cials, for a variety of reasons, devote attention to "street crimes. II 
Efforts to deal with that are clearly overw'hel.min::J; there are sparse re­
sources available to deal with additional arrl less visible problems. 

Finally, scx:ial scientists, criminologists in part.icular, do not appear 
to be any JOOre than reJOOtely interested in employee theft. Even though such 
theft may, by SCil1e definitions of that tenn, be cxmsidered a part. of "white 
collar crime" (Clamber of Cornrrerce, 1974; Clarke, 1978; Robin, 1974), a 
~ recei vi.rg SCllTe attention by criminologists, empirical studies of 
employee theft are very sparse. lhus, the difficulty of investigatim 
employee theft, the lack of publicly available data sources aboot the nature 
arrl extent of the problem, an::i the focus of public attention on "street 
crime" all have contributed to the general neglect of research. 
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'Ihe research that does exist is not well integraterl am deals primarily 
with the perceptions of errployee theft held by varioos work groups (cressey, 
1953: Dalton, 1959: Ditton, 1977: Mars, 1973, 1974; Zeitlin, 1971) and with 
how best to explain that ~ (Bologna, 1980; Cressey, 1953, 1980; 
Horn~, 1970). Questions such as "What is the relationship between struc­
tural =ntrol mechanisms an:! the prevalence of errployee theft?; What is the 
extent of enployee theft within varioos irrlustries?; What is the relation­
ship between theft fran errployers an:! the personal characteristics of errploy­
ees?; arrl others of a similar nature have received only limited attention, 
primarily in the recent, grourd-breaking research by Clark an:! Holl~er 
(1981). 

In the Clark arrl Hollirqer (1981) study, 35 organizations, representirq 
three business sectors-retail, manufacturirq, an:! service-in three netro­
politan areas (Minneapolis-st. Paul, Clevelan:l, an:1 Dallas-Ft. Worth) were 
enlisted. A ran::ian sarrple of the present employees of those organizations 
was queried by anonyrocus self-administered questionnaire. '!he employees 
were asked to respord to a number of iterrs regard~ their personal charac­
teristics, perceptions of various aspects of their work place, an:l their 
acbJal involvement in theft arrl other activities. 

The results reported by Clark an:! Holl~er (1980, 1981) shCMed that 
theft by employees varied between 2% and 37% of the 'WOrk force, with the 
exception of ''misuse of the discount privilege, II reported by m:>re tl1an 
one-half of the sample in the retail sector. Errployees invol vecl in theft 
were typically those with the greatest qp:>rtunity; they were also yClUl"ger, 
lUllYl<lrTiecl, arx1 less satisfied with some aspects of their employrrerrt arx1 had 
a greater degree of contact with co-workers outside of the work place than 
those who reported no theft. fure inp::>rtant, hcMever, Clark arx1 Hollirqer 
fourrl that there was a close relationship between work-place theft arx1 other 
counter-productive behavior; in other words, work-place theft is only one 
mmifestation of deviance includirq deliberately sloppy work, excessive 
misuse of leave ti.ne, arx1 use of aloohol arx1 drugs. 

'!he results reported by Clark an:! Holl~er are extremely btportant an:! 
provide the best arx1 rrost direct ernpirical evidence about employee theft arx1 
the persons who erqage in it (AMA, 1977; Olamber of Ccinmerce, 1974; 
I.einin:.Jer, 1975; U.S. IJepart:Irent of Corrmerce, 1977). Yet, those fi..rrlirgs 
are limited by methcdological concerns, includi.rg the follCMirq: First, 
there was a relatively IaN' ~ rate in that study of 51%: it might be 
assumed that that fact am the use of a self-administered questionnaire 
would t.errl substantially to urrlerestbnate the actual voll.llTlE! of ernployee 
theft. Persons who fail to respord in such. surveys nay be those rrost heavi­
ly involved in theft: those who do respon:l nay seriously urrler report. their 
involvement. Secorrl, the personal characteristics of those who report. theft 
in such. circumstances nay be quite different from those who do not. Persons 
heavily ergaged in theft nay be the rrost se::retive, devious, am suspicious 
arxl thus the rrost reluctant to report. their behavior even if anonymity is 
guaranteed. since all data in that study were derived fran current errploy­
ees, the respon:lents had reason to be suspicious about report.i.rq their 
acb.Ial involvement in theft. 'Ibird, the organizations in that research 
t.errled to be relatively large an:i thus perhaps rrore stable an:i rrore likely 
to attract employees who differ substantially fran those employed in or 
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seekin';J errployrnent in smaller, higher-turnover organizations in which theft 
might be :rrcre prevalent. Finally, the data on sate behaviors, such as 
reported alcd10l ani drug usage, were awarently too infrequently reported 
to pennit reliable statistical analysis. 

For these reasons, there is a need for a&titional research on work­
place theft arrl, in particular, on the relationship between theft arrl other 
behaviors, espe:ially the use of illicit dnlgs, which, aa::ordirg to a recent 
report (Baker arrl Westin, 1987), concerns m::st organizations at least as 
much as theft. nils stWy was designed to address sate of these issues; 
here self-report data obtained :not fran written questionnaires, as done by 
Clark arrl Hollin::Jer (1981), b.It fran personal i.nterviews with awlicants 
seekin';J errployrnent in a variety of hlsiness organizations W'ere analyzed. 
Because these interviews were highly structured am without ties to CUJ:Tel1t 
errployrnent, they represent a source of infotlMtion about 'WOrk-place theft 
COl1l?lerentary to that collected by Clark ani Hollinger (1981) ani others 
(Baker arrl westin, 1987; Franklin, 1975; Hollinger, 1979; Jaspan and Nagel, 
1978; Schmidt, 1975). 

'Ille data here were used to explore several issues raised by the Clark 
arrl Hollin::Jer (1981) research arrl by the observation of practitioners in 
the private security arrl loss prevention field (Iei.n.in;Ter, 1975); these 
included: What proportion of employees ackrlcMle::lge involverrent in 'WOrk­
place theft? What is the relationship between theft arrl the personal char­
acteristics of those who ergage in it?, arrl What is the relationship between 
work-place theft arrl involvem=nt with illicit chugs? 

All data for this research were collected by systematic revie\+l of 
infotlMtion available in the dossiers of all 656 persons who voll.mteered for 
preemployment polVQraJ:il examinations at a leading polygral'h testing ani 
trainim facilityf -ctui-im 1 calen:lar year. D.rrim the review it was fourrl 
that in 57 instances necessary infotlMtion was incorrplete or unavailable; 
therefore, these cases were discarded. '!bus, the sample consista::i of the 
599 persons for whan canplete infotlMtion was available. 

All persons in the sanple had volunteered to undergo a preemployment 
polygral,il examination upon referral by an employer interested in hirim earn 
person for a particular position. Because that prc:cess is cc:rnm::lI11.y misun­
derstcx:xi arrl may vary from location to location, the essential points alx:lut 
the processi.rq that was used here are described briefly in the followl..rg 
paragra!'hs. 

Upon application for an available position, an enployer referred each 
of the 599 applicants to an awointment with the polygral'h consulting CCIII"pa­
ny. At the tllne of that arPJinbnent I each awlicant was given a 
preemployment polygra!'h examination by a trained, experienced, ani licensa:l 
(MI) examiner in accordance with a stan:1ardized procedure. Each examination 
consisted essentially of three stages: the pretest i.nterview; polygraph 
testing; ani the post test interview. 1he pretest interview ran:Jed between 
30 ani 60 minutes during which the polygral'h examiner collected certain 
dem:Jgral'hic ani ether data of interest fran the applicant. In the 
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in'taview, the examiner ani the applicant also diSOlSSed. all of the relevant 
issues to be asked durirg the subseqUent polygraph testirg. 1he prilnary 
question areas (to be asked aOOlt durirg polygraph testirg) ..ere the 
follOW'irq: theft of m:mey ani merc.han:tise fran previous employers, history 
of past criminal activities incl1.ldi.n;J both oonvictions ani crimes that went 
l..1J"detected, receivirg ani sellirq stolen merdlarrlise, history of drug use, 
ani falsification of the job application. 

D.lrirg the pretest interview, the applicant was permitted am indeed 
enc::a.rraged to clarify arrt irwol vement in the areas of .i.rxJ.uiry in order that 
IX'lygraP'i testirg would verify the aw1icant's answers to test questions. 
In other words, an applicant who ack:ncYledged havirg used marijuana on two 
occasions might have been asked durirg polygraph testirg, ''Have you used 
marijuana on JOC)re than two cxx:asions?1I Hence, in this way, the polygraP1 
testirg was used prinaril y to verify the self-rep::>rts, if any, made prior to 
the testirg rather than to discover =revealed infonnation (Horvath, 1985). 

FollOW'l..rg the pretest interview, the polygratil testirg was carried out. 
D.lrirg this stage, the applicant was asked the previously reviewed questions 
worded, of cx:::JUrSe, in a rnarmer that permitted the examiner to ''verifyll 
whatever infonnation the applicant had revealed. 

Once all testirg was CCilp1eted, the examiner :inspected the polygraphic 
data an:l detemined if further i.nterviewirg or testirg was necessary. If 
so, aalitianal self-report infonnation may have been offered by the appli­
cant. 'Ibis information was recorded by the examiner and, taken together 
with all other pertinent information developed at earlier stages of the 
process, forwarded to the enployer. 'Ihe employer used the information to 
decide whether the applicant was or was not a suitable can:lidate for the 
available position. 

In the present research, all self-report. infonna.tion derived fran the 
599 awlicants was analyze:l irrespective of the stage of testi.n:J, i.e., the 
pretest or post test, in whidl they ..ere =llected. 1bere are several points 
to be eq:Oasize:l a1::x:ut those data. First, in all cases, the infonnation 
recorde:i by the examiner on "interview" sheets was used regardless of the 
examiner's dec::=ision regardi.ng t.nrthfulness. '!hus, there was no confinnation 
of the validity of the self-report. data. In this way, of ca.rrse, the con­
troITersy surraunc!irg the =cy of polygraph testirg itself was avoided 
(Horvath, 1985, 1987; Horvath ani Rlannenstill, 1987). since the lack of 
i.rxlepen:ient confinration is inherent in alJoost all self-report. research, 
that problem is not a unique one. Seconi, all self-report data generated by 
the examiners were analyzed regardless of the employrrent dec::=ision, "hired" 
or ''not hired, 11 made by the employer. Hence, the data develcp:rl arrl record­
ed by the examiners duri.n:J their interviews with the applicants were treated 
merely as interviewer-assisted, self-report. info:rmation about work-place 
theft arrl other related Jbenanenon without regard for their utility for 
enployment decision makirg. Finally, it is to be pointed out here that it 
is cc.rrm:mly ac:krlcMledged in the literature, both favorable ani unfavorable 
to polygraph testirg, am indeed there are scare enpirical data to support 
the position (Clark ani Tifft, 1966; Horvath, 1985; Jones ani sigall, 1971; 
Quigley-Fernan:lez ani Tedeschi, 1978), that there is a surprisi..n;J am quite 
camon tenlency for people to be JOC>re tnIthful am forthright durirg these 
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polygraph sessions than in other silnilar inteI.view situations; this ten:lency 
for c:x:rrpilation of "honest" self-report information, perllaps lOOre than any 
other factor, accomtts for the widespread use of the polygraJil in enploynent 
screenirg in the past decade or so (Horva:th, 1985). 

'!he dossiers of the 599 applicants were :reviewed, ani :fran each, 
infonnation was extracted regardi.rg marital status, age, history of chug 
usage, type of joo beirg applie::l for, ani involvement in theft fran previous 
enployment situations. '!hese variables were operationalize::l as follows: 
Marital status was dichotanize::l as ''Marrie::l'' or "Sirgle"; age was dichoto­
mized as "Ya.m;Jer" (24 years or less) ani "Older" (25 years or older). Type 
of chug use was recorde::i as "None" (no admission of any drug usage), "Mari­
juana only" (admitted use only of marijuana), ani "Hard drugs" (admitted use 
of any drug, exceptlig alcohol, ather than marijuana). The frequency of 
marijuana use was also separately analyze::l arrl operationalized as "None" (no 
admitted use of marijuana), "Occasional II (admitted use of marijuana less 
than five times per toonth), arrl "Frequent" (admitted use of marijuana IrOre 
than fives tines per IrOrrth). In addition to these two variables, data were 
also separately tabulated for admissions regardi.rg the use of illicit drugs 
on the joo. 

s.iIx:e there were numerous errployment positions for which the applicants 
were applyirg, these were categorized as 'lJo1anageIOOl1t" (mana.gement sales arrl 
trainees); "Technical" (exterminators am pharmacists); arrl "Blue cnllar" 
(truck drivers, st.ockl:x>ys, retail cashiers, anoored car drivers, security 
guards, service drivers, lOOney counters, civilian police dispatchers, arrl 
clerical workers). 

Fina.lly, information regarding" errployment theft was operationa.lized by 
canbi.nirg the actual dollar anount of m::mey arrl merchan:iise than an appli­
cant a~ledge havirg stolen from previous errployers. '!his variable, 
"Errployment theft," was categorized as "None" (no admission of errployment 
theft of either money or merchan:iise); "Minor" (admission of $50.00 or less 
in either m::mey or :mercharrlise or less than a total of $50.00 m::mey ani 
merd1an::lise toc:Jether); arrl, ''Major'' (admission of IrOre than a total of 
$50.00 of either IrOney or mercharrlise or both from previous errg::>loyers). 

Unless otherwise specified, data analyses were perfonned. usirg X2 tests 
to check for statistical significance; the strerqth of the relationship 
between variables was estilrated with the Ganuna (G) statistic for ordinal 
variables ani the contingency coefficient (e) in other cases. In all in­
stances, the .05 level was used as the criterion for statistical signifi­
cance. 

Results 

Table 1 displays descriptive data pertairUng to the saIrple of 599 
applicants. As sl"lam, JOOSt of these persons were male (63%) ani un.:narried. 
(61%); 62% made application for "blue cnllar" positions, 25% for "tec:hnical" 
jobs, arrl 13% for "mana.gement" positions. '!be age of these persons rarv;Jed. 
between 16 arrl 65 years with a mean of 26 (SD = 8.9): years of education 
rarv;Jed fran a low of 8 to a high of 18 with a mean of 13 (SD = 1.9). 
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TABlE 1. SEI.ECI'ED rnARACI'ERISTICS OF SAMPlE 

Item F % 

Gerner 
Mlie 376 63 
Female 223 37 

Marital status 
Married 234 39 
Sirgle 365 61 

Position sought 
Management 78 13 
Tectmical 151 25 
Blue collar 370 62 

Age (years) 
Range 16-65 
Mean 26 
Median 23 
Standard deviation 8.9 

Education (years) 
Range 8-18 
Mean 13 
Median 12 
starrlard deviation 1-9 

']be prcp::l1:tion of the semple admitti..D;J sane involvement in work-place 
theft was 54% (321/599): 36% (214/559) aci<rlcMledged ''minor'' theft and 18% 
(107/559) ''major'' theft. Table 2 shaNs data pertinent to the statistically 
significant relationship [X2 (2) = 7.56, P = .02) between those admissions 
and age groupings: this relationship, though very weak (G ~ .04), showed a 
terxlency for younger persons to admit to miIx>r theft, whereas older persons 
"""" rrore likely to aci<rlcMledge IMjor theft. COrrespordirq results for 
gerxler are shc7wn in Table 3. It can be seen that males generally """" rrore 
frequently involved in major work-place theft than were females [X2 (2) ~ 
13.8, P = .02, C = .15]. 

Table 2 . Involvement in Work-place 'lbeft for Both 
YClUl¥:Jer and Older Joo lIpplioants 

Younger 
(" 24) 

Work-place theft N (%) 

None 
Minor 
Major 

157 (46) 
136 (39) 

51 (15) 

a x2 _ 7.6, df 2, P .02; G .04. 
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AGE 
Older 
(> 25) 
N 

121 
78 
56 

(%) 

(47)a 
(31) 
(22) 
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Neither the type of position sought nor marital status produced statis­
tically significant relationships with work-place theft; these variables, 
therefore, are not dealt with here. 

Table 3 • Involvement in Work-place '!heft 
for Males arrl Females 

Gerder 
Males 

Work-place theft N (%) N 

None 166 (44) 112 
Minor 126 (34) 88 
Major 84 (22) 23 

a x2 _ 13.8, df - 2, P- .00; C- .15. 

Fenales 
(%) 

(50%)a 
(39) 
(10) 

Tables 4-6 display data pertai.ni.rq to the relationship between work­
place theft arrl, in order, type of illicit dnlg use, frequency of use of 
marijuana, arrl use of drugs on the joo. As can be seen in those tables, 
each of these bivariate relationships was statistically significant, of 
m:rlerate stren;Jt.h, with Ganuna values of .31 in both Tables 4 arrl 5 ani C = 

.17 in Table 6 arxl showed that as the use of illicit drugs increasa::l the 
involvement in work-place theft was corresporrli.n;Jly greater. In other 
words, those who did not use illicit drugs were less likely to be involve:l 
in work-place theft than were drug" users, those who used only marijuana were 
less likely to steal than were hard dnlg users, arxl those who used marijuana. 
only occasionally t.errl.Erl to be less involved with theft than those who used 
it frequently. 'Ihe use of drugs on the jeb was significantly associated 
with increasi.n;Jly IOOre serious work-place theft. 

Table 4. Involvement in Work-place 'lheft for Eadl 
category of Type of Illicit Drug Usage 

TYpe of drug usage 
Only Han! 

None marijuana drugs 
Work-place theft N (%) N (%) N (%) 

None 154 
Minor 76 
Major 37 

a x2 _ 36.2, df 2, P - .00; G-

(58) 87 
(28) 94 
(14) 34 

.31. 

(40) 
(44) 
(16) 

37 
44 
36 

(32)a 
(38) 
(30) 

1he literature suggests thet males are disproportionately involved in 
"",rk-place theft (Clark an:! Hollinger, 1981) an:! in =line generally (U.S. 
Department of Justice, 1988). It was decided, therefore, to intrcxiuce 
gen:ler as a control variable in order to elaborate sate of the firrlin::Js. 
Because the interest here was in only those who involve:l in work-place 
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theft, these analyses were perfonned without the grwp not involved in 
stealin:j. 

Table 5 • Involvement in Work-place 'lheft for 
categories of Marijuana Usage 

Use of marijuana 
Neme Occasiooal Frecruent 

Work-place theft N (%) N (%) Nm-

Neme 
Minor 
Major 

x2 37.3, df 2, P .00; G 

158 (57) 
77 (28) 
40 (15) 

.31. 

32 
36 

5 

(44) 
(49) 
(7) 

88 
101 

62 

Table 6. Invol vernent in Work-place '!heft an:i in Use 
of Illicit Drugs an the Job 

Use drucrs on jeb 
Yes No 

Work-place theft N (%) N 

None 266 (48) 12 
Minor 196 (36) 18 
Major 88 (16) 19 

x2 - 18.6, df - 2, P - .00; C - .17. 

(35) 
(40) 
(25) 

(%) 

(24) 
(37) 
(39) 

In Table 7, data are sha.om regardirg the relationship between age arrl 
work-place theft when gen:ler was controlle::l. As can be seen, YCJUl"'qer persons 
were involved in minor work-place theft, whereas older persons ten::led to be 
involved in major theft: this was tnle, hcr.vever, only for males [X2 (1) = 
4.2, P = .04; con:litional G = .30]. 'Ihus, there was an interaction between 
gen:ler arrl degree of invol venent in work-place theft. A similar interaction 
effect was observed when gerrler was introduced as a control variable in the 
relationship between work-place theft arrl the use of marijuana., as shCM'l in 
Table 8 [for males, x 2 (1) = 5.5, P = .02, con::litional G = .61]; for fe­
males, x2 (1) = 1. 7, ns], arrl in the relationship between work-place theft 
arrl the use of dnlgs on the job [for males, x2 (1) = .8, P = .03; corrlition­
al G = .45; for females, x2 (l) = 0.0, ns], as displayed in Table 9. (Usi.rg 
gerrler as a control variable in the relationship between theft arrl type of 
drug use did not prcduce any significant finclirgs; for that reason, those 
fin::ti.n;Js are l'lCM shc1.vn.) 'lhus, as inspection of Tables 7-9 s11c:M, the rela­
tionship between \YOrk-place theft arrl drug usage, whether on the jab or 
otherwise, is primarily restricted to males arrl, within that group, the 
seriousness of work-place theft seems to increase with age. 
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Table 7. Invol vernent in Work-place 'Iheft for the '&10 
l><je Groupin3s for Males an:! Females 

YC!ll!!ler Older 
Work-place theft N (%) N 

Minor" 
Major 

Minor!> 
Major 

72 
35 

64 
16 

Males 

Females 

(67) 
(33) 

(80) 
(20) 

54 
49 

24 
7 

a Corrected x2 4.23, df 1, P .04; con::litional G .30. 
b Corrected x2 = .00, df = 1, N.S. 

Table 8. Invol vernent in Work-place 'Iheft am 
Frequency of Marijuana Use for Males am Females 

Use of marijuana 
Oc:casional Frequent 

Work-place theft N (%) N 

Males 

Minor" 21 (84) 63 
Major 4 (16) 49 

Females 

Minor!> 15 (94) 38 
Major 1 (6) 13 

a Corrected x2 5.5, df 1, P .02; =n::Iitional G .61-
b Corrected x 2 = 1.7; df = 1, N.S. 
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(%) 

(52) 
(48) 

(77) 
(23) 

(%) 

(56) 
(44) 

(75) 
(25) 
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Table 9. rnvolvement in Work-place 11left arxI DrUgs 
on the Joo for Males an:i Females 

Use of drugs on job 
Yes No 

WOrk-place theft N (%) N 

MinoJ:<l 
Major 

Minor!:> 
Major 

115 
67 

81 
21 

Males 

Females 

(63) 
(37) 

(79) 
(21) 

11 
17 

7 
2 

a Corrected x2 - 4.8, df - 1, P - .03; con::1.itional G - .45. 
b Cbrrecta::l x2 = O.O~ df = 1, N.S. 

Discussion 

(%) 

(39) 
(61) 

(78) 
(22) 

'!he firrlin:;J here with respect to the proportion of the W'Ork force 
involve:l in work-place theft, at 54%, is oonsistent with the reports of 
security professionals rut saoowhat higher than that fourd in other system­
atic surveys. For example, Tatham (1974) reported a figure of 50%, Schmidt 
(1975) fourd that 62% of the 1400 errployees in a particular organization 
admitted theft; that increased to 72% in foll",,-up questioning aClCCl1l"'I1ied 
by polygr<l!i1 testirq. Several other reports by security professionals in:li­
cate similar statistics (I.eini.n;Jer, 1975). On the other harrl, a pilot sbxly 
by Hollinger (1979) sha.'ed a figure of 28% arxI the Clark arxI Hollirqer 
(1981) researdl sha.'ed theft rates rargirq between 2% arxI 37%. Obviously, 
neither the data reported in this study nor those reported elsewhere can be 
re:;JaI'ded as definitive. However, when one considers tbat Clark arrl 
Hollinger (1981) had finn reason to believe their statistics 'Were conserva­
tive arxI that Schmidt (1975) had evidenoe that the theft rate in his exanple 
was actually higher than the 62% initially reported, there seems little 
doubt that the best data shOW' that W'Ork-place theft is a crime of substan­
tial diJnensions, perhaps irwolvirg as much as one-half of the work force in 
sane irrlustries. 

11lere are two differences between this study arxI others that are ilIpor­
tant to note. First, here it was not pJSSible to acx::ount for the organiza­
tional an:i circumstantial factors in whidl theft was carried out. Admis­
sions of work-place theft were recorded without regard for those issues. 
Se<::xn:i, this rrethcxi of data collection probably prcduced IOOre information 
than that yielded by other rrethodologies that have been used. Anonymous 
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questionnaires, sud1 as used by Clark am. Hollirqer (1981), for a variety of 
reasons, sc:me of which were outlined earlier in this paper, would be expect­
ed to produce 1"",," reports of theft am reduced valuations of materials 
stolen. Similarly, personal interviews sud1. as used. by Schmidt (1975), 
which pennit greater exploration of sensitive issues like 'WOrk-place theft, 
might, urrler same circumstances, yield more valuable data than do question­
naires, rut the oorxlitions urrler whidl. that might be possible are prOOably 
very infrequent. '!he available research, therefore, suggests that 
polygrafh-assisted interviews, as used here, would be likely to yield data 
that are as accurate ani CCll'plete as possible (Clark ani Tifft, 1966; 
Horvath, 1985; Jones ani sigall, 1971; Quigley-Fernandez and Tedeschi, 1978; 
Schmidt, 1975). It is nat beirq SU(ReSted here, of can:-se, that polygrafh 
testing ought to be used as a rcutine methcx::l of data collection; rather, 
rrerely, that given the relative merits of different net:hcds of data collec­
tion there is reason to believe that the nethcxi reported here rra.y have 
advantages in conparison with others. 

One of the major p.rrposes of tltis research was to explore the relation­
ship between 'WOrk-place theft and other "deviant" activities, specifically 
the use of illicit dnlgs both on arrl off the job. Although such a relation­
ship has been suggested previously, prior studies have dealt with only the 
extent of drug usage by employees (Terris, 1979; Terris and Jones, 1980) or 
the prcp:>rtion of errployees who report to 'WOrk un:ier the influence of drugs 
(Clark am Hollinger, 1981). ihe data oct!piled by Clark am Hollirqer 
(1981) I however, though rot directly on point, did sh<::M consistent patterns 
of counterprcductive behavior aJOOTq employees; persons who were involved in 
theft also were likely to be disproportiona.tely involved in prcrluction arrl 
time deviarx::::e (e.g., slOW' or sl~ 'WOrk, use of chugs at 'iN'Ork, excessive 
lunch am =ffee breaks, am so forth). ihe present results are unique am 
move our l<naNledge a bit further; they shChied drug usage to be quite =nsis­
tently related to work-place theft. As drug usage, whether on or off the 
job, became: more frequent arrl more serious (e.g., using only rrarijuana 
versus using "hard" drugs), involverrent in 'WOrk-place theft increased. It 
is nat possible to detennine with the data here what factors best explain 
this relationship. One could hypothesize that, as is c:x:mrcnly assumed, the 
increasing use of illicit dnlgs requires an unusual annmt of money to 
p.rrdlase them, thus le.adirg to involvement in theft. It is more plausible, 
however, that the factors that contribute to deviant 'WOrk-place activities 
also are acting to sane extent on involvement in oonemployment-related 
deviance (Clark am Hollinger, 1981). This suggests that althalgh internal 
control na::hanisms rra.y be used to re:iuce work-place devi.arK::e, the cx:mron 
preference of sea.rrity professionals to deal with "sea.rrity" prcblem:s at the 
time of hiring by attempting to screen out those who are urrlesirable rra.y, in 
fact, be more effective. 

Mum of the previous literature has shc1.om that younger workers are more 
significantly involved in WllQrk-plaoe theft than are older workers (Franklin, 
1975; Clark am Hollirqer, 1981). In the present stu:ly, the findirqs shChIed 
that theft by yourger WllQrkers ten:led to be of a minor na.ture whereas older 
persons \\1ere more involve:l in major theft. 'lllis firrlin;J, however, is diffi­
cult to interpret relative to other research because of the difference in 
the way in which the variables were operationalized. In IOOSt prior re­
search, the frequenc:y of involvement in theft was of interest; here, work-
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place theft was a measure of the lOOI'let.a1y value of iteIrs stolen fran enploy­
ers. ihe relationship bet.ween theft rates arrl valuation of iteIrs stolen is 
not Jmcom. In additioo, the ent>loyrrent history for persons in this study 
was rcl 'knc:M1. Older persons, of cx:m:'Se, generally have IOOre extensively 
employrrent records an:l thus greater q:portllnity for work-place theft an:l 
perhaps greater exposure to valuable itens. 

ihere is a need to be cautioos about these f:in:lin:js related to gerrler 
differences since it was not possible to oontrol for c:x:::aJpational history I 
q:portllnity for theft, an:l other ilrportant factors. yet, there was a much 
greater ten:lency for males, as q;posed to fenrues, to be rrore frequently an:l 
JOC)re significantly involved in theft. nus result confinns the clJservations 
of sane security practitioners (I.eini.rger, 1975), is consistent with other 
information about invol venent in criIre an:l deviancy (U. s. Departrrent of 
Justice, 1988), arxl reinforces the impressions of Clark arrl Hollinger (19B1) 
abc:Jut the effect of gen:ier on their data. Clearly, there is a need for a 
better urderst:an:ii.n3' of the role of gerrler in work-place theft am deviancy. 
'lhe theoretical, practical, ani policy implications of this issue with 
respect. to work-place security are far reac:hirg, arrl it is difficult to 
justify the lack of attention in the available research. 

In summary, the fin:iings reported here =firm the data reported by 
recent researc:hers am the obseI:vations made by many practitioners in the 
loss prevention field for a number of years: 'lheft by enployees is a rela­
tively c:c::rmocm, ani likely very costly, feature of the work place. '!here is 
reason to t:elieve that those who are IOC>St seriOlSly involved in work-place 
theft also may ergage in other foms of on-arv:i-off jeb deviancy, includi.rg 
use of illicit dru:]s. Although research in this area has been very limited, 
the fact that al tenlati ve rnethcxiolcqies have yielded essentially similar 
general fin:iings supports the call for refinenent.s in an:l continued enpiri­
cal investigation of this feature of employee behavior. 

'!he author is irrlebted to Mr. Lynn Marcy, Director of the American 
Institute of PolygraEi1 TecImology, for permitting access to the data re­
ported here. I also wish to thank Martin wahrer for pennittirg rne to use 
serre of the analyses reported as part of his M. S. thesis, School of criminal 
Justice, Midrigan state university, 1987. 'Ibis research was partially sup­
ported by a grant fran the American Polygrar.h. Association. All stat.enents, 
opinions, arrl conclusions are solely those of the author and do not neces­
sarily represent the views of the American Polygraph Association or its 
membership. 

Note 

1 '!he use of polygraEi1 testing has been extremely =ntroversial for the 
last decade. In 1988, the U.S. Cor¥;Jress passed legislation essentially 
prchlbiting alloost all private employers fran using polygra~ testing in 
ent>loyrrent-related situations. This act, Jmcom as the Etployee Polygra~ 
~ion Act, took effect on J:ecernl::er 27, 1988. It is of serre interest to 
note here that there are many states that have enacted legislation to both 
license an:l regulate polygra~ examiners. '!he licensure reguirenent.s in 
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Michigan, in force for over a decade, are aJl'Ot'g the IOOSt rigotlXlS! examin­
ers IIJ.lSt hold a ool1ege degree, be certified graduates of state-awroved 
pol~ trai.nirg sdlools, urrlergo an extensive internship, ani satisfacto­
rily COlYplete a state-administered examination (see, Ansley, 1989). 
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In 1960 Backster introduced the uS(XJt analysis" dlart interpretation 
technique. In 1961 Backster btplerrented the seven-position scale as part of 
that technique, incl~ a numerical ratim systen by whim polygr<l!i1 
dlarts cc:cl.d be evaluate::l (Backster, 1991). '!he "spJt" is a pairirg of a 
relevant and a control question whim are c=pared one against the ather. 
SUlmoed scores for pairs of spots on eadl chart an:! then a set of dlarts 
detenn:i.ne the decision of truth, deception, or inc:x:n::J:usive. By use of 
Backster's scorirg scale, examiners cx:cl.d assign a weightej mnnerical value 
to reactions based an the magnitude and duration of the san-e. Although 
Professor John E. Winter of West virginia university used numbers to irrli­
ca:te the magnitlXle of cardiovascular an:l respiratory reactions of 25 sus­
pects in a theft case in 1936, the concept was nat raised again until 1951 
when Cleve Backster lectured an a numerical systen at the Keeler Institute 
(Winter 1936, Ansley 1951). HcMever, it was Backster's c:arprehensive 1961 
systen that established the first starxlardized numerical nethod. After the 
develc:prent of a scorirg scale for evaluation of polygraP'i charts, it was 
necessary to detennine what scores =d be used as cutoffs for cletezminiIg 
truth or deception. Backster's original cutoff for truthful was +9 ani for 
deceptive -9 an a two spot zane with two charts; and evaluatim only the two 
JOOSt productive ccmponents. nus was IOOClified quickly at the United states 
Army Military Police School (USl\MPS) at Fort Gordan, Georgia into a cutoff 
of +6 for a truthful score arrl -6 for a deceptive score, based on three 
charts, evaluatim all three CXIIpOIlE!11ts. '!here seers to be no documented 
evidence as to wily or exactly when these variances ocx::urred. '!he cutoffs 
btplerrented by Backster are printed in his 1962 starxlardized notepack but 
doc:unentation ClOnCeIllin:! those cutoffs used by the USAMPS (and new taught at 
the DoD Polygra{tl Institute) are unavailable for review. We have reported 
on these two versions of Zone Ca!p:lrison because of their widespread use. 
In fact, all of the 14 courses currently aa::redited by the American Poly­
graph Association tead1 a Zone catparison t.edmique. 

In the mid-seventies ather researdlers began to look at the numerical 
cutoffs used in polygra{tl examinations to identifY truthful or deceptive 
subjects. Research fran oonfinned case charts irrlicated that the q>tillJJm 
cutoff was in the re:]ion of +/-2 to +/-4 (Raskin & Hare, 1978), based on 
three c:harts, scorim all three ccmponents. FUrther researdl =rrctx>rated 
this, dem:Jnstratim that the q>tillJJm cutoff level was in the re:]ion of +/-4 
(Raskin et al., 1978). In:ieed, in 1985 Shterzer arD Elaad, in usirg varied 
artoff scores, fourrl that +/-1 as a cutoff provided a significant degree of 
aocuracy, c:::cmprrim favorably with a +/-6. 

'lhe senior author is a past president of the APA arD Life Member who 
has been a regular =ntributor to the journal. ~ j uni= author is a Life 
Member of the APA and the Ellitor of APA PUblications. For reprints write to 
P.O. Box 794, severna Park, MD 21146. 
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In addition to the difference in rrumerical cutoff scores between 
Backster ani USAMPS, differences existed in the number of sp::>t:s, number of 
charts necessary for scorin:J arrl the number of cc:rrp:ments evaluated for 
final score. Backster's Zone ColTparison test only contained two relevant 
question spots ccupared to three in the Arrr!j version. A=rding to 
Backster, the Anny's addition of a third relevant question to the Zone was 
through a misurderstan:ling by Arrr!j. Backster said that he taught that only 
two relevant questions about direct involvement Tt.K:Illld be used in the first 
two charts. However, if the results were NDl, a third control ani relevant 
pair could be added to a third chart with the relevant asking about lesser 
involvement. '!he Anny decided., sanehoN, to ask that extra pair of each 
chart in every test. Backster also taught briefly as an option (in 1961) 
that a SKY extension could be added to the third chart beginning in the 
ninth question position. Arnly adopted that, for a period of time, as an 
addition to the third chart in each test. Accordirg to Ronald E. Decker, 
two instructors fran the Anny School were sent to Backs'ter's school in 1961 
where they were trained in Zone Ccr\parison, ani they in turn trained other 
CID examiners (Decker, 1991). Backster gives the dates of the use of that 
Zone catparison variation as Au;Just 14 to Noveni::ler 12, 1961. '!here seems to 
be little evide:t"Ce ha;..rever that the use of a third relevant question in a 
Zone Ccmprrison test increases the acx::uracy of the test (CaJ;p; & Ansley I 
1992) . Backster also utilize:l the first two charts or the two IOC>St produc­
tive charts only in the decision-making prcx:::ess. In the early years, 
Backster also limited his evaluation to the two nost productive components. 
USAMPS score:i each conponent on all charts to nake a decision of truth or 
deception. Senese at John E. Reid & Associates fourrl greater accuracy in 
the secord chart than in the first but did not report whether differences 
existed. between truthful arxl deceptive (Senese, 1976). 'Ihe Reid test fonnat 
varies fran the Zone in that it has only ~ oontrol questions arxl four 
relevant questions. '!he Backster Zone test does not require a stirn test, 
but the Reid and Arrr!j (11CM DoDPI) tests had a stim chart after the first and 
before the secon:i relevant d1arts. In ccrrparirg the effect of stimulation 
tests on polygraph results, Kirby (1981) saw no difference in the a=acy 
of calls on first ani secoJ"rl charts. As with Senese, Kirby did not differ­
entiate between b:uthful and deceptive subjects. Recent researdl has indi­
cated that those charts which may be the nost prcductive for truthful may 
not be the same as those m:st prcductive for deceptive (capps & Ansley, 
1992). '!hat sarre researdl frurd no statistically significant increase in 
accuracy for three charts as opposed to two charts, rut there was a trerrl 
towards higher a=acy with three charts. 

Many practitioners have made another transition away fran the original 
soaring developed for the Zone Cmparison polygraph technique. '!hat transi­
tion has been fran the seven-position numerical scorirg scale to a three-p:>­
sition scale (Weinstein & MJrris, 1990). 'lhe three-position scale cxmsists 
of applyirg a score of +1 to sp::>ts where the reaction to the control is 
greater than the reaction to the relevant. A score of -1 is applied when 
the reaction to the relevant is greater than the reaction to the control. 
Zero is the in:iicated score when the reaction to the control an::l relevant 
are equal or there is a lack of reaction to ooth relevant an::l control ques­
tions (VanHerk, 1990). ~ three-position scale gives equal weight to all 
soaring of reactions rather than the weighted system offered by the seven-
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position scale. '!his research also irwestigated the results of the use of 
the three-position scale cc:atpared to the seven-position scale. 

One hur£lrErl sets of confirned Zone catprrison polygr<l!il cases """"" 
drawn fran the researd1 files of a Depart:Irent of Defense agency. For­
ty-eight of these cases VJtere verified truthful an::l 52 verified deceptive. 
'Ihey were not examinations oorrlucted by that agency, bIt crllni.nal cases 
ran:Icrnly selected fran those used in a previoos unrelated stu:ly. The charts 
were 00tai.ne:1 fran an APA accredited school that offers professional 
polygra,n testing to inlustry am law enforcement. The original examiner 
score sheets were :reroved from those examination sets for review. Each of 
the examinations had been numerically scored usirg the seven-position scale. 
'!his scale provides for a score of -1, -2 or -3 if the reaction is ~er 
to the relevant ani +1, +2 or +3 if the reaction is stron::Jer to the control 
question. If the reactions are equal or if there is a lack of reaction to 
both questions bein;J cc:atpared, a score of zero is assigned. '!he examina­
tions were :rescx:>red usin;J a three-position scale. '!his scale only allows 
for a designation of +/-1 an:) zero with no +/-2 or +/-3. '!his rescori.rg was 
acx::c:rrplished by transferri.rg all nurrerical scores except zero to a +/-1-
All zero scores remained the same. '!he cutoff scores for the three-p::sition 
met:hcrl are the same as that of the seven-position rret:hod, +/-6. After the 
rescori.ng the average score for sets of charts with a seven-position scale 
were cc:atpared with that of those sets of charts scored with a three-position 
scale. Numbers an:i percentages of oorrect decisions, errors, an:i 
incxmclusives were also reviewed. 

ResUlts 

TIle average score of truthful subjects with the three-position scale 
was +4.78, with a seven-position scale, +8.13. TIle average score of the 
deceptive subjects with a three-position scale was -9.64 an:i with a seven­
position scale, -17.23. Usin:j a three-position scale arrl a cutoff of +/-6, 
the truthful bad 21 of 48 oorrect calls, one error, an:i 26 incxmc1usives. 
With a seven-position scale for the truthful there were 32 of 48 correct 
calls, one error, an:i 15 inconclusives (see Table 1). For the deceptive, 
using a three-position scale arrl a cutoff of +/-6, there were 40 of 52 
correct calls with 12 inconclusives an:i no errors. Use of the seven-posi­
tion scale resulted in 50 of the 52 decisions beirg correct, with two 
inconclusives an:i no errors (see Table 2). OVerall use of the three 
position scale prcrluced 61 correct calls, 38 inconclusives, ani one error; 
whereas use of the seven-position scale produced 82 correct calls, 17 
inconclusives, an:i one error. 

since the average score of all cases using a three-position scale was 
52% of the score using a seven-position scale, the effectiveness of a cutoff 
score awroximately 52% of +/-6 was used for a comparison with +/-6 on a 
seven-position scale (see Table 4). with the use of a +/-3 cutoff on a 
three-position scale, there were 84 correct decisions, 13 inconclusives, ani 
three incorrect dec:isions. '!his carpared favorably to the 82 correct deci­
sions, 17 inconclusive, ani one incorrect decisions using the +/-6 cutoff on 
a seven-position scale. 
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Ccltparison of n.o Salr:in:j Scales 

3-position 

7-position 

3-position 

7-position 

3-pcsition 

7-position 

TABUI 1 
Tnrt:hful. (n. 48) 

Correct INC Incorrect 

21 (44%) 26 (54%) I (2%) 

32 (67%) 15 (31%) 1 (2%) 

TABUI 2 
Deceptive (n. 52) 

Correct INC Incorrect 

40 (77%) 12 (23%) 0 (0%) 

50 (96%) 2 (4%) 0 (0%) 

TABUI 3 
All Cbarts (n. 100) 

Correct Inc Incorrect 

61 (61%) 38 (38%) 1 (1%) 

82 (82%) 17 (17%) 1 (1%) 

TABUI 4 

All Cbarts (n. 100) 

Correct INC Incorrect 

3-position (+/-3 cutoff) 84 13 3 

7-position (+/-6 cutoff) 82 17 

TABUI 5 
Spot Analysis Seven-FOsition Scale 

(tt) 
+3 

(t) 
+2 

(t?) 
+l 

(?) 
o 
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(d?) 
-1 

(d) 
-2 

1 

(dd) 
-3 
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Discussion 

Although the three-position scale prrx1ncEtj far too many inconclusives 
with a +/-6 cutoff, reductioo of that cutoff to +/-3 produced f:in:J.in:ls that 
are rm significantly different fran those usinJ the seven-position scale 
with a +/- 6 cutoff. nils data SI.¥}geSts that the use of a three-position 
scale may be nearly as useful as the seven-position scale if the nurrerical 
cutoff is decreased. to ao:ull,iOdate the decrease in score totals. 

'1l1e data set is limited lx><ever to 100 cases an:! caution shruld be 
used in drawirg a con::lusion based on a small sanple. Furthenn::lre, the 
authors do not erdorse the use of the three-position scale nor seven-pasi­
tion scale as described in this report. 
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Polygrar::hirY:J sex offen:iers an parole or prcbation is not a new concept, 
but ewer the past fEM years, testirY:J these i..rrlividuals is the rule in Oregon 
am washin:jton, not the exception. (Abrams 1991) ihis paper will discuss the 
types of examinations successfully utilized by this examiner during the ad­
ministerirY:J of ewer 1000 sex related examinations. Rlese include disclosure 
or sexual history as well as behavior rocmitorirY:J am spec!ific issue examina­
nations. 

The Disclosure Rpmj Mtion 

'lhe p.n:pose of this examination is to provide treat.nent providers with 
insight into the sexual history of the patient, identify areas where infor­
mation is beirY:J withheld, whidl treabnent providers feel is crucial to 
structure treabnent programs, am to ronitor behavior while on parole or 
pl:"d:>atian. It generally is administered after the patient has been in 
treabnent for several ltDnths. '!his is necessary to allow hlln to realize that 
there are others who have cx:mnitted the same ki..rrls of acts am are able to 
talk about them. ihis also affords him the q:portunity to make disclosures 
on his own. 

An example of a typical disclosure examination test format will be 
provided, followed by the rationale be:hin:i the test structure. 

Bear in min::l that this is a test structure based on information am 
c:iJservations gleaned durirg the all inportant pretest interview, am review 
of case material. A brief explanation of the pre-test interviEM is neces­
sary to explain the make-up of the test structure. 

In polygraphing sex offen:lers a retworking awroac:h involving the 
p:>lygra{iler, prcbation officer, am treabnent provider is utilized. All 
three, as 'Well as police agencies, <l1ildren's Services Division, am the 
District Attorney's Office cp:mly share infonnation conoenti.ng the irxlividu­
al. 'Ihe prcbation officer am therapist, as well as other treatment group 
...-rs, stress fran the beginning the iIrqx>rtance of being catpletel Y truth­
ful conoenti.ng sexual history. By the time the subject enters the examina­
tion roan he has had several II'OJ'lths of constant reinforcement of the need 
for catplete truthfulress. It is then the responsibility of the polygralirist 
to explain the reed to be catpletely truthful in order to pass the polygraph 
examination. 'lhe subject is remirrled that a failure will lead to negative 

'lhe author is a Member of the American Polygtatil Association. Reprints 
may be ordered fran the author at the Department of state Police, ~ 
Headquarters, 107 Public Servioe Buildirg, Salem, Oregon 97310. 
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sanctions. All failed polygrcqil examinations must have negative c0nsequenc­
es. ResUlts of lyirq to relevant questions IIIlSt have swift an:i sure =nse­
quences. ~ fact that the subject has lied to the control questions also 
results in negative feedback in order to ensure that control questions 
continue to be meanirqful durirq the ca.rrse of treatment, which may last 
several years. Wit:hc>.It =nsequences as a result of lyirq to the control 
questions they will lose their inpJrtance, and t.here will be no way to 
protect the person that is answerirq the relevant questions tl:uthfull y. 
Sanctions may include such ~ as writi.ng" a letter of apolO3Y to fel!CM 
group members for lyirg, or writing a paper on the inpJrtance of bei.rq 
tzuthful. 

A oonsiderabl y ancunt of time is spent in pre-test concem.i.ng" the 
corx::ept. of beirq catpletely tl:uthful, an:i why the subject nrust be totally 
honest in order to pass the pllygra(i1 exam. After the examiner's explana­
tions, the pre-test interview then noves to the issue for which the subject 
is beirq examined - sexual history. '1l1e pre-test interview begins with the 
examiner attenptirq to get the subject to tell the examiner, in open an:i 
honest detail, what took place with the victim(s) which resulted in his 
arrest. Police reports, pre-sentence investigations, victim(s) statenents, 
information fram the victimes) therapist(s) have been reviewed prior to the 
examination. After this discussion the question is then asked, "(victim's 
narre was obviously a relative.) Have you ever had any ttlysical sexual 
contact with any other relative at anytiIre in your life?" After the discus­
sion of family nernbers, the follCMi.rg question is asked, "(victim's narre) 
was urrler 18 at the time this occurred. since you have turned 18, have you 
had any (:tlysical sexual contact with anyone else what was urrler 18?" DJri.r'g 
this conversation the subject of nales may be brought up, or group masturba­
tion or other paraphilias. '!his infonnation is used to logically progress 
into the next area of questioni.r'g. For exanple, "Besides what you told me 
about mastumatirq yoor brother an:i J1elilews, have yC>l ever had any Iilysical 
sexual contact with any other nales throughout yarr life?" Or the question 
might be asked, "You talked about group mastumation. Have you ever been 
involved in other types of swinging, swappirg, threesanes or group sex?" A 
checklist is not gone through in a set order. nrrough conversation the 
subject intro::luces the subject areas to be discussed.. 'Ibis makes nnre of a 
a:mversational intel:view in a logical ~. A check list of paraphilias 
is used however to ensure that all areas are oovered. After goirq through 
the subject's sexual outlets the subject is then told, "I could continue 
doin;J this for harrs, because there are as many sexual outlets as there are 
people. So what I am goirq to do is to p.rt the ball in yoor carrt by asking 
you this question. 'Right I1CM, as you are sittin;J here, is there anyt:h.i.D;J 
oonoen1irq your sexual history that you are on p..u:pose knawirqly an:i deliber­
ately hol~ back frct1l ne?' If that sam:ls strarqely like a polygraIil 
question, that's because it is." 'Ibis type of conversational questionirq is 
tnt insultin;J for the subject, nor is it accusatory. He has been told in 
the pre-test i..nt:eIview that over 98% of the irrlividuals who cx:xre in for a 
disclosure examination have not yet been carpletely truthful with their 
treatment provider. ~ person is told that that is not meant to say 98% of 
people fail their examinations, but 98% of people tested have not yet been 
CXJlllPletel Y tnrthful. '!he disclosure exam also encc:rrpasses present behavior 
as this will pl"'OVide a reference point for future examinations. 
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The examiner IIIlSt remain flexible in the exam that he is going to 
camuct. It may be anticipated that the subject is going to be administered 
a disclosure exam, b.rt; in the pre-test he might relapse into denial, saying 
that he ple:! guilty only because he followed his attorney's instructions. 
The subject may give a CClIpletely different """"-'Ilt of what haW«ne:i with 
his victim(s) than what police reports or victim(s) statements may say. If 
this cxxurs a specific issue examination will be administered. 

the followirg is an exanple of a typical disclosure examination involv­
ing sexual <X>l1tact with a family member, or extenled family member urxler age 
eighteen. 

I - 1 

LC-1 

1-2 

R-1 

1-3 

R-2 

C-1 

R-3 

C-2 

R-4 

C-3 

R-5 

C-4 

R-6 

C-5 

Disclosure Exam Test structure 

Did yru tell me that you are (full name as given)? 

Did yru cane here today intending to try to lie to me _ 
anything? 

Ik:> you I'lC7N live in the United states? 

Have yru ever had any Ii1ysical sexual contact with a relative that 
you are on p.n:pose not telli.rg me aOO.It? 

Are yru more than 21 years old? 

en p.rrpose are yru holding back fran me any person urxler 18 yru 
have had IilYsical sexual cxmtact with since you turned 18? 

Is there anything ooncerning your sexual history that yru are not 
being 100% truthful _? 

Have yru ever had any Ii1ysical sexual <X>l1tact with another male? 

Right """ is there anything that yru are not being 100% truthful 
with your treat:rrent provider _? 

since beirg on probation have you been alone with anyone un::ier 18? 

Have you violated your probation in anyway you haven't disclosed? 

Since being 00 prt:batian have yru trie:! to have any Ii1ysical 
sexual contact with a person urxler 18? 

Since being 00 prt:batian have yru had any sexual thoughts about 
sareore umer 18? 

Since being on PrOOatioo have yru had any Ii1ysical sexual <X>l1tact 
with a person un:ier 18? 

Is there anything that you have lie:! to your prt:batian officer 
_? 
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OC-2 Have yw llCM answered all of my test questions truthfully? 

Discussion of tba Disclosure Test Protocol: 

I-I As in a General Series type test this is an irrelevant question. 
ihe question is specifically worded in this way to prevent the disaster 
of havin;J sanebody usin;J an alias, am later admittin;J that they have 
lied about their naIre. 

OC-l '!his is patterned after the military "disguised oontrol" used in 
chug testi.rq exaIl'S. It is l'laNeVer mre of a sacrifice relevant than a 
<XlI1trol, because it is rot used. for evaluative p.nposes. 

1-2 Irrelevant asked for the prrpose of returning the subject to his 
nom, am to prepare for the first relevant question. 

R-l Relevant question designed to question honesty not rrerory. 

I-3 Irrelevant for the p..rrpose of retun1ing the subject to his norm, 
am to prepare for the second relevant question. 

R-2 Relevant questioo designed to question honesty not rrerory. 

C-l Control Q.Jestioo. '!his is actually a weak relevant. Weaker fran 
the staroPoint that it is broader in depth am scqlE!. 

R-3 Relevant Q,lestion. '!his slot is reserved for a question that 
covers an area addressed in the pre-test that the examiner feels the 
examinee may be withholdin:J information. 

C-2 Control Q.Jestioo. Jlgain this is actually a weak relevant fran the 
staroPoint of bein;J broader in depth am scqlE!. ihe question is a 
transition fran past experiences to question directly involvin;J present 
treatlrent. 

R-4 Relevant QUeStion. 'lhis is a probation issue. It leads into 
contact with children. 

C-3 Control Q.Jestion. It introduces prclJation, am law breaJd.n} into 
the exam. 

R-5 Relevant Q.Jestioo. It addresses a1:tellpts to re-<:>fferd. 

C-4 Control Q.Jestion. It is designed to c=pare desires with attenpts 
to re-offerd. 

R-6 Relevant Q.Jestion. It oanoems re-offerdin;J. 

C-5 Control Q.Jestion. It deals with the present time am concems 
prciJatioo am honesty. 

OC-2 SecoJyj "disguised control. tI Again it is not. for c:arparison bIt 
actually a lead in for interrogation. 
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Post Test Interviews 

All subjects are given a post test intentiew: the "deceptive" subject 
is questioned to gain infonnation oonce.rnirg the relevant issues, am the 
"tzuthful" subject to gain admissions to control questions. It is cnIcial 
that control questions are treated as ilIportant to ensure safeguards for the 
"truthful" subject during orgoiDJ examinations. If lyirg to the control 
questions is not brought to the subject's attention they will soon lose 
their effectiveness, because the "truthful" in:lividual will not have any 
questions to "focus" on duri.rg the examination. At the en:1. of the in-test 
portion of the test, disguised control 2 (DC-2) can be introduced in the 
follCMllq manner. '!he subject is told, "Dlrirg the exam I don't 10Clk at the 
pol ygraril charts because 1'm busy. I nark when I start a question, I nark 
when I errl it, am. I mark when yell answer it. I p.It dcM1 if yaJ. answer yes 
or if you answer no. I put down what rIrI sensitivity setti.rqs are, arrl oote 
if I make any adjustIrents. I put down everythln::j that is goin:J on here. I 
wait until the errl of the test to look at the polygra(b charts. Rlere is 
one exception. '!hat is the last tine I ask the questions I look at the 
final question. '!hat is the question, 'Have you now answered all of my test 
questions truthfully?' I can see right I1CM that you haven't answered. that 
question truthfully. What that tells me is that when I s=re these poly­
gra};il charts I I will see one or rore questions that you have not answered 
truthfully. What I wanted to do is to run this test, look at the polygraph 
charts am write a rep:>rt. to your treat.nent provider that says you were 100% 
tIuthful with me here today. But I can tell by lookin:J at that last ques­
tion that I can't do that. What I don't want to do is to write a report 
that says you didn't answer all of my questions truthfully, ani you refuse 
to be truthful. '!hat is the worse case scenario. What I want to do is to 
write a report that says you cane in, we talked, this is W'hat you told me, 
these are the questions I asked, ani this was the additional infornation 
that was needed for you to pass this test. '!he only way I can write a 
report like that is if you now freely ani vollmtarily tell me what question, 
or questions you didn't believe your answers to." After obtaining the 
post-test infonnation the polygraph charts are s=red an:! the findin:Js are 
discussed with the subject. In the written report the subject can be called 
deceptive to one or :rrore of the questions, but because of the number of 
issues being covered. he will not be called truthful to any of the questions. 
'!his refers back to Cleve Backster's anti-climax dan1peni.rg o::mcept. Keep in 
min:! this test is designed to isolate areas that need to be addressed 
further. 'Ihroughout treatment, additional disclosure exams will be corrluct­
ed, as well as specific issue exams addressing the identified prd>lem areas. 

Control QUeStions 

'!he definition of a control question as expressed by Jctm E. Reid 
(1977) is, "A control question is a question oonc:en1i.rg an act of wrorq:loing 
similar in nature of the matter urrler investigation, but broader in depth 
ani scope, ani to which the subject will be lying, or his answer being of 
dubious validity. n It is :inportant to accept this o::mcept if suooessful 
polygra(i1 examinations are going to be corduct.ed on a pericx:lic basis over 
exterrled peric.x:1s of time. 'I'cMards the en:) of the subject's treatIrent an 
examination oonc:en1i.rg control question material obtained during the 
pol ygra(i1 examinations can be administered to ensure that control question 
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material of a significant inportanc:e has not. been withheld. In hmrlreds of 
examinations, this writer has not yet discovered acts of wrorq:loirg rrore 
serious than relevant questions formulated as a result of the pre-test 
interview, backgrourrl information reviewirJ;J, arrl case review, includi.ng 
mental health evaluations, police reports an:! other <:Ioanrents relatirg to 
the subject. 

Preltminary studies done by Abrams (1986) indicate a miniImJm of 90% 
accuracy for deceptive subjects, arrl a maxi.num of 95% accuracy for truthful 
subjects for disclosure testirg of this type. 

Ma:int.enan::e Examinations 

'!he maintenance examination is in a Reid format (1977) conc::errti.nJ four 
areas in which the treatment provider arrl probation officer are IOC>St inter­
ested.. 'ttle follawirq is an exanple of a typical ma.:int.enan::e examination. 

I - 1. Did you tell Ire that you are (full name as given)? 

I - 2. t:b you I"ICM live in the United states? 

R - 3. since beirg on probation (or since your last polygraIiJ, exam, or 
since [a given date]) have you had, in violation of your proba.tion any 
urrlisclosed contacts with a person urrler 18? 

I - 4. Are you nore than 21 years old? 

R - 5. Since bein:] on proba.tion have you tried to have any Iilysical sexual 
contact with a person urrler 187 

C - 6. Sirx:le beirg on probation have y= wanted to do anythirg sexual with 
a person urrler 18? 

7. (generally anitted) Right""" are y= in QregOIl? 

R - 8. Sirx:le your last polygraIb exam have you had any Ibysical sexual 
contact with a person urrler 18? 

C - 9. Since teirq on probation have you been to an adult bcx>k store? 

R - 11. Since being on proba.tion have you lied to your treatment provider 
about anything you haven't straightened up? 

'!he same rationale applies to questions on a maintenance exam as a 
disclosure exam. 

Specific Issue Testirq 

Specific issue tests can be given as a subject's first examination if 
he is in denial of the crime for which he was charged. It can also deal 
with denial of certain acts alleged by the victims. It can also be used if 
a specific allegation is beirg made against the subject ooncerrdng an act 
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that =rred while on prd:>ation. Reid,!D;1r or Zone C<>!parison test ted1-
niques are utilized for this type of testin:j. 

Conclusion 

Pol ygrarh testin:j has proven to be an invaluable aid in treatment sex 
offen:lers. ihe success of this type of testin:j depends upon several factors 
inclu:linJ the krn<ledge of the examiner in un:lerstan:'Iin sex offen:lers, an 
in:1epth prcperly carducted pre-test interview, extensive case review, the 
skill of the examiner in can:luctin:J the examinatioo, am the 1oIOrkirq togeth­
er of the polygrarh examiner, treatment provider am prd:>ation officer. 

Note: For ease of readin:j reference is made to the male gen:ler. It is 
knc>m that there is an increasin:j nuniler of female sex offen:lers bein:j 
identified. 
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FULL DISCLOOURE: AN EIKICAL ~OO 

James R. Wygant 

1he polygrap,. profession may be headin;J into another =nt=versy, .nile 
still reccverin:j fran the beatin;J taken aver enplcyment testin:j. Ironical­
ly, there is little diff~ between the pre eIliployment tests that were so 
offensive to law makers an:i a rew procedure that =d becane equally con­
troversial. It is usually identified as a "full disclosure" test. It is 
used with persons convicted of sex offenses. 

I suggest that it may becane controversial because it suffers fran many 
of the sarre faults that caused problems for enplcyment testin:j. 'lhose 
inolude: 

1) examiners allowirg" non-examiners to decide the issues that will be 
included in a test; 

2) examiners askin:J personal questions abcxlt areas that have no proven 
relationship to the alleged purpose of the test; 

3) examiners givin:j tests to persons ,"",0 have no effective owmtunity 
to decline: 

4) examiners usin:j procedures that they develop on the fly, with no 
credible researd1 to establish validity; an:i 

5) examiners responJ.ing to an inune:liate market demard with little 
regard for lang-tenn implications. 

1here are two =itical differences between pre enplcyment tests an:i 
full disclosure tests. First, a refuse:i or unfavorable full disclosure test 
carries a l!Ildl greater potential penalty. It jeopardizes a prcilation sen­
tence am can result in at least the threat of jail. Secxn:l, while enploy­
ment tests were used rrostl Y with adults, the sex tests are bein:j used exten­
sively on juveniles. 

''Treatment'' of sex offerrlers is beccrnin:J a gra...rth irdustry in the 
united states. ~ has happened so rapidly that gavemrnent regulation has 
not yet caught up with it. 1he number of self-prcclallDed experts for treat­
ment of sexual deviancy has increased draIratically in the past few years. 
1here has been a proliferation of people >Iho call themselves therapists or 
treatment specialists, am who have varyinJ backg:l:oorrls, experienc:e, arrl 
education. 

ihe author is a Member of the Anerican Polygrap-t Asscciation arrl a 
oontrib.rt:or to Polygraph. Reprints may be ordered fran 1130 S.W. Morrison, 
SUite 220, Portlan::l, OR 97205. 
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One reason for this develcpnent is obvious. 'Ihere is IOCllleY available 
to buy these services. A ca.rrt's sentencirq order can represent a guaran­
tee:i fee. the convicted sex offerrler has the q>t.ion to either payor face 
probation revocation and the possibility of jail. OVerworked. senterK::irq and 
probation authorities have alxiicate::l judgment in the messy area of sex to 
those who merely say they are e>:perts. 'Ihose private practitioners have, in 
tm:n, wannly enbraced the polygra{il and the penile pleth~. 

F\Ill disclosure "mills" crank out tests in a manner that recalls one of 
the JroSt frequent! Y heard ccttplaints about pre-<!lIployment testirq, the 
attenpt. to cram as many tests as possible into a sirgle worki.rg day. One 
residential treat:nent pIO'Jram for juveniles innooently declared al:xJut their 
examiner, ''We request him to cane to the Boys Ranch and do a mini.m.Im of four 
polygnq:tJs in one day" (eJ1!'i1asis added], (An:lerson 1990). 

ACbissions 

Defenders of the full disclosure polygra{il test usually offer the sane 
justification once used for the p:re-e.lli>loyrrent test. It produces admis­
sions. While great numbers of lIurrliscovered offenses" are reported by full 
disclosure testers, little attention has teen given to their authenticity. 
We Jmai.+I that claims of t.housarns of new admissions from any one irrlividual 
usually resolve therrselves as rarrlcrn contacts in CJ:"aorled places, where the 
'tyictimsll were unaware of any offense. 

Hew significant are admissions in treatment? 'Ihere is no definitive 
answer. Since sex offerrler treatnent is a.lJocst always done in gI"Ol..1l:S rather 
than irrlividually, that context inposes its own limitations on the regard 
given to any one person's admissions. '!here are, hc:Mever, other 
non-therapeutic purposes to which admissions are p.rt. One of the nost 
amspiCl.lalS of those is entirely self-serving, the validation of treatment. 
Presumably a large rnnnber of admissions inpresses the source of I'leW busi­
ness: the courts, who make treabrent clients a.It of convicted offen:lers, 
am the probation officers, who have their ChJTl "-"Jrk load reduced by private 
sector supervision. 

Many of the same psychologists who a few years ago corrlemned the use of 
polygraIil for any pw:p:>Se, JlCM routinely use it with the vast rn.nnber of 
convicted sex offerrlers who are sentenced to treatment. What accounts for 
this charge of min:! about polygraIil? 1he answer may be that polygraIil 
furnishes the treatment provider with a tan:Jible result, a quantifiable 
number of admissions. Unfortunately, that may be used to nask samet:hirq 
nudJ. less t.aJ'gible, the success rate of the treatment itself in the preven­
tion of ~ffense. 

Non-exarniners are not likely to recc.gnize what should be evident to 
pol ~ examiners - the incentives to make admissions in a full disclo­
sure test are the reverse of what they """" in the old pre-<!lIployment test. 
In the pre-errploynert context, a person was notivated to withhold informa­
tion that might imperil an awlication. 'Ihe opp:site is true in a full 
disclooure test, where the subject. who refuses to admit something is at 
greater risk than one who does reveal sarethirq. 
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A full disclosure subject is told that he is Likely to be =ncealin:! 
past offenses. Failure to admit sanethl.ng can result in disqualification 
fran treatJrent, repJrts of ~tive attitude, ani potential revcx::ation 
of proba.tion. Not only is there no penalty for disclosure, there is the 
rewaro of bein:! accepted for treatJient am thus avoidin:! the possibility of 
jail. It is likely that at least sane subjects feel an incentive to e><ag­
gerate rather than minimize. CUrrent test procedures have not addressed 
that possibility. Of course, polygram examiners am treatnent providers 
also have a vested interest in large nurri:lers of admission, so ultimately 
there is little irrlucement for anyone to explore the extent of exaggera­
tions. 

1be author is acquainted with a parole officer for a state youth facil­
ity where juvenile sex offerrlers are rcutinely exhorted. to admit previously 
W'rlisclosed offenses. Several of the juveniles have claiIred after leavi.n;J 
the treatment prcgram that they fabricated admissions in response to unre­
lentirg pressure an:! to avoid bein;J denaJnced as resistive or ~tive. 
While retractions are usually suspicious, in these cases there was no com­
pellirq reason to :retract. '!he juveniles knew that their admissions were 
not goin:! to be prosecuted. 

Threat an/! Contl:ol 

EKaminers should be aware that there is a cynical regard among treat­
ment providers for the authenticity of admissions arrl the ao::uracy of poly­
graIb test results. Sane therapists freely admit that they don't care what 
CClfeS out of the test. '!hey like bein;J able to use IX'1ygra{i1 as a "threat", 
a term favored by at least one treatJnent provider known to the author. '!hey 
also praise the "control" that polygraIil pennits them to exert CNer a cli­
ent. (Abrarrs, 1990b) '!here can be little doubt that those tenrs a=rrately 
reflect the circumstance in whidl the client fin:ls hi.rrself. However, to 
proclaim "threat" arrl "control II as the p..rrpose of a :polygrarb examination 
may be contrary to the concept of a "search for tnrt:hll that m::>St examiners 
advocate. 

I had the unfortunate experience of bein:! asked by an attorney to 
con:luct a fUll disclosure test for p..np::ses that I considered irlawropriate. 
He represented a woman in a divorce case, curl he had corwince:i her husbarrl 
to sul:lnit to a full disclosure test. ~ husban:I was not represented by an 
attorney an::l did not knc:M what issues were raised in a fUll disclosure test. 
I asked the attorney if there were any ac:x::usations of sexual ab.Jse of the 
children. He ac:knc><ledged that there """"" not. He candidly said that if I 
OJUld get the husban:I to make admissions abo.rt: his sexual interests am 
desires, those could be used to obtain a nore favorable divorce settiem;nt 
for the wife. When I declined to do the test, he said that he would fin:i 
another examiner. 

'Ihere are areas of personal inquiry in these tests which have little or 
no relationship to treatment, in the sense that treatment is like! Y to 
remain the sane regardless of the nature of the admissions. When samebcxiy 
decided to call these tests IlfUll lI disclosure, it was no exaggeration. 
Beyorrl a.skin:J about the dlarged incident an::l prior sexual victilns, these 
examinations demarx:l disclosure of all sexual experiences of a:trj kirrl, 
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including earliest sexual e.ncounters, any haoosexual activity or desire, 
extent of ma.stw:bation, am descriptions of all sexual fantasies (Abrans 
199Da). 

It must be difficult to krlc:M what weight to give to answers to those 
questions, since the private nature of sex means that treatment providers 
have no baseline for catparison. For instarx::e, if a man who fon::lle::i his 
teenage step-<laughter's breast admits that he fiIst masturbated >Ihen he was 
12 arrl has done it weekly ever since, hew does that ccrrpare to masturbation 
in the general pJpJlation? Is this person "better' or 'wrse" than average, 
arrl do those conoepts even have any mean.i.rg in this context? If he said 
that he had a haoosexual experienoe when he was 16, hc::w does that ccrtpare to 
the "normal" population, whooe sexual con:luct am fantasies remain largely 
llI1kncMn. 

In the en:l, the lack of a baseline may not be a problem for the treat­
ment provider, since admissions are often sought IOOre for the client control 
they pt"ClOC>'te than for the info:rrration they provide. 

Treatment providers can afford to ignore the accuracy of these test 
procedures because they hope to achieve sarething with polygraph that has 
little to do with the examiner's conclusions. Examiners can not irrlulge 
that same cynicism. It is well established by abm:lant research that the 
validity arrl reliability of polygratil testin:] varies with the procedures 
enployed. n>e old catplaint about lack of research on pre-enployrrent neth­
ods awlies equally to the full disclosure procedure. 

ihere has been no credible research, in which grourrl truth was krlown, 
that established the validity of reliability of full disclosure testing. 
That is partly because the procedure itself is relatively r'£!W, am partly 
because there is no starrlard :rnethcxi to evaluate. 

Like pre-enployrrent tests, full disclosure tests 
sirgle question to eadl of several areas of inquiry. 
about sex is not the same as asking about theft. 

typically devote a 
Of course, asking 

'!he use of starrlard sex controls is generally prec:luded. Areas nonnal­
ly preserved for control pmp::ses have been awropriated as relevant issues 
in a full disclosure test. '!here are no prior times to ask al:xJut, no fanta­
sies or desires. Everyt:h.i.rg sexual becx:rres a relevant issue. 

Examiners who use these tests typically attenpt to relate a=acy to 
admissions. As already detra1strated, there are extraordinazy in:luoements on 
a test subject to produce sc:rret.hin;J before his test that conforms to a 
tberapist's ooncept of an admission. art admissions alone do :not in any way 
validate the ao::uracy of a subsequent test conclusion. 

While a polygraph examiner should not attenpt to judge the validity of 
sex offen:ler treatment, he should be aware that polygraph testing can bec::aoo 
an irrlistinguishable part. of that treatment. In many cases, treatment of 
sex offerrlers t:errls to be p.mitive arrl confrontational, rather than 
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fol1CMirg IOOre traditional therapeUtic methods, ani it often errploys tech­
niques that unavoidably humiliate the client. Whether this is awropriate 
ani effective is not an issue here. '!he close association of polygtaI:il with 
such practices is. 

Plet:hysmcqraph 

One treattrent provider acknaNledged an:! defen:lai the p.m1tive aspect of 
the plethysrro:>gL"fh by askin:j Lhetorically, "Is bein] sexually ab..lsed rrore 
errotionally intrusive than havin] to experien::e a PPM [plethysmo­
graIil]?"(Rennick 1990) 'Ihis same eye-for-an-eye rationale is often given 
for the full disclosure polygraP'J. test, an in:lication that it also is 
regarded as ptmitive. 

Polygraph an:! the penile plethysrrograph (derisively referred to as the 
"peter :meter" by many of those who encourage its use) are becarri.n;J insepara­
ble tools for treatment providers. 'lhe penile plethysnograph is a device 
fastened to the penis to measure the extent of an erection. 'lhe test sub­
ject is shCMll pomograpric pictures. For cliagra;tic p.rrposes, the pictures 
depict a variety of heterosexual ani hcm:sexual activity involvirg adults of 
both sexes, children of both sexes, ani adults ergaged with children. 

'!his device has begun to be used with juvenile males who have been 
designated as sex offen::lers. Hc:w well it 'WOrks as a diagnostic tool is l,Ul­

certain. One treabnent provider reported his experience with a ma.le juven­
nile who produced sexual arrusals to virtually every type of deviant be­
havior depicte::l: heterosexual contact, pedqililia, sadism, exhibitionism, 
voyeurism, transvestism, arrl animal oontact. '!he therapist admitted that 
"Many clinicians have canrrerted that I adolescents respon:l with sexual arou­
sal to everything.' 1his data [six] suworts this notion."(Rennick 1990) 

Even if plethysm::qraph testin] """" dem:>nstrably =te, shaINin] 
pomograp'lic pictures to juveniles with sexual problems is obviously a 
potential souroe of controversy. If that develops, polygraph could well be 
seen as an associated practice. 'Ihere is already eviderx:::e of this 
polygraIh-plethysnLX1Ldfil link in my own state of OIe:JOIlo '!he state Chil­
dren's Services Division «(SO) began in 1991 to develop a "Juvenile SeX 
Offen:ier Treatment It>licy" that included restrictions on use of both pol y­
graPt an:! plethysnograph. Inforned consent wc:llid be required fran the 
juvenile, his parent or guardian, an:l the CSO branch mana.ger or assistant 
administration (not just the """"""rker). Limitations wc:llid also be ilI1posed 
on the kirrls of sexually explicit materials that could be used with the 
plethysm::qraph. The policy wc:llid only awly to children under the supeLVi­
sian of CSO. 

crime or Mental Illness 

'Ihe methc:rls of dealim with persons convicted of sex offenses are 
urxlergoin] rapid dlan:!e in the united states. Presently the courts ten:! to 
regard sex offenses as criminal activity for purposes of adjudication, tut 
as a kin:i of nsrtal illness for purposes of sentencin;J. '!his dichot.any does 
not exist with regard to other criITes. In fact, a man with no criminal 
reoord who pleads guilty to manslaughter will typically not be subjected to 
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penalties as severe as a first-tine sexual offenier. In m::st jurisdictions, 
both men are likely to receive a tem of prcbation. 'lhe sex offerrler will 
prcbably have to pm::hase therapy, pol~ tests, am penile 
plet:hysno:jLaph tests, am will be ordered to disclose his CCIlplete sexual 
history. The killer is usually not prt: into therapy, not subjected to 
tests, not required to disclose past acts of violence, am not OCIIpelle:! to 
reveal every violent thooght he ever had. 

What has been unsaid here is the predicament of the innocent person 
convicted of a sex offense. '!here has been increasirq eviden::e of a higher 
than e><pect:e:! in:::idence of false or misinteLprete:! clairrs fLan children 
identified as sexual victims. '!he IIDSt OCl'IpelliIg study was oorx:lucted on a 
group of girls, ages 5 arrl 7 years, by a psychologist who is a strorg adv0-
cate for children. In carefully oontrolled medical examinations, false 
reports of genital contact reached eight per cent (3 out of 36, in:::ludin;J 
one girl who falsely clairred that the doctor had shoved a stick up her 
rectum) (Goodman & Clarke-stewart 1991). 

In another study, in which a man who pretended to be a janitor harrlle:! 
a doll in a sexually suggestive renner, children were later asked to de­
scribe what they had seen. "Even after the first gentle suggestion, one­
quarter of the children answered the interviewer's questions _ what the 
janitor had done inacx:urately, followirg the interrogator's suggestion. By 
the end of the interrogator's stron:; suggestions, •• , two-thirds had 
switched. from what they had seen to what the interrogator had said. II (Gocdrnan 
& Clarke-stewart 1991). 

Zealous advcx::acy by scrne of those who en::lorse current forms of sex 
offerrler treatJrent has at tines a.ssum:rl the character of a secular religion. 
A kin::l of insider pejorative jargon has eroorged, in which a problem client 
is presumed to be "in denial" or "in cycle", characterizations which 'W1:'OJ1;Jly 
inp1y absolute kncMle:!ge of both the prnblen am its solution. Few doobters 
exist outside these programs, am they are often regarded by insiders as 
heretics arxi are aCOJSE!d of "enabliIg" the sex offerrler. '!hat clima.te, 
saootimes as self-righteous as the anti -ccmrunist fervor of the loi::Carthy 
era, is not apt to en::lure. When it begins to lose favor to a IrOre reasoned. 
approach, heM will polygraph be regarded? 

I raise these issues because I believe they are certain to be voiced by 
others outside of the pol~ profession as the use of full disclosure 
tests i.Icreases. 1he testi.n:J of juveniles is a partiaJ.larly sensitive area. 
The polygraph profession should encourage credible research to establish the 
validity and reliability of these proce:iures. An:i, as always, in:iividual 
polygraph examiners should assertively exercise final judgment in declining 
questionable tests, rather than let others use polygraph for purposes that 
u1 tbnatel y Iray be =ntrary to the best interests of the profession. 
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A REVIE>I OF FOLYGRArn C1ISE lAW IN 1991 

Nonnan Ansley 

1he review an::! abstracts here represent only that portion of the aweal 
an::! decisioo that relates to the polygta!:h. In n<lSt cases there were other 
matters presented in the~. Also, as these are abstracts of the cases, 
they should not be relied upon as anythin;J more than a guide, an::! the origi­
nal West citation should be consulted. '!he West reporters for Federal, 
Federal SUWlement, an::! the geocjra!:hlcal areas ""'" reviewed for the periods 
up to the issues of December 9th to 14th, 1991. 1he military reporter was 
not consul ted because of the d1ange in the Manual for Co.lrts Martial this 
year which !'Jt an absolute prdill>itioo 00 polygta!:h test results being 
admitted as evidence, after a brief pericxi in which results were admitte::l 
based on a decision of the Court. of Military A£pea1s. '!he d'large in mili­
tary law was acx::a!plished through an administrative process. statutory 
~ have not been included in this review-, but they will be noted in the 
1992 issue of the Me){ Reference Guide to Polygraph Admissibility, Liqens­
im laws, ani Lilnitlrg laws, 16th edition. Also, with one exception, this 
review is limited to those cases involvil'g polygraftl matters in which an 
aweaJ- was filed. 

In federal ~late cases, the sixth circuit reaffirmed earlier 
decisions that polygta!:h results may not be admitted as evidence unless 
there is a stipllation between the parties. '!he Seventh Circuit oonsidered 
a petition for habeas COIplS from an Illinois prisoner clai1nl.nJ an Illinois 
ju:lge ~ly admitted polygta!:h evidence against him. 1he writ was 
denied as state rules of evidence may not be questioned in federal habeas 
corpus prooeed.i.rgs unless they render a trial so unfair as to constitute 
denial of Constitutional rights. 

In Arkansas, the Sup:reme Court reversed arrl remarded. for a new trial 
because mention of a polygraj:i1 test by a key witness was prejudicial. The 
eourt said that uere mention is not always prejudicial but this case in­
volved an obvious atten¢ by a police officer to bolster a witness' credi­
bility. 

In Florida, an aI=P=llate court said the district CCJUrt. did not err in 
excllrling polygta!:h results because the requisite sti!'llation was lacking. 

In Georgia, an appellate court concurred in a decision denyirg admissi­
bility of a post-trial polygraz:tl test, as it was not newly discovered evi­
derce when it could have been obtained by a pre-trial test. Also, it lacked 
stip..llation. In another Georgia ~llate decision the Court concurred in a 
denial of admissibility of a polygraj:i1 test results even though given by a 
state expert. '!here was no stipllation am no inplied. stip.1lation as 
claimed. 

'!he author is Editer of APA Publications arrl a Life Meni:>er of the APA. 
For reprints write to P.O. Box 794, Sevexna Park, MD 21146. 
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In Ir¥tiana an awellate crurt required rem::JVal. fran prd:>ation require­
ments an onler that all polygr<l!il test results taken in the prcbatian =n­
trol wcW.d be admissible at court. 1he ar:pellate co.n:t was in favor of the 
use of the p::>1ygra{i1 as a con:lition of prdJation, but said the trial court 
could not make the results admissible. In another Irxliana decision, an 
appellate cant said there was no ablse in the trial court I s grantirq a 
rrotion in limine whidl prevented the defense fran mentiorrl.rg the results of 
polygra!'h tests of the deferxlant an:! tI.<:> key witnesses. 

In a 4 to 3 decision, the Kentucky SUprene Court decided that the 
inadvertent mention of the word polygra{i1 by a witness wcul.d have made a 
jury oonc:lude a p::!1ygra{i1 test was given an:! failed, arrl that required 
reversal. 'lhe ca.ut did allOW' that the oonfession was valid, but polygraIit 
nrust not be mentioned in any way in connection with it. 

A Minnesota appellate crurt SUWOrted SUl1Il1aIY ju:lgrnent for the defen­
dant lawyer in a malpractice case. Plaintiff said the att:mney erred in 
openirg a wrongful death case by explaining why plaintiff refused a poly­
grar:tl. ihe appellate court said it was a reasonable exercise of profession­
al judgment an:i not malpractice. 

'lhe M::>ntana SUprerre Court said that polygra!'h results may not be rren­
tioned or used as evidence or for any other p.lt."[X)Se in M::>ntana oourts. 
'!his, in anplification of a long series of anti-polygrar;n decisions, arrl a 
statutory prcllibition against the use of polygrat:b test results in trials. 

In North carolina the SUprene Court said the mere mention of a pol y­
gra!'h test did not neoessitate aweIlate relief, an:! the rule prohibitin:j 
polygr<l!il results as evidence did not affect the use of the polygr<l!il for 
investigative purposes. 

In a North Dakota case, an appellate court. said the trial court did not 
err in refusi.rq to allOW' the defense. ani two witnesses to explain that the 
defendant an:! two witnesses had offered to take polygr<l!il tests to SUWOrt 
their statements that the defen:iant was not the driver of the car when he 
was arresta:l for mI. 

In Chio an a{Pellate court agreed that the ineffectiveness of counsel 
was so serious that it deprived the deferrlant of a fair trial. Counsel. had 
agreed to a stip.1lation in which the results could only be used by the 
prosecution, that the defense did not p.rrsue the lack of polygra!'h charts in 
cant as required by prior decisions, that there was a lack. of required 
foordation testimony ani no objection, and a failure to ooject to the 
cant's failure to instruct the jury on the use of polygraI:'h. evidence, also 
required by prior decisions. '!be cant left open the issue of stipilation to 
a witness' test, b.It said that if it was to be allCMed, it wculd have to 
meet the same requirerrerrts as :now required for admissibility of a stipilata::1 
test of the defendant. In a different case, the Chio SUprene Court said 
that rrention of polygr<l!il tests durin:j trial was not prejudicial. Results 
were not mentione::i in response to prosecution questions, ani when it was it 
was in response to a defense question. 
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In a Pennsylvania SUpreme Court decision, they reaffirmed that eviden:e 
of a refusal or willinJnegs to take a polygraFh test is inadmissible as 
evidence. 

The Texas Court of criminal l\{:peals foom that it was error to allow 
the unresponsive answer of a witness reveal the existence ani results of a 
polygrGtil test of a previous suspect, ani deny the IlDtion for a mistrial, 
despite the instruction given to the jury. fbIever, the Court said that 
since the error did not cxmtribute to the verdict, the verdict of guilty was 
affi.nYe:l. In another case the Texas court said a trial court did not err in 
not allowirg defense counsel to ask an aCXXlllplice-witness if he had passed a 
polygraJit test before he agreed to the plea bargain. 

FEDERAL 

Unit"" states v. Blakeney, 942 F.2d 1001 (C.A.6, Ky. 1991) 

Defen:lants were convicted in the United states District Court for the 
Eastern District of Kentucky of oonspiracy to manufacture, distribute, arrl 
possess with intent to distribute methaJiPletamine; am related offenses. 

Prior to trial one of the deferrlants was administered a polygrat:b 
examination by IblygraIit Asscx::iates, Inc. regardi.rg his involvement in the 
operation of the net.hanPletarnine: laboratory. 'Ihe government held a hear~ 
ani granted a notion in limine. Deferrlant claimed error because the 
questions fran the pol ygraIb examination related to the allegations made in 
his indicOnent. 

'Ihe United states Court of ~s, sixth Circuit, noted that in United 
states v. Fife, 573 F.2d 369 (6th Cir. 1976), cert. denied, 430 U.S. 933, 97 
S.ct. 1555, 51 L.Ed. 777 (1977) I they rejected a deferrlant's oontention that 
the district court abused its discretion in exclOOirg evidence that he 
sultnitted to a polygraJit test because the results of a polygraFh test are 
not cct1pE!tent evidence. In Wolfe! v. Holbrook, 823 F.2d 970 (6th cir. 
1987), oert. denied 484 U.S. 1069, 108 S.ct. 1035, 98 L.Ed. 999 (1988), they 
rocxli.fied their per se rule by statin:;J that in the absence of an agreenent or 
stipulation between parties, the results of po1ygraIb examinations are inad­
missible. Also urder Wolfel, the results III.lSt be relevant to the proof 
established by probative evidence, arrl within the S01.U"rl discretion of the 
district court. In this case the court did not detemine that the facts 
presented an unusual case warrantill:! introduction of the polygraJit results. 
Conviction affinned. 

Escobar v. O'Leary, 943 F.2d 711 (C.A. 7, Ill. 1991) 

An Illinois prisoner who had been convicted of murder, filed a petition 
for a write of habeas corp.lS. '!he writ was denied by the District Court, 
am he appealed. 
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Defen:lant claimed he was entitled to a Jle'W trial because the judge 
wrongly admitted polygra(il evidence against h:iJn. A witness, answerirq a 
question on why he rerrembered while he was in police custody that he loaned 
a gun to Escx:i>ar, mentioned in his response a lie detector test he had 
taken. E'.sCOOar argued that the witness' CCI1'Im?l1t ilwited the jmy to cane 
to the =nclusion that he had passed the test, an:l that Escobar must be 
guilty. In Illinois, polygra(il results are inadmissilile as evidence. 
People v. Baines, 430 N.E.2d 1070 (Ill. 1981). 

'!he United states Court of Appeals, seventh circuit, held that viola­
tion of state evidentiary rules may rx:>t be questioned in federal habeas 
proceedings unless they ren:ier the trial so unfair as to constitute a denial 
of federal Constitutional rights. '!he Court observed that Escobar's trial 
was furrlamentally fair. 'Ihe strergth of the other evidence admitted against 
Escobar ren:iered hannless any error. Most notably I the evidence included 
Escobar's confession. 

Winfield v. state, 796 S.W.2d 574, 303 Ark 291 (1990) 

Deferrlant was convicte::l of first degree murder ani felony in possession 
of a firearm, arrl he a~led. '!he SUprere court of Arkansas held that 
mention of the polygra~ on t¥.\) occasions was prejudicial, entitled the 
defen::lant to a mistrial. Reversed an:i remarried. J. Glaze arrl Haze dissent­
ed. 

Winfield asserted that the trial court's failure to grant a mistrial on 
mention of a polygraf'h test of a key witness durirq testiIrony of a police 
officer was error. Failin;J to get a mistrial the defen:lant asked for the 
results of the witness' test as they heard he had flWlk.ed it, arrl the IXJlice 
would not give them the infonna.tion. ihe trial court said that was not 
relevant. 

'!he suprerre Court, in reversin:J ani reman:ii.rg for a neo;.,r trial, said 
that Arkansas law prohibits admission of polygraP'J. results except on stip.l­
lation. Ark. Ccxle A .. Sec. 12-12-704 (1987), Hays v. State, 298 Ark 356, 
767 S.W.2d 525 (1989), citirq Foster v. State, 285 Ark 363, 687 S.W.2d 829 
(1985), oert. den. 482 U.S. 929, 107 S.ct. 3213, 96 L.Ed.2d 700 (1987). 
Reference to tests also constitutes error, Roleson v. state, 272 Ark 346, 
614 S.W.2d 656 (1981), citing Van Cleve v. state, 268 Ark 514, 498 S.W.2d 65 
(1980). In Winfield the Court said there was no agreement as to mention of 
the test. Although mere mention is not necessarily prejudicial in every 
case here, it was an obvious attempt by the officer to bolster the wib1ess' 
testiIocmy, ani that was error. '!he d j ssent was about 'What ha~ at the 
trial. 

FIDRIlll!. 

Cohen v. state, 581 So.2d 926 (Fla.App. 3 Dist. 1991) 
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Deferdant was convicted of first-degree nurder, cx:mspiracy to canmit 
murder, arx:i :possession of a fireann durin3' a:mnission of a felony, arx:i she 
aweaJ-ed. 

Defendant cla:Uood the trial oourt erred by refusing to admit the re­
sults of J;Olygraph examinations. '!he Court of ArPeals of Florida, 3rd 
District, fourrl no merit in the claim because the results of polygraph 
examination in Florida are generally inadmissible unless by stipllation by 
both parties. ravis v. state, 520 So.2d 572 (Fla. 1988), Delap v. state, 
440 So.2d 1242 (Fla. 1983), cert. denied 467 U.S. 1264, 104 S.ct. 3559, 82 
L.Fd.2d 860 (1984). '!here was no stipulation in this case. Conviction 
affirmed. 

Harris v. state, 198 Ga.App. 503, 402 S.E.2d 62 (1991) 

Defen:tant was convicted of child II'Olestation arx:i aggravated sc::rlany, arxi 
he appealed. 

In affinni.n:J conviction, the Court of Appeals of Georgia noted that the 
a~llate offered no eJq:>lanation for not subnittin;J to a polygraPl test 
before the trial. Claiming the results of his post-trial po1ygrafXl 
examination was newly discovered evidence to surport a new trial, the 
defendant could not shcM .my the exercise of ordinaxy diligence would not 
have prcduca:i this evidence before the trial. M:lre inportant, said the 
court, was the state's failure to stipulate to admissibility of the examina­
tion results. Absent that agreeroont, the evidence was inadmissible. 
T:iJnberlake v. state, 246 Ga. 488, 271 S.E.2d 792 (1980) an:! Rucker v. state, 
177 Ga.App. 779, 341 S.E.2d 288 (1986). No error. 

McGraw v. state, 199 Ga.App. 389, 405 S.E.2d 53 (1991) 

Defen:tant was convicted of trafficki.n:J in cocaine, bJrglary, an::l felony 
theft, ani he aJ:PE!aled. 

Defen:tant claimed he was entitled to a new trial because the court 
erred in not allGliI'g into evidence the favorable results of a polygraI*l 
examination administered by a state expert. Defen:lant claimed he was "en­
ticed" by the state to un:lergo a polygrafXl examination an:! that ought to 
equate to an irrplied stip.llation, particularly as a matter of :fun:iamental 
fairness. 

'!he Georgia Court of lq:peals said no, only the express stip.J.1.ation of 
parties makes results of polygrafXl tests admissible. SUstakovitch v. state, 
249 Ga. 273, 290 S.E.2d 77 (1982). ihe Court added that the state's stip.!­
lation to another polygrap, test in the case did not affect admissibility of 
this test. Affirmed. 
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INDIANA 

Green v. state, 575 N.E.2d 296 (In:l.lIW. 3 Dist. 1991) 

Oeferrlant was convicted of oonspiracy to c:x:amrit ll1lrder, am she ap­
pealed. 

Oeferrlant claine:i error in the trial ca.rrt' s grantl.nj of a ItPtion in 
limine proffered by the state as to any evidence of pol ygraIil examinations 
taken by the defen:lant, her daughter, am her daughter's boyfrien:i. It was 
the OOyfrien:l's shotgun, loaned to her for that p.n:p:>Se, that defen::lant used 
to kill her husbard. 

'lhe Court of ~]s of Irrliana., '!hird District, said the grantl.nj of a 
rrotion in limine presexves no issue for ~l, an:! the failure to offer the 
excluded evidence at trial oonstitutes a waiver of that issue. At trial, a 
state's witness rrentioned the polygraIit examina.tions twice. At a bench 
conference deferrlant's counsel did not seek to i.ntrc:rluce the polygraph test 
results, as he believed an instruction to the jury would resolve the issue. 
No error. Affinned. 

Patton v. state, 580 N.E.2d 693 (In::!. lIW. 2 Dist. 1991) 

Defen:lant was convicted of rurglary am theft, am he appealed. 

Deferrlant claine:i the trial court erred in orderl.nj as terms of prcba.­
tion that any polygraph test taken of defen::lant will be admissible as 
eviden::e in court. Patton said this was an inapprcpriate oorrlition because 
it carpels him to be a witness against hi.nself, an:) further, the oorrlition 
forces hiln to oonsent to the admissibility of evidence that otherwise is 
inadmissible. 

'lhe Court of ARJeals of In:liana., Secorrl District, said the trial court 
had broad discretion to iIlpose oorxlitions of prcba.tion which will prcxiuce a 
law abiding citizen an:) protect the public, an:) at times, may ilnpinge upon 
probatiooer's constitutionally protected rights. fue Co.lrt held that as to 
Cbnstitutional issues, the requirement did not on its face ilnpinge on prcba.­
tioner's rights urrler the Fifth Arnerd:rrent. HcMever, the Court shared 
Patton's COI'lC:eD1 about unrestricted admissibility of polygraIb examina.tion 
results. 'lhe Court said, "We acknc:Mledge a probation oorrlition requiring 
pol~ examina.tions upon request as apprcpriate when the corxlition bears 
a reasonable relationship to the rehabilitative aspect of prcba.tion, e.g., 
as a deterrence fran violating other terms of probation by instilll.nj fear 
of detection or where the examination provides probation officials with an 
irxlication of probationer's progress in rehabilitation. Nevertheless, 
absent stip.ilation or waiver, the results of a polygraIit examina.tion are 
inadmissible in a criminal prosecution." Tope v. state, 266 Irrl. 239, 362 
N.E.2d 137 (1977). Here, the decision was not made by Patton, but by the 
ccurt, am it was inapprcpriate to coerce the deferrlant to agree to 
admissibility of evidence that was otherwise inadmissible because it has not 
been farrrl scientifically reliable. Ihus, said the Court, the 
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rehabilitative benefits of the polygraph ooOOition nust be obtained. without 
the examination results being admissible in any subsequent court proceeding. 
'!he Court added that they were not :inp:lsing an :inpedllrent upon the use of 
polygraph examinations as a rehabilitative tool IrUCh like the probation 
COIrlitions that a probationer be tnrt:hful in respording to questions asked 
by his or her probation supezvisor. 

'Ihe case was remarrl.ed to the trial oourt to strike the pJ:'tX)ation corrli­
tion that the results of any polygraph examination provision are admissible 
in a subsequent prcx::::eedin;J. Except for that, the conviction was affiI:m::rl. 

KENWCKY 

Morgan v. Canm::>nwealth, 809 S.W.2d 704 (Ky. 1991) 

Defendant was oonvicted of :murder arrl he appealed. 

Defendant claimed that when the counsel for the parties arrl the trial 
court =nstructerl a charade whereby Sergeant Howard, the polygra!il examin­
er r 'iNCUld be presented as an officer who p:>Ssessed "special interrogation 
skillsll

, II it created the error that follCMed. The arrarqerrent was necessary 
to cover the time taken to give a polygraph examination without reveali.rq 
that such a test was given, but would allaN' HCM.rrd to disclose the defen­
dant's incriminati.rq statement. Sergeant HcMard kI1e"w' of the agreement. 
HCMeVer, the trial oourt required H~ to describe the roam in response 
to a question, arrl in doi.rg so he mentionecl there was a pol~ instnnrent 
on the tq:> of the desk. A notion for a mistrial was overruled, despite the 
fact that at a bench conference just prior to the order to answer the ques­
tion the judge said that if a polygra!il was mentioned everyl:lody was going 
home. HcMard didn't kno;.,r that. 

'!he SUprerre Court of Kentucky noted that disclosure of the taking of a 
test without disclosi.rq the results was error. Ice v. Comroonwealth, 667 
s. W. 2d 671 (Ky. 1984). '!he Court believed that in this =ntext: Sergeant 
HcMard's telli.rq the jury that the interrogation took place in a room with a 
polygra!il instrument amounted to a ''virtual banner headline that awellant 
had been given a polygraph examination." The case was reversed on the issue 
of the polygraIil examination, affinned on the admissibility of a~llant's 
statements, arrl renanded to the circuit oourt for further proceedi..rqs. 

'Ihree of the seven justices dissented, sayi.rq that the reversal was not 
required when based on the use of the 'WOrd "polygraIil" once in a foor-day 
trial in which there was no mention of the results of the test, or whether 
or not a test was given. 

wartnick & Moss & Barnett, et.al., 476 N.W.2d 166 (Minn.App. 1991) 
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After a jury returned a verdict against the client in a wrorgful death 
action, the client instituted 1e:Jal malpractice action against his attorney. 
'!he District CoUrt granted the attoJ:TIeY's ItDtion for SI.IItUllaIY judgement, an:) 

the client aweaJ-ed. 

'!he client said his attorney ccmnitte::i malpractice when he said in his 
openirg azgument that the police lieutenant asked Wartnick to take a poly­
graIi1 test, arx:l he agreed, rut later wartnick said he had talked. to his 
attorney an:) said that he was told not to take a lie detector test, an:) the 
matter was drqlped. camsel added that Wartnick ""'-lld testify that he was 
advised that lie detector tests are not always accurate; they're not always 
responsible, an:) thirgs go haywire. 

wartnick argued on awel that the trial coort erred in ccncludin:j 
counsel's cormnents on the polygraIit test fell within the l1error in judgmentl1 
rule. 1be Court of Aweals of Minnesota disagreed, an:! held that un::Ier the 
circumstances counsel's c:annents did not constitute malpractice as a ma.tter 
of law. First, in Minnesota, polygrctIil test results are inadmissible in 
both criminal arx:l civil actions. state v. Arxierson, 379 N.W.2d 70 (Minn. 
1985), cert. denied 476 U.S. 1141, 106 S.ct. 2248, 90 L.El:I.2d 694 (1986). 
F\Jrther, in criminal trials references to a polygraph test to a jury is 
groun:is for an inutaliate mistrial. state v. Perry, 274 Minn. 1, 142 N.W.2d 
573 (1966). HCMeVer, in a civil trial, C.M.C. v. A.P.F., 275 N.W.2d 282 
(Minn. 1977), admission of a polygraI=h test results to a jury was not preju­
dicial error. Given the facts, mention of a polygraIb test in a civil case 
is not necessarily groun:is for a mistrial. camsel argued he told the jury 
abcut the refused test to avoid prejudice to his client if a witness inad­
vertently mantioned it. His decision, subject to secooo-guessin';J, was a 
clear example of a reasonable exercise of professional judgment. 

'!he SUmmary Judgment against each of the malpractice claims was af­
firne:i. 

state v. staat, 811 P.2d 1261 (Mont. 1991) 

Defen::1ant appealed. a bon::l revocation based. on results of a court­
ordered polygraPl examination, arx:l deferdant filed. a petition for a writ of 
supervisory control with the state SUpreme Court, which was granted. 

'!he SUpreme Court. of M:::lntana said this Court "Has lorq al::horred the use 
of lie detector evidence. 1I state v. kFherson, 236 M:::lnt. 484, 771 P.2d 120 
(1989) an:) have consistently held such evidence inadmissible at trials. 
state v. Hollywood, 138 MOnt. 561, 358 P.2d 437 (1960) arx:l State v. Bashor, 
188 M:lnt. 397, 614 P.2d 470 (1980). 1be Court has held such evidence inad­
missible on probation revocation prooeedirgs because it does not :believe the 
results are trustworthy. state v. Fogarty, 187 M::>nt. 393, 610 P.2d 140 
(1980) an:! state v. BJrke, 235 Mont. 165, 766 P.2d 254 (1988). In 32 cases 
since 1960 in which the SUpreme Court has mantioned or discussed polygraIit 
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examinations, the results thereof have never been specifically awroved for 
intrcduct.ion over objection into evidence. 

Also noted, is that the M:mtana legislature has prdlibited polygrap, 
evidence fran being intro::luced as evidence, in sections 37-62-302, :r-K:A, 
enacta:i in 1983. It provides: "Results of a p:Jlygrap,. examination or other 
test given by an examiner may not be introduced or admitte:l as evidence in a 
court of law. II '!hat, said the Ccxlrt, rules cut admissibility by stip..1lation 
of the parties. '!he Ccxlrt said tbat in this case and in he future, "Poly­
grclIil evidence shall not be allC7Ned in any proo?A'i i rg in a oourt of law in 
Montana. '!he only aoceptable lie detection net:hods in l"kmtana ca.rrt pI:'CX:eE!d­
irqs reside with the court in bench trials, the jury in jury trials, am the 
skill of counsel in cross-examination in all trials." 

Reversed arrl re:rcarrled for action awropriate with the decision. 

1IORn! CARJLINA 

state v. Mitchell, 328 N.C. 705, 403 S.E.2d 287 (1991). 

Deferrlant was CX>1Wicta:i of first-degree murder arx:l conspiracy, arrl he 
~ed. 1here"Were two issues involvirq p:JlygraPl tests, one on testilrony 
about tests arxI the other about usin:j the tests durin:j investigation. 

Mention of p:Jl ygraPl tests was in the recorded evidence taken when a 
witness, wired for sourrl, talked to the defen:lant. 'Ihe recorc:li.n:J of two 
interviews were played in court, and no objection was raised and no notion 
to strike was made. 1herefore, said the SUpreme Ccxlrt of North carolina, 
the plain error rule was not violated. '!he Ccxlrt restated their objection 
to the results of the polygraph test results bein:j admitted as evidence, 
even with stip..1lation. state v. Grier, 307 N.C. 628, 300 S.E.2d 351 (1983), 
but the rrere mention of polygraph testin:j does not necessitate appellate 
relief. state v. Harris, 323 N.C. 112, 371 S.E.2d 689 (1988). Citirq 
Grier, supra, the Court said the rule does not affect the use of p:JlygraPl 
tests for investigatory purposes, arxI the lllnited testi=ny ooncerning the 
investigatory p:JlygraPl test of the deceased's wife, even if erroneously 
admitted, did not affect the jury verdict. No error. 

1IORn! IlIIKDrA 

City of Bismark v. Berger, 465 N.W.2d 480 (N.D.App. 1991) 

Deferrlant was convicta:i of driving urrler the influence of alcd101, and 
he appxUed. Berger and two witnesses said Berger was not driving. 

Defen:lant clailta:l error in that the trial court refused to admit evi­
dence that Berger arxI the two witnesses offered to take polygrap, tests. No 
tests were given. 
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'!he ca.u-t of Afpeals of North Dakota said, "it has generally been held 
ilufrrcper to admit evidence that an accused has been willirq or unwillirg to 
take a lie detector test." 95 A.L.R.2d 819 (1964). In North D:lkota, the 
SUpreme cant held that the results of a pol~ test are inadmissible on 
his behalf in a criminal proceeiirg. state v. Pusch, 77 N.D. 860, 46 N.W.2d 
508 (1950). ~ awellate coort ooted a case on the point of Berger, state 
v. swanson, 225 N.W.2d 283 (N.D. 1974), in which no test was given, and no 
scientific eviden::e of its reliability or the ~ of the operator was 
offered. 

~ SUpreme cant of North rakota has ooted that a trial coort nrust 
consider IX'lygra{i1 test results in rulirq on a notion for a new trial when 
the prosecution and the defense have stip.llated to their admissibility. 
Healy v. Healy, 397 N.W.2d 71 (N.D. 1986). In state v. Newrran, 409 N.W.2d 
79 (N.D. 1987), the SUpreme cant held that the trial coort did not abuse 
its discretion in exclud.irg the results of polygra]:l1 tests .mere the defen­
dant did not offer any evidence of reliability of pol~ tests. ~ 
Court of Afpeals said, 1I'Ihus, our suprerre court. has consistently irrlicated 
that unless the parties stip.llate to their admissibility, polygra]:l1 test 
results are inadmissible in crimina.l trial in this state, at least withoot 
evidence of the scientific reliability and acx::eptance of the results of 
polygraJil examinations." Affirmed. 

For a discussion of polygraJ;il tests on the issue in Berger, see IlIaw 
Notes: was He Drivirg?" PolygraOO (1990) 19(2) I 147-149. 

OHIO 

state v. Spirko, 59 Ohio st.3d 1, 570 N.E.2d 229 (1991) 

Deferrlant was convicte:i of kidnappirq and aggravated JTIIT'der, an:i sen­
tenced to death. cant of 1q:peals affirnal, an:! defendant awealed. 

Deferdant clailTed evidence of polygraph examinations was inprq:erly 
intrcxiuced an:i the lack of a curative instruction by the court violated his 
rights urxIer the Fifth, Eighth, an:! FoUrteenth AInerdIrents to the u.s. Con­
stitution an:i Articles I an:i II of the Ohio Constitution. In particular, 
the state failed to follCM the prcx:edure for admission of pol ygraIil results 
required in State v. Souel, 53 Ohio St.2d 123, 7 O.O.3d 207, 372 N.E.2d 1318 
(1978). 

In one instance a Postal InspeCtor un:1er cross-examination by defense 
stated that durm, his investigation he asked the defendant if he wo.ll.d be 
willirg to sut:rnit to a polygraph examination. Ibe defense counsel did not 
cx:mnent, an:i there was no evidence that the state attercpted to enter the 
evidence or canrrent on it. '!he secord instance was when a state's witness, 
durin; direct testinPny, said that the deferrlant told him that he failed a 
pol~ examination because he lied to the postal inspectors regardm, the 
ImJrder. Defense did not cbject. On redirect the witness was asked about a 
pol~ test he had taken, then on recross-examination the defense brought 
out the results of that test, ..tric:h indicated that he passed the test. ~ 
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third instance occurred when a RJstal Inspector said that a suspect, John 
Willier I had agreed to take a pol}'9raIil examina.tion to prove he had not 
ccmn:ittecl the murder. '!he defense ma.intained. Willier was the murderer, an:l 
this ccmnent iltpr"qlerly strergthened his credibility. 

'!he SUprerre Court of Ohio said the prosecution did not brirg out the 
results of any of the polygraj:h tests, that the effect of the statements for 
the prosecution were not preju:ticial, an:! the defense could not invite error 
am later catplain aJ:xxrt: its prejudicial effect. The Standards of Souel did 
not apply because polygraj:h results were not admitted. The catplaints were 
wit:ha.rt merit. Affinte:l. 

state v. Lascola, 61 Ohio App.3d 228, 572 N.E.2d 717 (1991) 

DeferDant was convicted of rape arrl attempted rape, ani he appealErl. 
'Ihe Court of ~s of Chic, Franklin County, heard testiJrony on ineffec­
ti ve trial counsel. One. of three cx:mplaints was that trial counsel was 
ineffective in stip,llatirg to admission of ccxrplaini.rq witness' lXl1ygraph 
test results, that he failed to ooject to intrOOuction of the polygraph 
evidence when the state failed to establish a proper foun:jation for its 
admission, an:i failed to request cautionary instnIctions conceming the use 
of polygraj:h evidence by the jury as required by the Ohio SUprelOO Court. 

Deferrlant was accusa::l of two rapes ani one atteITptej rape of his step­
daughter, when she was 13 years old. The step-daughter, who believed the 
deferdant had l1I..l1:'dered his rother, nade these allegations of rape when she 
was 16-years-old. Prior to trial, defen:iant, defense counsel, arrl counsel 
for the state, entered into a stip.ll.ation penni ttirg the step-daughter to 
urrlerqo a polygraj:h test. The stip..ll.ation provided for the expert to testi­
fy as to the polygraFh test results. The examiner testified that the step­
daughter was telliI"I the truth regardirq her allegations of rape. No charts 
were introduced, ani the jury was not given instructions as to haY they 
should consider the evidence. 

'Ib prove ineffectiveness of counsel, defense must shaY that counsel's 
~onnarx::e was deficient, an::i that his errors were so serious that he was 
not functioning as the coonsel guaranteed by the Sixth A1OOnlnent. Second, 
the defendant !Il.lSt shcM that the perfornance prejudiced his defense, that 
the errors were so serious as to deprive him of a fair trial whose result is 
reliable. 

In ~ to state v. Sale1, 53 ctrio St.2d 123, 7 O.O.3d 207, 372 
N.E.2d 1318 (1978), there are several standards that must be lOOt to make 
polygraj:h tests admissible. ~ does not address the issue of a witness 
takirg a test un:ler stip..1lation, an:i neither the prosecution nor the defense 
cited cases on such a stipulation. Moreover, the a~llate court could not 
firxl an Ohio decision on that issue, makin;J it a case of first inpression. 
In this case, the wordi.rq of the stip..1lation was cdd, as it only pennitted 
the state to use the results, am not the defendant. ihat such a stip..ll.a­
tion was agreed to was uncxmscionable for 00th. parties, said the Court. llie 
Court left open the issue of Whether or not stipulation could be entered into 
regard.irg a test of a witness. 'lhe Court held the deferxiant's camsel's 
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action was deficient, an:i because the prosecution relied on the step­
daughter's testiJoony, despite other witnesses We oontradicted her, the 
testiIoony was critical. ihe cant said there was a reasonable pI."Cilability 
that withoo:t the results of the polygrilfh test an:! the expert's opinion, the 
rutccme of the trial ca.tld have been different. 

ihe COUrt added, assumi.rg there may be circurnstarx::es where a 
stip..llation as to a witness may be proper, at a :mininJ.IIn it lIl1St neet the 
requirenent.s of SOUel. 

'Ihe Court noted further evidence of ineffectiveness in that when the 
examiner testified that he had not br=ght the charts to court, it was not 
p.rrsued. SoUel requires the admission of the charts an:i the examiner's 
opinion thereon on behalf of either deferdant or the state. Not only was 
defense counsel negligent, rut the trial court also disreganled the require­
ments set forth in Souel. ihe Court considered the lack of instnlctions to 
the jury by the trial c:nnt, whidl must say "'Ihat the examiner's testirocmy 
does not terrl to prove or disprove any element of the crime with which the 
deferdant is charged, an:! that it is for the jurors to determine what weight 
an:! effect such testboony should be given." The quotation is required by 
Souel, an:i defense counsel did not request it nor did it ctlject. to the lack 
of the instnlction. Thus, the jury ca.tld rely solely on the polygrilfh 
results to determine the credibility of the =plaining witness. The fail­
ure of the trial court to give the dlarge oonstituted plain error. 

For these an:i other reasons the deferrlant' s assignments of error were 
sustained, the judgment of the trial cn.Jrt. reversed, an:i the cause rernan:ied 
for further prooeedings. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

canm:mwealth v. Chester, 587 A.2d 1367 (Pa. 1991) 

Deferrlants were oonvicted of first-degree murder, kidnappirq, aggravat­
ed assault, unlawful restraint, false imprisonment, oonspiracy, an:i (X)Sses­
sion of i.nstn.Irrents of crime, arrl they were sentence:i to death. Deferrlants 
awealed. 

Deferrlant laird claim:rl trial oourt error in its refusal to admit 
oo-defen::lant Chester's refusal, upon sutrnittirq to a polygra{Xl examination 
to answer the question, "Did you kill Anthony Milano?" laird said Chester's 
refusal was relevant an:i probative of the identification of Milano's killer 
an:! should have been admitted for that purpose. 

The SUpreme o:.rrt of Pennsylvania said the argurrent nust fail because 
the results of a polygra:r;:h examination are inadmissible for any p..rrpose. 
Corrm:mwealth v. Gee, 467 Pa. 123, 354 A.2d 875 (1976), Cc:rrm:lnwea.lth v. 
Brcx:lks, 454 Pa. 75, 309 A.2d 732 (1973). See, e.g., Office of Disciplinary 
Q:lunsel v. wittJrack, 513 Pa. 609, 522 A.2d 522 (1987). 
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A Revieiri of FOlygraph Case law in 1991 

Ul::JI::ler Dlblin FOlice. Benevolent Association. et al.. v. Uooer Dlblin Civil 
Service. Ccmnission. et al. Court of camcn Pleas of funtgane.ry County, 
Pennsylvania, No. 91-17526. December 11, 1991 

A suit was filed by the plaintiffs to bar the use of a polygI"aIil 
examination as one of the requi.reJrents for praootion to Sergeant. 

~ Court noted that the rules aIrl regulations of the Upper D.lblin 
Civil Service camri.ssion contain a clause allc~d..rg for the use of the p:Jly­
grar:h ~ in the prcm:>tional examination for the position of Patrol 
Sergeant, aIrl that the only questions that may be asked during the polygI"aIil 
examination must be derived fran the Personnel Data Q,lestionnaire. Illrirg 
perDency of the prcm:>tional examination the Court granted an injunction ani 
barred. the prcm:>tional examination. ihe Court, in a Firrlirg ani Order 
pursuant to the injunction fourrl that the questions being asked during the 
pol ygI"aIil examination went beyord the scq:>e of the Personal D3.ta Q.lestion­
naire. fue Firding aIrl Order fourrl that questions based on the Personal 
Data QUestionnaire were proper. '!he prtm:1tional process was resumed. From 
38 awlicants, 20 were selected for additional processirg involvlrg an oral 
examination whidl would be added to the supervisor's ratirgs arrl the results 
of the written test. '!hat was to be folla.¥ed by the Iilysical, psydlological 
aIrl polygraph examinations, which are pass/fail. 

Plaintiffs alleged that the p:Jlygraph examination was unconstitutional, 
violatirg the First ani Fifth Atnerrlments, ani the statutes of Pennsylvania. 
Plaintiffs also alleged that the p:Jl ygraph examination was unfair, unprac­
tical ani illegal. '!he Court heard testim:my frcan offioers, a psycholcqy 
professor 1 a p:J1 ygraph examiner, ani two ccamri.ssioners. 

'!he Court cited Arrlerson v. city of IhiladelWia, 845 F. 2d 1216 (3rd 
Cir. 1988) in which the fuinj circuit Court reversed the District Court aIrl 
stated: ''We conc:luc1e that in the absence of a scientific consensus, reason­
able law enforcement administrators may choose to include a p:Jlygraph re­
quirem:mt in their hirirg process wit.haIt offerrlirg the equal protection 
clause. 11 '!he ~ County Court also fourrl. no violation of either due 
process or equal protection. ihe Court also foun:i no merit in the Fifth 
AInerdment claim since the results of p:JlygraIil examinations W'a.Jld not be 
used to brirg criminal prosecution or discipline. 1he Court did not firrl 
the test illegal ani did firrl that tnrt:hfulness is a measure of fitness for 
the rank. of Patrol Sergeant. '!he Order of the Court denied the abjections 
of the plaintiffs. 

TEXAS 

Tennard v. state, 802 S.W.2d 678 (Tex.cr.App. 1990, en bane), rehearing 
denied. 

De:fen:lant was convicted of capital nurder, ani he appealed. 

De:ferrlant claimed that an unresponsive answer by a p:Jlice officer 
revealed the existence ani results of a p:JlygraPl examination administered 
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to a previous suspect. ~ trial CCAJrt sustained a challenged ard instruct­
ed the jury to disregaI:d the officer's answer, but denied the request for a 
mistrial. ~ existence ard results of a polygr<llXl examination are inadmis­
sible in Texas for all pn:poses. Netherly v. state, 692 S.W.2d 686 
(Tex.Cr.lIpp. 1985), Patterson v. state, 247 S.W.2d 110 (Tex. Cr.lIpp. 1951). 
Whether a mistrial in cases such as Tennard is required usually focuses on 
whether the results W'ere revealed to the jury. Hao1ever, despite the coort's 
error I the cant of criminal ~ls of Texas foun:i that the error made no 
contrib.rt:ioo to the verdict. Affizmed. 

Russell v. state, 798 S.W.2d 632 (Tex.lIpp. Fort Worth 1990) 

Defen:lant was convicted of capital ImJrder ard he appealed. 

Deferdant said the trial court erred in not allowi.n;J his counsel to ask 
an aCCCllplice-witness if he knew the defenlant had passed a polygraIil test 
before the witness agreed to plea bargain, arxl to ask the witness of his 
knowledge of defen:lant's cooperation with the state in takin:j a polygraIil 
examination prior to the plea agreement. 

~ appellate CCAJrt said that any reference to polygr<llXl tests is 
inproper even when test results are not disclosed. Reed. v. state, 522 
S.W.2d 466 (Tex. Cri:m.lIpp. 1975). ~ CCAJrt said the reference to the tests 
was :iJtpeJ:missible ard the refusal by the trial judge was =rrect. 

Conviction affirmed. 

* * * * * * 
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FACl'S AOCUr STATE roLICE roLYGRAIH 
EXAMS OF CRIMINAL OEFENDTINI'S 

By 

James A. Jdmson, Jr., Esq. 

As a lawyer, who specializes in cxniuctin;J pol)'graIh examinations on 
clients of lawyers un:ier the umbrella of the attorney-client privilege, I am 
frequently asked about he use of polytjra!il by New Erqlam state police 
agencies. 

All six New Erglan::l state police agencies have pllygraIit examiners I who 
CC>rduct polygram examinations in connection with criminal investigation. 
For exaJtt>le, verncnt has three full time examiners. Connecticut has five 
full time examiners. 

In 1989, the six New Erqlam states ooroucted a total of about 1,474 
polygra>h examinations of =:ilninal deferx:lants unler rights aclvisen-ent am 
1,660 polygrctIil examinations of police applicants. 

Connecticut 
Maine 
Massadlusetts* 
NE!W' Hanpshire 
Rhcxie Islan::l* 
Vernont** 

Cr:ilninal 
IJeferx:lants 

354 
136 
350 
150 
200 
284 

1474 

Police 
AWlicants 

1091 
74 
o 

205 
o 

290 
1660 

*Note: '!he laws of Massachusetts am Rhode Islam prohibit 
p~loyment polygra>h examinations of police. ** Note: '!he Vernont 
state fulice oorouct polytjra!il exams on deferxlants represented by the PUblic 
IJefemers Office. nus is the only state .nidl I am aware of that has this 
arraTX:Jement • 

James A. Jdmson, Jr., Esq. is a retired It..Col. USAF. He is a nam::er 
of the APA ani a practicl..rq attorney. 'Ibis article is reprinted with the 
permission of the author am. the Maine Bar JOUDlal, a p.lblication of the 
Maine state Bar Association. Maine Bar Joomal, Volume.2, Nunber 5, septem­
ber 1991. For reprints, write to the author at Nine Oakrili1e Drive, 
Iordorrleny, New Hanpshire 03053. 
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~ percentage of crllninal. defen:lants, who passed a state police poly­
grar.h exam varies slightly fran state to state. HoweVer, it is estimated 
that roughly 50 percent of deferrlants passed their exam. '!hus, in 1989, 
about 737 crllninal. defen:lants passed polygra!i1 examinations =rducted by 
state police agencies in New Erqlam. 

Regal:'din:J heM prosecutors used the results of favorable polygra!i1 
exams, the dliefs of state polygralil offices reported that generally charges 
were not initiated or charges were dismissed. 

Regal:'din:J criminal defen:1ants, who fail an exam, additional interviews 
were corducted to obtain an explanation. If the defen:lant made an admission 
or confession, this information was admissible at trial. If an admission or 
confession was not obtaine:i, naturally, the results of the polygraph were 
not admissible in a trial in accordance with the I:Ules of evidence. 

Although our judicial system is adversarial, the many years of state 
prosecutors =nsidering their results of state polygralil exams alom with 
other information to prosecute or not prosecute, allows defense lawyers an 
O{:POrtunity to utilize a state resall:'Ce for the benefit of deferrlants who 
adamantly am truthfully claim no involverrent in alleged crimes. As m:my 
criminal deferxlants lie to their lawyers, which walld result in their 
failirg a state exam, lawyers naturally nust (X)J}Sider carefully whether or 
not to have a client polygra!i>ed by the state. 

* * * * * * 

'!heft an:! Gerner 

Wanl, D9.vis A. an:! Beck, Weffiy L. (1989) Gerner an:! dishonesty. 
Journal of Social Psychology, 130(3), 333-339. 

students were given an OWOrtunity to cheat while grading their own 
examination. Actually, the examinations had already been graded, am the 
researd1ers c:x:mpare::i the results of the original score am the score given 
by stulents. Of the 128 stuIents who took the examination, 36 (28%) cheat­
ed.. 'Ihey also had a questionnaire about attitudes on cheati.n;J. '!he firrl­
l.njs supp:>rted the view that female sb.dents needed excuses rrore than tren 
in ergagin3' in ~ activity. 

Requests f= reprints should be sent to David A. Wanl, Department of 
Sociology, wasJ:rirgton state University, Pullman, WA 99164-4020. 

* * * * * * 

73 

Polygraph 1992, 21(1)



'!he Bill, Debate, Passage, and the F\rture 

A BibliClCjr1l{i1y 

Ccarpiled by 

Janet Kay P\lntilrey 

ADA. bill awroved by first of four House ccmnittees. 
Julie Rovner. Corgressiona.l Q1arterly Weekly Retort, 

(November 18, 1989) BY 
47, p. 3167+ 

Am forces errployers to responi. (April 1991) BY Q1arles Nau. Personnel, 
68, p. 9+ 

Am signed into law. (September 1990) BY Betty Southard Mul:F>y, Wayne E. 
Barlow and D. Diane HatdJ.. Personnel JO\.Ullal, 69, p. 18+ 

Achievin:J aa::ess for the disabled. (JW1e 1991) By Bradford McKee. Na­
tion's Ellsiness, 79, p. 31+ 

Americans with Disabilities Act. [forw.rrd] [CXJlumn] (December 1989) Con-
gressional Digest, 68, p. 289+ 

Americans with 
(July 28, 1990) 

Disabilities Act. [So 933, H.Rept. 
Congressional Q.larte.rly Weekly Report, 

101-596] [Provisions] 
48, p. 2437+ 

Americans with Disabilities Act: A new challerge for employers. (1991) By 
Matthew B. Schiff & cavid L. Miller. Tort and Insurance law Journal, 27 (1) , 
44-64. 

Americans with Disabilities Act: Q.lestions and Answers. u.s. Equal 
EIrployment q::portunity canmission am u.s. I:epartment of Justice (1991). 
12pp. 

American with Disabilities Act (AI:l1\) raises questions, concerrJS for security 
planners. (November 15, 1991) Security letter, XXI, No. 21, Part I, p. 1. 

Americans with Disabilities Act Regulations Allay Scrne Concerns of law En­
forc:errent Officials. (Sept.ent:ler 1991) TIle Justice Bulletin, National 
Criminal Justice Association, 11, No.9, p. 1, 4-5. 

Are you ready for Am? (August 1991) BY Martha H. Peak. Personnel, 68, p. 
14+ 

A bill of rights for the disabled. (JUne 4, 1990) [CUrrents] U.S. News & 
World Reoort, 108, p. 13+ 

Bush praises law to aid disabled. (July 27, 1991) The New York Times, 140, 
p. 7 in National edition, p. 4 in local edition, column 5. 
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aJsh seeking IOOdifications in disability-rights bill. (March 17, 1990) By 
Julie RoVner. Corgressional Quarterly Weekly Report, !.a, p. 837+ 

A business forced into bankruptcy can't provide CJ'POrttmities to anyone. 
(January 1990) {Editorial] Nation's 8J.siness, 78, p. 79+ 

caterirq to hysteria. (June 18, 1990) (Editorial] ]he New Republic, 202, 
p. 9+ 

Cl06irq a 10CJ!'il0le in discrimination rules. (June 27, 1991) By Peter 
Aldhouse. Nature, 351, p. 684+ 

Con:jress clears sweepirq bill to guard rights of disabled. 
By Julie Rovner. con;rressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 48, 

(July 14, 
p. 2227+ 

A Crawl-In at the capitol. (March 26, 1990) 1'.iIoo, 135, p. 25+ 

1990) 

Credit for compliance. 
Business, 79, p. 60+ 

(April 1991) By Albert B. Ellentuck. Nation's 

'!he disabled are able to work. (December 1990) By Gcpa1 C. Pati and Guy 
Stubblefield. Personnel, 69, p. 30+ 

Disabilities Act ilrposes few job screenirq limitations. 
Security, p. 51. 

(February 1992) 

Disabilities Act in action. (October 1990) By Kristine s. Daynes. Person­
nel, 67, p. 11+ 

Disability-rights legislation headed for conference. (May 26, 1990) By 
Julie Rovner. Corgressional Quarterly Weekly Beoort, 48, p. 1657+ 

Disabling America. (september 29, 1989) By SUsan MarxieL National Review, 
41, p. 23+ 

Disablirg rights. (september 15, 1989) National Review, 41, p. 15+ 

Disabling the GOP. (June 11, 1990) By SUsan Man:iel. National Review, 42, 
p. 23+ 

Discrimination and disability: '!he challenges of the AIlI\. (Winter 1990) By 
Werrly E. Parmet. raw. Medicine & Health care, 18, p. 331-344+ 

Educating America's last minority: Adult education's role in the Americans 
with Disabilities Act. (October 1991) By Orip Beziat. Adult I.earnirq, ~, 
p. 21+ 

Enablirq act. (cctOOer 23, 1989) [El:iitorial] By Mary Johnson. '!he Na­
tion, 249, p. 446+ 

An enablirq law for the disabled. (June 11, 1990). [Editorial] Business 
Week, p. 92+ 
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Evolution of legislation. (Dece:rrber 1989) Cororessional Digest, 68, p. 
29CH-

Fight over remedies is likely as AIlA. nears House floor. 
Julie Rovner. Comressional Quarterly Weekly F.eoort, 48, 

(April 28, 1990) By 
p. 1273+ 

Fightirq back: AIOO activists win sane victories. (August 1990) By Jessica 
R:lrtner. 'Ihe Progressive, 54, p. 30+ 

Genetic screening by entlloyers. (Februazy 16, 1990) 
JAMA. '!he Ja.unal of the American Medical Association, 

By Dovid Orentlicher. 
163, p. 1005+ 

Hearirq aid: 'Ihe New politics of deafness. 
'I'a.1nserxi Dlvis. 'Ihe New Republic, 199, p. 20+ 

(September 12, 1988) By 

'!he hobblirq of America. (June 25, 1990) National Review, 42, p. 15+ 

House is nearing passage of disability-rights bill. (May 19, 1990) By 
Julie Rovner. Cororessional Quarterly Weekly Remrt, 48, p. 1559+ 

It's a slap in the face of M.. (March 1990) [Editorial] By Russ Pulliam. 
Saturday E\Tenirg Post, 262, p. 57+ 

last-minute snag means delay 
30, 1990) By Julie Rovner. 
2071+ 

for disabled rights JOOaSUre. (S. 933) 
Cororessional Quarterly Weekly RePOrt, 

(June 
48, p. 
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Legislative Alert: 
Cheryl Anthony Epps. 

Final AIll\ Regulations PUblished. 
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(October 1991) By 

Liberation day for the disabled. (September 18, 1989) By JoseFh P. 
Shapiro. U.S. News & World Report, 107, p. 23+ 
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14+ 

New rights for the disabled will affect you. (April 1991) By Helen Li~. 
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Wrong nurrI:>ers. (February 19, 1990) [Letter to the Editor) By Fred B. 
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OOOK REVIE.W 

Detectirg Deception: winnin:t the Polygraph Game 

Olarles Clifton 

Paladin Press 
Boulder, Colorado 

'!he author is not a IX>1 ygt'aFtl examiner. HCMeVer, he has done his 
hanework by reading Iij'kken's l::x:x:>k arrl quite a lot of other material, includ­
irq the orA report. 'Ihe book has many trivial errors, but for a deceptive 
subject it is an easy to read guidelxlOk on haN' to beat a oontrol question 
test (Cl;1I'), a relevant-irrelevant test (RI) an:! a Guilty Knowledge Test 
(=) . He IMkes it clear throughout the book that the polygrafi1 test 
doesn't work, stati.rq, "'!he lX'1ygtClli1 exam itself is an inherently bad 
system based. on a variety of bad techniques. II He is critical of polygraIi'l 
examiners, their trainirq, ani the techniques in use. 

'!he cxxmtermeasure instru.ction is thorough. He explains CQI', RI ani 
GKT test fo:rmats, control question theory , ani has fill-in exercises to 
train the reader to reo:::gnize the control, relevant, arrl irrelevant ques­
tions. To beat a control question he explains hCM the subject must create 
large reactions to control questions by push.i.rg toes against the flc:x:>r or a 
tack, by biting the torgue, or shiftirq in the chair. He notes the use of 
rroveroont detectirq devices in chairs arrl says they don't detect toe 
pressing. For RI tests he ~ests creatirq reactions to an area of little 
concern to avoid discussion of an area that is troublescme. He suggests 
elevatirq responses rarrlcrnly for RI arrl GKT fonnats. Havever, for the 
innocent he suggests they do nothin;! durin;! the = test. The author also 
~ests rognitive ploys such as dissociatirq durirq relevant questions, 
rationalizirq the meanirg of relevant questions, an:l suggests that 
biofeedback is pranisirg but the cost of equiptert am tra~ is 
expensive. He wasn't sure about the utility of hypnotic amnesia. He 
explains why the subject should be skeptical as praninent psychologists say 
belief in the madJ.ine is necessaty for it to work. Against the RI he 
stresses that belief it doesn't work is necessary. Clifton also suggests 
use of antiperspirant on the fi.rgertips to prevent gcxxl electrode contact, 
but reccmnerrls against glue as it is too easy to detect. 

After a disclaimer about recomrren:li.rg dnlgs, the author sugg-ests that 
the use of any one of several prescription dnlgs will suwress reactions. 
He gives the generic am trade names, tine of onset, lergt:h of influence, 
arrl side effects of trarquilizers sudJ. as Valiun arrl I.J..briun, ani 
beta-blockers such as Irrleral. Clifton notes that drugs will flatten re­
sponses but CCIlIII>el1ts that they are not altogether pranisin;! an:! that one 
authority on countermeasures asserts that it is not wise to take drugs at a 
time when you need your wits abart; you. 

To beat the examiner he explains the halo effect, am tells subjects to 
dress neatly, be on tine, brirg conservative read.i.rg material su.d1 as the 
Wall street Journal to read in the waiting roan, to be frienlly, ani use a 
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little flattery, but not too J1llCh. He tells the subject that it doesn't pay 
to argue, rather express exmfidence tbat they will pass the test, an:i to use 
their knowledge of COlUltermeasures. 

If the subject fails the test, the author suggests they take other 
tests. Clifton states, "If you've been j1.Xlged deceptive three tlloos, keep 
lClClkinJ" an:! you'll a1lrost certainly be able to find three examiners .no will 
vouch for yoor truthfulness. II 'Ihe subject who fails is wan1E!d to never 
confess, as it is the confession tbat trips people up. He also suggests 
that the subject ask for a copy of the report, an:i perhaps, ask the examiner 
for the name: of his attoITleY. 

In a chapter on "other abusesll he denigrates paper an::l pencil tests, 
kinesiology, gra(ilology, PSE, brain wave analysis, an::l the Quick Fh>ne Test. 
To examiners familiar with COlUltermeasures, the l:xx>k offers not:hin;J new. 

'Ihe bcx:>k is 145 pages, softcover, an::l may be ordered 
Enterprises, Inc., P.O. Box 1307, Boulder, COlorado 80306. 
unstata:!. 

* * * * * * 

==ONS AVAIIABIE: 

f= Paladin 
'Ihe. price is 

'Ihe Lie Detector Test by William Moulton Marston, 1989 reprint of the 
1938 edition. Reprinted by pe:nnission, this volumes consists of twelve 
chapters of the history of the pol ygra!'h :includin:j ''n1e High Cost of LyirXJ," 
1I'1he 6000-Year Search for a TrUth Test," "Practical SUggestions on Lie 
Detector Technique,lI an::l "Tam::n:Tcw an:i the Day After." APA Members: $13.95 
an:! Non-Membel:s: $17.95 postpaid. 

'Ihe Accuracy an:i utility of Polygram Testi..n:J, a reprint, 1984. Pre­
pared for the Lepartment of Defense, wash~, D.C., 1984. 'Ihis is an 
analysis of the scientific literature on the acx::uracy of the polygraph with 
supporti..rg informa.tion on use arrl utility. APA Members: $7.00 an:i 
Non-Ment:Jers $8.00. 

'Ihe EmPlovee Pol varam Protection Act: A Manual for Pol varaoo Examin­
ers an:i ErTg?loyers by F. lee Bailey, Rog'er E. zuckenran, an::l Kenneth R. 
Pierce. 'Ihe l:xx>k gives st.errby-step instnlctions on hCM to corxluct poly­
graph examinations in canpliance with the law. '!his bcx:>k covers issues that 
will confront an examiner who corrlucts specific issue tests for companies, 
or tests applicants arrl employees for businesses which have ~ions. APA 
Members: $10.00 an:! Non-Membel:s: $25.00. 

Order APA Publications fran P.O. Box 1061, Severna Park, MD 21146. 
Make checks payable to "AIrerican Polygraph Association" arrl all costs are 
u. S. currency. 

* * * * * * 
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A. R. llJRIA: MJIOR RFACITOOS AND LIE DEI'ECITOO IN '!HE 1920s 

Nonn Ansley 

Sane tine after 1923, when A.R. I.1lria was 24-years~ld, he arrive:l in 
MclScx::M to work at the l-bscON Institute of Psychology. His work involve:l 
projects that built on his experierx::e with IOOtor reactions. '!here was a 
theory held by the Institute's Director, S. Komalov, that there was a 
finite ano.mt of energy available for a task, arrl that mental effort arrl 
Iilysical effort competed for the use of energy. 'Ibus, increased mental 
effort would interrupt or distort IOOtor activity. 'Ibis appeared to be true 
in lllria's laboratory work. Usin::J Jl..lI'g's work on word-a.ssoc::iation, subjects 
were directed to ergage in a trator project response simultaneously with each 
verba.l a.ssoc::iative resp::mse. (JUl"g, 1905, 1910) 'Ibis project began an 
intensive pericrl of researdl that lasted many years. 

WorJcin;J with Alexei N. Ieontiev, their experimental procedure was as 
follows: A researdl assistant told a story to several subjects al:x:lut a thief 
who broke into a church by climbi.rg through a WirrlOlri arrl who then stole a 
golden carrlle stick, an icon, arrl a crucifix. '!hose subjects aId others who 
did not k:I'lcM the story were given tests in which they were asked to resporrl 
to a list of about seventy words. Ten of the words were critical to the 
story. While givi.rg a.ssoc::iative words in response the subjects also 
squeezed a bulb with their right harrl. 'Ihe object was to determine which 
subj ects knew' the story, fran the canbined record of lOOtor arrl verba.l re­
sponses to the critical words. I.1lria said the laboratory nn:lel was quite 
successful, arrl later applications were in the criIninal justice system. 

Luria subsequently studied actual or suspected criminals. He believed 
that if he knew the details of the crine, the details could be used as the 
critical stilTuli in the combined. rrotor test, ani fran the test results 
determine who was guilty. D.lring several years of study they collected data 
on lOOre than fifty subjects, Il'OSt suspected of murder. 

'!hey fourrl that "Strorg errotions prevent a subject from fornri.n:J stable 
autanatic nctor an:! speech responses ..• It appeared as if subjects influ­
ence:i by strorg erootions adapted to each situation in a unique way ani did 
not settle into a stable reaction pattern." I.1lria said the work was of 
"practical value to criminolcqists, providirg them with an early model of 
the lie detector." (I.uria 1979) 
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****** 

DEFENSE FUNDING FOR SEaJRITY RESEIIRCli STILL AVAIlABlE ill 1992 

~ Defense Personnel security Research Center corrtirrues to fund 
(through the Office of Naval Research) research addressi.rg issues pertinent 
to the National In:iustrial Security Program (NISP) an:) personnel security. 
~ areas covered by this fundin:j program include polygra!X>, financial ani 
credit can:lidate screeni.rv;J an:) crin'e detection procedures, prescreenin:J, 
backgrourrl investigation, adjudication, continuin::J assessment, employee 
assistance program, se::urity awareness, security education, arrl NISP re­
search. 

Participation is sought from graduate students an:i from scientists, 
faculty, aId practitioners at U.S. financial, research, bJsiness, goverrnnen­
tal, an:i educational institutions. 'lhe rnaxirnu:m award for masters degree 
thesis awards is $3, 000.00, for dissertation grants is $10,000.00, an:i for 
institutional awards is $20,000.00 per project. 

For additional infonnation contact Roger Denk, Director, Defense Per­
sonnel Security Researdl Center, 99 Pacific street, Bldg. 455-E, M:Jnterey, 
CA 93940-2481. Please enclose a self-addressed label arrl request a copy of 
the program description panphlet. 
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