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Advertising in the APA Magazine
For pricing and payment information, contact Lisa Jacocks at the APA National Office, P.O. Box 8037,
Chattanooga, TN 37414, (800) APA-8037, or email - manager@apapolygraph.org
Then, all you need to do is send your electronic ad in .jpeg or .pdf file format, to the editor at editor@
polygraph.org
Don’t worry, short line items in the Buy and Sell and Upcoming Seminar sections are still free. We also
publish (at no charge) in each Magazine a listing of upcoming polygraph training sessions for APA
accredited schools.
Submissions and/or technical questions regarding your ad should be sent to editor@polygraph.org.
Please note that submission deadlines are posted on the first page of Membership News section on
each issue.

Upgrading Membership Classifications from Associate
to Full Member
If you have a baccalaureate degree or higher, you have served as an Associate of the APA for 24 months, you
have completed a minimum of 200 polygraph examinations, you have attended at least one APA Annual
Seminar, and have completed 60 hours of CEH in polygraph, request that your membership classification
be upgraded from ASSOCIATE to MEMBER.
In order for the Board of Directors to act upon your request, it will be necessary for you to:
Provide a copy of your transcripts, a notarized statement from your supervisor or knowledgeable colleague,
who must be a Member of the American Polygraph Association (APA), attesting that you have completed
a minimum of 200 polygraph examinations, and proof of your 60 hours of continuing education in the
field of polygraph within the last 36 months.
Please forward the certification directly to:
APA National Office
P.O. Box 8037
Chattanooga, TN 37414
If you have any problems or questions regarding your membership, please call the National Office Manager
at 800/272-8037 or 423/892-3992.

What is the PEAK Credibility Assessment
Training Center?

Objectives
Our mission is to provide governments (federal, state and local) and private individuals with
the highest quality credibility assessment training and consulting services available. We will
help our students utilize best practices and leading edge scientific procedures.

Our Vision
Benefit the credibility assessment profession and enhance security and safety worldwide.

PEAK Credibility Assessment Training Center was formed under
the leadership and guidance of its director, Ben Blalock. Ben is well
known for his knowledge of polygraph, the exceptional nature of his
training courses, as well as his personal approach in the classroom.
Testimonial: “Ben Blalock’s method of instruction results in examiners
that know how to stay abreast of developments in polygraph and remain
able to conduct examinations that withstand professional, scientific, and
legal scrutiny.” - T. Coffey

For more information about our courses or to register,
visit our website: www.peakcatc.com or send us an email: info@peakcatc.com
PEAK is a
subsidiary of
PEAK Credibility Assessment Training Center

www.peakcatc.com

info@peakcatc.com

2018-2019
Course Calendar
Basic Polygraph Examiner’s Course
• May 7 - July 13, 2018 (in Cape Coral, FL)
• September 4 - November 9, 2018 (in Cape Coral, FL)
• January 9 - March 15, 2019 Basic Course (in Cape Coral, FL)

Advanced Examiner’s Course
• July 23-27, 2018 (in Cape Coral FL)
• March 25-29, 2019 (in Cape Coral FL)

Post Conviction Sex Offender Testing (PCSOT) Course
• July 16-20, 2018 (in Cape Coral FL)
• December 3-7, 2018 (in Lafayette, IN)
• March 18-22, 2019 (in Cape Coral FL)

Use of Directed Lie Comparisons & DLST Course
• June 12-13, 2018 (in Cape Coral FL)

Interview and Interrogation Course
• June 20-22, 2018 (in Cape Coral FL)

Use of an Interpreter Course
• June 29, 2018 (in Cape Coral FL)

Countermeasures Course
• June 19, 2018 (in Cape Coral FL)

How to Use the Utah CQT
• TBA

For more information about our courses or to register,
visit our website: www.peakcatc.com or send us an email: info@peakcatc.com
PEAK Credibility Assessment Training Center

www.peakcatc.com

info@peakcatc.com
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SINGAPORE
APA Asia -Pacific Seminar
31 Jul - 3 Aug 2018
The Fullerton Hotel Singapore
Contact Information: American Polygraph Association, PO Box 8037 Chattanooga, TN 37414-0037
Toll Free: 1-800-272-8037, Fax: 423-894-5435

Registration Deadline: 30 Jun 2018
PLEASE SEE REGISTRATION FORM FOR SEMINAR COST AND HOTEL INFORMATION

Join us in Singapore for the APA Asia-Pacific Seminar!

2019 American Polygraph Association Latin America Polygraph Seminar
Hosted by Sabino Martinez (directormartinez@polygraph.org) and Mike Gougler

Location:

Hilton Mexico City Reforma

Dates:

April 25, 26 & 27, 2019

Cost:

Main subjects:

Members:

$300.00 USA Dollars before March 28, 2019
$350.00 after March 28, 2019
$400.00 at the door on the day of the seminar

Non-Members:

$400.00 USA Dollars before March 28, 2019
$450.00 after March 28, 2019
$500.00 at the door on the day of the seminar

APA Approved polygraph techniques and their validity studies.
Interview and interrogation on criminal specific cases

Pre-employment screening and interviewing "A Different Approach"
Breakout Subjects for Mexico Law Enforcement examiners: Laws and current procedures.

Registrations begins May 1st 2018
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Submission of Articles
The APA Magazine is published by the American Polygraph Association. All views, opinions and conclusions expressed in this
magazine are those of the authors, and do not necessarily reflect
the opinion and/or policy of the APA or its leadership. References
in this magazine to any specific commercial products, process,
or service by trade name, trademark, manufacturer or otherwise,
does not necessarily constitute or imply endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the APA or its leadership.
Appearance of advertisements in this magazine does not constitute or imply endorsement, recommendation or favoring by
the APA and the APA makes no warranty, express or implied, regarding the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information, product, process or service made a subject of such advertisement.
Advertising and Editorial address is editor@polygraph.org. Subscription address is: APA, P.O. Box 8037, Chattanooga, TN 374140037. The APA Magazine is published six times per year and is
available in electronic format only. Address and e-mail changes/
updates should be sent to: APA, P.O. Box 8037, Chattanooga, TN
37414-0037, or manager@apapolygraph.org. E-mail notification
is sent to subscribers when the latest publication is available.
The APA webmaster is not responsible for issues not received
because of improper address information. Submission of polygraph-related articles should be sent to: Mark Handler, editor@
polygraph.org.
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Editor's Corner

Interesting Article on Sex
Offenders under Federal
Probation
By Mark Handler

How Dangerous Are They? An analysis of sex offenders under federal
post-conviction supervision. Thomas H. Cohen and Michelle C. Spidell,
Probation and Pretrial Services Office, Administrative Office of the
U.S. Courts
General Counsel Gordon Vaughn
brought to our attention the above
interesting article, which is available as a free download. This article
discusses:
1.
The type of offenders
that comprise the sex offender population,
2.
Recidivism rates for different type of sex offenders,
7
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3.
Discussions of the criminal
histories based on offender type,
and
4.
Risk rates for recidivism for
type of offender.
The below link will allow you to read
and download this article.
http://www.uscourts.gov/federal-probation-journal/2016/09/how-dangerous-are-they-analysis-sex-offenders-under-federal-post

ADVANCED TRAINING SEMINAR
FOR PRIVATE EXAMINERS
** 20 HOURS OF A.P.A. APPROVED ADVANCED TRAINING **
This is the first-of-its-kind program designed exclusively for PDD examiners in
private practice and for those in the public sector looking to transition to private
practice. Topics will be addressed that are rarely covered in the usual seminars.

ABOUT THE PROGRAM

*Criminal Defense Testing *Industry updates for the last two years *TDA
refresher *LEPET and PE testing *Countermeasures *Domestic issue testing
*Emerging and competing technologies (and what they mean to us) *How to
find and bid on government contracts *How to work with EPPA *Transitioning
to the private sector *Web design and marketing for polygraph examiners *Art
vs. Science of polygraph *Working with interpreters *Comparison question
refresher
FOR DETAILS VISIT
WWW.POLYGRAPHJOBS.COM/GPNSEMINAR

Well respected polygraph company and examiner looking to expand polygraph services into Washington State preferably in the
Pacific Northwest. I am a Post-Conviction Sex Offender Certified
polygraph examiner with 18 years full-time polygraph experience.
I am a member in good standing with American Polygraph Association, National Polygraph Association and American Association of
Police Polygraphists. For more information please see my website
at: www.southwestpolygraph.com. Contact number is 520-3264756.

APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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Membership News

OCTOBER 5 TO 7, 2018 BUFFALO NY

IN memoriaM
RONALD LINWOOD CLARK, JR(1952 - 2018)

©FotoliaLLC/freshidea

Ronald Linwood Clark, Jr. was born May 3,
1952, in New Bern, North Carolina to Mary
Gibbs Mitchell Clark and Ronald Linwood
Clark. He passed away February 24, 2018, at
the age of 65 in Lee County, Alabama.
Ron is survived by his wife, Elizabeth and
son, Taylor Clark, a host of nieces and nephews, a great-uncle and cousins as well as his
close friend, confident and colleague, the
Hon. Sam M. Ingram.
He was preceded in death by his parents
and his sister, Ronelle Poudre.
Ron attended high school in North Carolina and over numerous years earned several
degrees in higher education. He received
his Certification to conduct polygraph examinations from Virginia School of Polygraph. December 1979. He was president

9
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RONALD LINWOOD CLARK, JR
OBITUARY

and CEO of Tidewater Security and
Polygraph Services, Greenville, NC.
1979-1991, during this time was a licensed polygraph examiner in North
Carolina, Georgia, Virginia and South
Carolina as well as licensed private investigator, North Carolina.

North Carolina Polygraph Association.1979-1983; Virginia Polygraph
Association. 1980-1989; South Carolina Association of Polygraph Examiners.1982-1989; and the International
Polygraph Association.1980-1989.

In 1993 he and his former wife moved
to Montgomery, Al where he attended Jones Law School earning his J.D.
degree. He practiced law in several
counties and as of 2009, predominantly in Chambers County. Alabama. He
is a past officer of the American Polygraph Association and member of the
Alabama State Bar Association.
Ron is a past member of the Academy
of Criminal Justice Sciences; American
Polygraph Association. 1982-1993;
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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Antoinette Rudolph and Charlie-Mac Rudloph

11
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My name is Antoinette Rudolph, licensed polygraph examiner, PCSOT certified,
and active PPG (certified) technician. I work extensively in post-conviction sex offender testing in the DMV area (DC, MD, VA), as well as in the heart of corn country,
Midwest! I've also enjoyed guest-lecturing at local universities in our respective
field of polygraph. I'm looking forward in meeting and greeting my APA colleagues
at this year's conference!
Please meet my best friend pup, Charlie Mac-Rudolph. He'll be celebrating his firstyear birthday in June. My family and I thought about also adopting a cat, but I figured that my kids are already starting to ignore me, so Charlie Mac is our one and
only!
Though I'm aware that my pup is not human, I'm convinced that with his compassion and unsophisticated innocence, he's the secret to world peace!
Please feel free to contact me at: (c) 540.336.7739
(email) arudolph@veritasforensicevaluations.com

APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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2018
ELECTION
AHEAD

Take the wheel and contribute to our future...

13
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2018 APA Election Cycle Dates
President Elect, one year
Directors 2,4,6 & 8, two years
• April 1 - 30 - submit nominations to National Office
• May 1 - 4 - validation of candidate’s eligibility
• May 7 - last day to submit candidate statement up to 500 words for
Magazine and website
• June 4 - candidacy letter published on website and in Magazine in the
order they are received
• June 11 - email notification of elections
• June 17 - 23 - electronic election
• June 27 - posting results on website
• July 8 - 14 - runoff if necessary
• July 16 - notify winner

©FotoliaLLC/Rawpixel.com

• August 30 - officers sworn in at APA Annual Banquet

APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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ASTM Standard on Polygraph Post-Test Practices
The American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) committee
that creates polygraph standards has taken under consideration
a draft proposal regarding post-test interrogation/interviews.
ASTM standards are not legally binding, but are regularly used
by US courts to determine whether processes were performed
according to professional and industry standards. ASTM members
all have equal votes on all standards under their committee.
Any ASTM member on the Forensic Psychophysiology (Polygraph)
committee can comment and vote on the proposed standard now
being circulated. APA members interested in shaping the draft
standard on post-test interrogation/interviews should join ASTM
immediately to have input on that document. Go to https://www.
astm.org/MEMBERSHIP/participatingmem.htm and click on the
button Join Now!
ASTM standards have an impact on polygraph professional
practices worldwide, and being an ASTM member means you
will personally contribute to the beneficial effect these standards
have. Membership also includes free copies of all ASTM standards
developed by the Forensic Psychophysiology committee. Anyone
having questions should contact Don Krapohl at apakrapohl@
gmail.com.

15
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Polygraph Examiner
Training Schedule

American Polygraph Association

Guatemala: Contact school for dates

53rd Annual Seminar
August 26 - 31, 2018
Austin,Texas

Post Conviction (PCSOT)
May 14- 18; December 3 - 7

APA Asia - Pacific Seminar
July 31 - August 3, 2018
2019 American Polygraph Association
Latin America Polygraph Seminar
April 25-27, 2019
Mexico City, Mexico
PEAK Credibility Assessment Training
Center
Basic Examiner's Course
(Cape Coral, FL)
May 7 - July 13, 2018
September 4 - November 9, 2018
Advanced Examiner's Course
July 23 - 27, 2018 (Cape Coral, FL)
2018 A.S.I.T. Courses
Polygraph 101 Basic
September 24 – November 30

Attention School Directors
If you would like to see your school’s course
dates listed here, simply send your upcoming
course schedule to editor@polygraph.org

Advanced Polygraph
July 23 – 24
Advanced PCSOT
July 25 - 26
Morgan Interview Theme Technique
(MITT) Contact school for dates
National Polygraph Academy
Basic Polygraph Courses
June 4 - August 10, 2018 Amarillo, TX
September 5 - November 9, 2018 Columbus, OH
Basic PCSOT Courses
August 13-17, 2018 Amarillo, TX
Advanced Continuing Education (ACE)
Courses
August 10, 2017 (1-day) Amarillo, TX
November 12-16, 2018 Columbus, OH
Backster School of Lie Detection
Limestone Technologies
Basic Polygraph Examiners Course
June, 2018 Kingston, Ontario
Fall 2018 Denver, CO
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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SINGAPORE
APA Asia -Pacific Seminar
31 Jul - 3 Aug 2018
The Fullerton Hotel Singapore
Contact Information: American Polygraph Association, PO Box 8037 Chattanooga, TN 37414-0037
Toll Free: 1-800-272-8037, Fax: 423-894-5435

Registration Deadline: 30 Jun 2018
PLEASE SEE REGISTRATION FORM FOR SEMINAR COST AND HOTEL INFORMATION

Join us in Singapore for the APA Asia-Pacific Seminar!

2019 American Polygraph Association Latin America Polygraph Seminar
Hosted by Sabino Martinez (directormartinez@polygraph.org) and Mike Gougler

Location:

Hilton Mexico City Reforma

Dates:

April 25, 26 & 27, 2019

Cost:

Members:

$300.00 USA Dollars before March 28, 2019
$350.00 after March 28, 2019
$400.00 at the door on the day of the seminar

Non-Members:

$400.00 USA Dollars before March 28, 2019
$450.00 after March 28, 2019
$500.00 at the door on the day of the seminar

Main subjects:

APA Approved polygraph techniques and their validity studies.
Interview and interrogation on criminal specific cases

Pre-employment screening and interviewing "A Different Approach"
Breakout Subjects for Mexico Law Enforcement examiners: Laws and current procedures.

Registrations begins May 1st 2018

APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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53

rd

American Polygraph Association
Annual Seminar
Austin, Texas
August 26 - 31, 2018

SUNDAY, AUGUST 26, 2018
CLASSROOM A
1:00 - 3:00 PM
Rules is Rules: APA Standards of Practice
Steve Duncan
APA President-elect

3:00 - 5:00 PM
Countermeasures from the Field and for Real
Steve Duncan
APA President-elect
Nigel Lange
Chief Polygraph Examiner, Georgia DPS

SCHOOL DIRECTOR'S MEETING
1:00 - 3:00 PM
(ROOM TO BE ANNOUNCED)

APA WELCOME RECEPTION
6:30 - 8:30 PM

APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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MONDAY, AUGUST 27, 2018
CLASSROOM A (disponible en Espanol)
7:30 - 8:00 AM Break Sponsored by:

Call to Order Presentation of Colors The National Anthem Pledge of Allegiance Taps Invocation Welcome to Austin Seminar Program Chair -

8:00 - 9:30 AM OPENING CEREMONIES
Jamie McCloughan, APA President
Texas DPS Honor Guard and Fife and Drum
Jamie McCloughan, APA President
Richard Pascuito, Raymond Nelson
Barry Cushman, APA EAC Program Manager
Steve McCraw, Texas DPS
Michael C. Gougler

9:30 - 9:45 AM Break Sponsored by:

9:45 - 12:00 NOON
Chart Scoring: Believing is Seeing
Donald J. Krapohl, APA Past President
Donnie W. Dutton, APA Past President

12:00 NOON - 1:00 PM Lunch on your own

1:00 - 5:00 PM
Update to ESS (ESS-M) - improved cutscores,
improved sensors, and improved analytics
Raymond Nelson
APA Past President

2:45 - 3:00 PM Break Sponsored by:

21
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TUESDAY, AUGUST 28, 2018
7:30 - 8:00 AM Break Sponsored By:
CLASSROOM A
CLASSROOM B
(disponible en Espanol)
8:00 - 10:00 AM
8:00 - 10:00 AM
Legal Update
Lessons in Law Enforcement
Gordon Vaughan, Esq.
Polygraph Testing
APA General Counsel
Cpt. Matt Hicks
Lt. Matt Mull
Texas DPS
TDLR Approved

CLASSROOM C
8:00 - 10:00 AM
Testing Juveniles in PCSOT:
A Review of the Information
Discussed at the ATSA
Conference 2017
Erika Thiel
APA Director

9:45 - 10:00 AM Break Sponsored By:
APA ANNUAL BUSINESS MEETING
10:00 AM - 12:00 NOON
CLASSROOM A
12:00 Noon - 1:00 PM Lunch On Your Own
1:00 - 5:00 PM
1:00 - 3:00 PM
Lessons in Law Enforcement
A Comparison of Test Data
Analysis Models: Scoring &
Polygraph Testing
Cpt. Matt Hicks
Practical Applications
Lt. Matt Mull
Pam Shaw
Texas DPS
APA Past President
TDLR Approved

2:45 - 3:00 PM Break Sponsored By:
(CONT'D)
Lessons in Law Enforcement
Polygraph Testing
Cpt. Matt Hicks
Lt. Matt Mull
Texas DPS
TDLR Approved

3:00 - 5:00 PM
Troubleshooting Data
Collection Problems
Pam Shaw
APA Past President

1:00 - 3:00 PM
Comments on DecisionMaking and Numerical
Scoring of Polygraphic Data
Frank Horvath
APA Past President

3:00 - 5:00 PM
Shaping the Future of
Credibility Assessment
Donald J. Krapohl
APA Past President

APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 29, 2018
7:30 - 8:00 AM Break Sponsored By:
CLASSROOM A
CLASSROOM B
(disponible en Espanol)
8:00 - 12:00 NOON
8:00 - 12:00 PM
Panel Discussion
The Law Enforcement Package
Gordon Vaughan
Chad Russell

CLASSROOM C
8:00 - 12:00 NOON
Objective Pre-employment
Interviewing
Stanley Slowik
25+ Year APA Member

9:45 - 10:00 AM Break Sponsored By: MARYLAND POLYGRAPH ASSOCIATION
(CONT'D)
(CONT'D)
(CONT'D)
Panel Discussion
The Law Enforcement Package
Objective Pre-employment
Gordon Vaughan
Chad Russell
Interviewing
Stanley Slowik
25+ Year APA Member

12:00 Noon - 1:00 PM Lunch On Your Own
1:00 - 5:00 PM
1:00 - 3:00 PM
Investigative Interviewing Using Concealed Information Test
the PEACE Model
Jamie McCloughan
Mark Handler, APA Editor
APA President
Michael C. Gougler,
APA Past President

2:45 - 3:00 PM Break Sponsord By:
(CONT'D)
3:00 - 5:00 PM
Investigative Interviewing Using Testing the Adult and Juvenile
Sex Offender and Their
the PEACE Model
Mark Handler, APA Editor
Differences
Sabino Martinez
Michael C. Gougler,
APA Director
APA Past President
PCSOT

23
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1:00 - 5:00 PM
Dealing with Difficult
Individuals:
De-Escalation and
Personality Styles
Melissa Graham

(CONT"D)
Dealing with Difficult
Individuals:
De-Escalation and
Personality Styles
Melissa Graham

THURSDAY, AUGUST 30, 2018
7:30 - 8:00 AM Break Sponsored By:
CLASSROOM A
CLASSROOM B
(disponible en Espanol)
8:00 - 12:00 NOON
The Dark Web
Richard Dusto
NCCA

8:00 - 12:00 NOON
Protecting Yourself from
Cognitive Bias and Accusations
of False Confession
Chip Morgan
APA Member

CLASSROOM C
8:00 - 12:00 PM
The 15 Invaluable Laws
of Growth
Lt. Lynn Floyd
Texas DPS

9:45 - 10:00 AM Break Sponsored By:
12:00 Noon - 1:00 PM Lunch On Your Own
1:00 - 5:00 PM
Elicitation Techniques Using
Verbal and Non-Verbal Indicators
Dan Baxter
Lorry Ginovsky
NSA Retired

1:00 - 5:00 PM
Trauma and Dissociation:
What Happens in the Brain
and How This Impacts Your
Polygraph
Erika Thiel
APA Director

1:00 - 5:00 PM
Conducting Polygraph
Examinations on Deaf People
Dr. Jessica Bentley
Dr. Kelly Roth
Dr. Kristin Lizor
Bloomsburg University

(CONT'D)
Trauma and Dissociation:
What Happens in the Brain
and How This Impacts Your
Polygraph
Erika Thiel
APA Director

(CONT'D)
Conducting Polygraph
Examinations on Deaf People
Dr. Jessica Bentley
Dr. Kelly Roth
Dr. Kristin Lizor
Bloomsburg University

2:45 - 3:00 PM Break Sponsored By:
(CONT'D)
Elicitation Techniques Using Verbal
and Non-Verbal Indicators
Dan Baxter
Lorry Ginovsky
NSA Retired

APA ANNUAL BANQUET AND AWARDS
6:30 - 7:00 PM COCKTAILS
7:00 PM DINNER
KEYNOTE SPEAKER: MEDAL OF HONOR RECIPIENT JAMES C. MCCLOUGHAN

APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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FRIDAY, AUGUST 31, 2018
7:30 - 8:00 AM Break Sponsored By:
CLASSROOM A
(disponible en Espanol)
8:00 - 3:00 NOON
Behavioral Intervention; the
evolution of criminology and
forensic interview methods
J. Patrick O'Burke
APA Chairman of the Board
TDLR Approved

CLASSROOM B

CLASSROOM C

8:00 - 10:00 AM
Bayesian Analytics What, Why and How
Raymond Nelson
APA Past President

8:00 - 10:00 AM
Starting a Private Practice and
Keeping It Going
George Baranowski
APA Director

9:45 - 10:00 AM Break Sponsored By:
(CONT'D)
10:00 AM - 12:00 NOON
Interdiction for the Protection
Behavioral Intervention; the
of Children
evolution of criminology and
Sgt.
Greg Reyero
forensic interview methods
Texas DPS
J. Patrick O'Burke
APA Chairman of the Board
TDLR Approved
12:00 Noon - 1:00 PM Lunch On Your Own
(CONT'D)
1:00 - 3:00 PM
TBA
Behavioral Intervention; the
Brian Morris
evolution of criminology and
forensic interview methods
APA Director
J. Patrick O'Burke
APA Chairman of the Board
TDLR Approved

3:00 PM
CLOSING REMARKS
STEVE DUNCAN
APA PRESIDENT

25
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10:00 AM - 12:00 NOON
Never Say Never:
The Behind the Scene Story
Bill Teigen
APA Life Member

1:00 - 3:00 PM
ICAS CIT Research Study
Dr. Timothy Weber, ICAS
Robert "Blake" McConnell, ICAS

53RD ANNUAL APA SEMINAR
AUGUST 26 - 31, 2017
HILTON AUSTIN
500 EAST 4TH STREET
AUSTIN, TX 78701
ADVANCED REGISTRATION IS REQUIRED
(All room reservations must be made individually through the hotel's reservation department, or using the link on our website)
Reservations Toll Free: 1-800-445-8767
https://aws.passkey.com/gt/216141755?gtid=3d0b25a769be5a9dfa219c1c07ae9ac4
APA FED ID #52-1035722
ROOM RATE: $139.00, Single/Double occupancy, plus taxes, all reservations
must be guaranteed by a major credit card or advance deposit in the amount
of one night's lodging. Reservations not guaranteed will be automatically
cancelled at the cut-off date.
CUT-OFF DATE for hotel reservation is 8/9/18 or until APA's room allotment is
fulfilled. Number of rooms is limited. Individual departure dates will be
reconfirmed upon check-in.
(72 HOUR CANCELLATION NOTICE)

REGISTRATION HOURS: Sunday, 8/26/18 10:00am - 5:00pm
Monday, 8/27/18 7:00am
Seminar Sessions: Sunday-Friday, 8/26/18 - 8/31/18
APA Cancellations and Refund Policy: Cancellations received in writing
prior to 8/17/18 will receive a full refund.
Registration fee includes professional instruction, seminar materials,
refreshment breaks, Sunday Reception and Thursday banquet)

THURSDAY NIGHT BANQUET
___ #attending
___will not attend
___vegetarian meal(s)
NAME:_________________________________________________ PHONE:__________________________________
ADDRESS:_______________________________________________
CITY:___________________________________________________ STATE:______________ ZIP:__________
EMAIL:_________________________________________________
NAME ON BADGE:______________________________ GUEST NAME ON BADGE:______________________________

ADDITIONAL $50 FOR THOSE WHO PAY AT THE SEMINAR
PAYMENT RECEIVED BY AUGUST 17, 2018
____$400 - MEMBER/APPLICANT
____$550 - NON-MEMBER
____$175 - PER GUEST (Cannot Attend classroom presentations)
(Guest fee includes: Sunday Reception, Guest Brunch Monday and
Banquet Thursday)
PLEASE CHECK ONE:

____Private

PAYMENT RECEIVED AFTER AUGUST 17, 2018
____$450 - MEMBER/APLICANT
____$600 - NON-MEMBER
____$225 PER GUEST (Cannot Attend classroom presentations)
(Guest fee includes: Sunday Reception, Guest Brunch Monday
and Banquet Thursday)

____ Law Enforcement

____Government

Your nametag is your admission to all events and activities. Please wear it at all times during the conference.

___$50 - Translation Equipment Fee (must be paid to use the translation equipment)
PLEASE MAKE CHECKS PAYABLE TO: APA
REMIT TO: APA, P O BOX 8037, CHATTANOOGA, TN 37414
CREDIT CARD PAYMENTS(Visa, MasterCard or Discover)
CardNumber_______________________________________________
Expiration date:__________________ cvv2:_____________________
Signature:_________________________________________________
By signing here, I give my permission for my name and email address to be listed on the APA Mobile App
______________________________________________________________________________
PLEASE CONTACT THE APA NATIONAL OFFICE IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS
LISA JACOCKS, MANAGER
1-800-272-8037
manager@polygraph.org
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President’s Message
Jamie McCloughan
As usual, I will give a summary of what the board has been working.
Since my last report, the board has reviewed our current, and other, organizational structures to see if our current structure best serves the APA. The board
decided that our current structure best serves us and discussed what other structures may be more advantageous should the organization continue to grow in
its size and mission.
The Education Accreditation Committee (EAC) just finished and the board approved updates to the accreditation manual. I won’t discuss the details, as I know
Barry Cushman plans to do that in his report. I will say there was a lot of work and
open communication with stakeholders to accomplish this task. The EAC is still
working on the use of Google software to convert, update, track and store forms,
as well as incorporate an interactive calendar.

©FotoliaLLC/BillionPhotos.com
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The Post-Conviction Sex Offender Testing (PCSOT) Committee just finished and
the board approved updates to the model policy. Erika Thiel will be writing about
the changes made. The PCSOT Committee has recently been tasked with updating the basic PCSOT training and adding a model for advanced training.

If you have any questions or suggestions, please feel free to contact me. As always,
may those who are fighting for our freedom against threats, both foreign and domestic, be safe, and have Godspeed in their return to friends and loved ones.

©FotoliaLLC/tumsasedgars
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The Ethics and Grievance Committee updated their standard operating procedures, which was approved by the board. Steve Duncan did a lot of work on this
and I’m sure he will discuss it.

From the Board

Board of Directors’ Reports
Steve Duncan
President Elect
Hello again, APA Members. I hope this
report finds my fellow members well
and prosperous. Your board and the
national office have been busy since
the last report.
The Ethics and Grievance Committee
is still hard at work. Most of the few
complaints we are receiving continue
to be issues beyond the control of the
APA. The committee is working on a
few complaints. Again, I urge you, as
a Member, to follow the Standards of
Practice in order to protect our profession. Good news from this perspective,
the Standard Operating Procedure
for the Ethic and Grievance Committee has been completed, vetted by
our esteemed Legal Counsel, Gordon
Vaughan, and unanimously approved
by the Board of Directors.
The winter Board of Directors meeting in Austin was very successful with
numerous items addressed and completed. The meetings were held at the
Austin Hilton which is the site for our
upcoming seminar in Austin. The venue is quite nice and very convenient to
eating establishments and entertain29
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ment. Having reviewed the agenda for
the seminar, it promises to be another
“World Class Event” thanks to tireless
work by Mike Gougler, Lisa Jacocks,
Gordon Vaughan, Mark Handler and
others. I urge you to make your plans
on attending and make your reservations early.
I am still working with other board
members on several projects to keep
the APA moving forward. President
McCloughan has made assignments
to board members to facilitate several
advances in making the APA function
more smoothly and efficiently.
As a Board Member I have continued
to assist Members with issues as requested and I am here to help with
problems if I can.
As always, feel free to call or email me
if I can be of assistance to you.

Patrick O'Burke
Chairman of the Board
Since being formed in 1966, the American Polygraph Association has had an
enduring commitment to advance the
science and evidence-based practices

AAFS is a multi-disciplinary professional organization that provides
leadership to advance science and its
application to the legal system which
helps serve as a good definition for
a forensic science. Forensic science

is the application of scientific principles and techniques to the collection,
analysis and submission of evidence
into the criminal justice process. Our
body of knowledge regarding the forensic sciences is growing at a fantastic rate and we often find that what
we thought we knew about science as
correct is wrong. Consider our evolving understanding of arson investigations, bite marks, tool marks, and even
fingerprints. Those investigative disciplines have gone in directions few
anticipated. Most people believed
that no two sets of fingerprints were
alike, and that science could “match”
something collected at a crime scene
with a known fingerprint set. It is uncomfortable knowing these things are
now not what we once believed. Remember how we all had to learn how
many planets were in our solar system,
is it eight, nine, or something else?
In 1901, the Federal Government created the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), which
is now part of the U.S. Department
of Commerce. Congress created this
capability since the United States was
lagging far behind Europe, particularly the United Kingdom and Germany.
NIST has further expanded its role in
establishing scientific standards with
the creation of the Organization of Scientific Area Committees (OSACs). Each
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for our polygraph profession. Being
committed to this objective often involves coordinating a multitude of
ever evolving standards that are often
only achieved through the commitment of many people and volunteer
efforts. While accomplishments may
sometimes appear slowly, or sometimes without our understanding the
nexus to an issue, they have been instrumental in preparing polygraph for
the challenges that are looming on the
horizon for every scientific discipline.
Many younger and newer forensic sciences are faced with emerging challenges that the polygraph profession
has been dealing with for many years.
Many professional standards such as
formal education, accredited training,
professional standards, and peer reviewed research ability are things that
the APA Board has already worked to
implement. Part of the Board’s ongoing efforts is a history of participation
with the American Academy of Forensic Sciences (AAFS). In February,
myself and Barry Cushman attended
their national conference in Seattle,
Washington.

From the Board

of these OSAC committees is staffed
with representatives from across the
board that have something to offer in
creating scientific standards. AAFS is
a major contributor to this work effort.
These committees and participants
will be the engine behind the PCAST
report released in 2016 that attempts
to ensure validity in court for feature
comparison methods in forensics.
Which leads many to ask where will
this take us and how long until we get
there? That is probably not something
that can be easily answered. Critics
and advocates have been demanding
changes for many years and change
does not always occur easily or quickly.
Almost 100 years ago, August Vollmer,
the Berkeley California Chief of Police,
had the desire to professionalize police
work and investigations and brought
John Larson and Leonard Keeler into
the agency. Vollmer also contributed
to the Wickersham Reports of 1931
that required major law enforcement
reforms, in particular to police interrogations. As polygraph approaches
the century mark, we must recognize
that it was an outgrowth of the effort
to cause change that birthed the polygraph profession.
Larson and Keeler use of polygraph
worked to reform interview and interrogation practices in police work and
31
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do away with the widely prevalent
“third-degree” tactics. Subsequently,
Keeler exported polygraph to Chicago
where it was recognized by the Scientific Crime Laboratory in Chicago.
Soon, Fred Inbau and John Reid were
significantly involved as well. So, this
effort to marry science and its attendant requirements with investigative
processes is nothing new. We have
been on this path for a very long time,
and everything I see tells me that it
will continue, albeit at a much quicker
pace.
To understand the anticipated changes in forensic requirements, Barry
Cushman and I attended the AAFS
conference in Seattle. The AAFS Conference was attended by more than
4,000 members who provide leadership in the various multidisciplinary
forensic science fields. Our purpose
was to finish the ground work laid
down several years ago by Frank Horvath, PhD. We are fortunate that the
efforts of Frank Horvath within AAFS
established a place holder for “Credibility Assessment” and the creation of
forensic science standards.
During the conference we were able
to meet with the Academy Standards
Board, or ASB. The ASB is an independent body that works with the AAFS in
creating American National Standards.

Clearly, the need exists for this type
of comprehensive approach to developing and disseminating forensic science standards for Credibility Assessment which should be regarded as the
most important of forensic disciplines.
Forensic science protocols for interviewing exist in a variety of entities
and proprietary locations that would
benefit from a coordinated approach.
So far, I have located protocols for interviewing children, adults, disabled

adults, crime victims, victims of human trafficking, criminal suspects, witnesses in critical incidents, as well as
polygraph. I am sure this is not all-inclusive listing. It seems intuitive that
some portion of protocols from disciplines will overlap others, and that
each may benefit from sharing. As an
example, child advocacy standards for
victims of sex crimes include assessing
the subject and avoiding contaminating the subject’s recall. I think it obvious that those protocols would apply
to adult suspects as well.
The ASB described the process that is
required and the amount of work that
exists in an endeavor like this. I cannot stress enough that it is a large undertaking that requires the participation of many professionals. Creating
these standards is an often cumbersome and time-consuming process.
However, it will be vital to meet Federal government forensic science standards requirements that are on the
horizon. The ASB writes “the 2009 National Research Council (NRC) Report,
Strengthening Forensic Science: A Path
Forward was critical of the forensic science community and emphasized the
need for improving quality assurances, including continued standards-setting and enforcement. The ASB quotes
from the 2009 NRC report on the AAFS
website:
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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The ASB is accredited by the American
National Standards Institute, or ANSI,
which will be mandatory for meeting
and defining acceptable standards.
We discussed the creation of an overarching scientific group with a working Consensus Body for “forensic interview” underneath the current ASB
at AAFS. This Consensus Body will create standards within the various discipline subsets that cover this area for
all fields of investigative interview and
Credibility Assessment. Various subgroups will be established, including
Credibility Assessment utilizing technology which will include polygraph.
The ASB remarked that there may be
beneficial overlap and potential cooperation and interest from behavioral
psychology committees. The ASB was
moderately surprised that such a discipline committee does not already
exist.

From the Board

…Standards and best practices create a professional
environment that allows organizations and professions
to create quality systems,
policies, and procedures and
maintain autonomy from
vested interest groups. Standards ensure desirable characteristics of services and
techniques such as quality,
reliability, efficiency, and
consistency among practitioners. Typically, standards
are enforced through systems of accreditation and
certification, wherein independent examiners and
auditors test and audit the
performance, policies, and
procedures of both laboratories and service providers.
Further, the ASB writes; “in the first
quarter of the 21st century, we will
witness the widespread promulgation, adoption, and enforcement of
recognized standards and, also likely,
the true regulation of our profession.
To date in the United States, forensic
standards development has culminated in the currently on-going National
Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) Organization of Scientific
Area Committees for Forensic Science
(OSAC) effort which began in 2014.
33
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NIST has ensured the significant involvement of the forensic science
community in this process.”
Unlike other entities, ASB Consensus
Bodies produce industry standards
that are free and readily available to
all who are interested in protocols for
scientific evidence collection that are
used in criminal justice. Consensus
Bodies are also required to consist of
various stakeholders including academia, consumer groups such as prosecution and defense attorneys, subject matter experts, government and
law enforcement agents, and private
industry users. Consensus Bodies are
required to have diversity in participation.
Without question the process for establishing mandatory standards and
regulating polygraph will occur in our
future. Since polygraph is a forensic
science, as well as our unique skills
in conducting forensic interview, our
world will evolve. Polygraph has been
mentioned in the 2003 NAS report,
and the 2009 NRC report, and it does
not take much effort to see what critics are saying about false confessions.
I believe that these changes will occur
sooner than later. It is therefore the
best course of action to write our own
future and align polygraph with other
forensic sciences to survive legal and

oversight changes.

As we go forward, this will be a significant effort that will require patience
as well as many personal work contributions. For those who are interested, you may also consider it valuable
to consider joining AAFS. The reality
is that there is has been no change in
the mission or direction of the APA.
In fact, many of the past accomplishments have positioned the APA to

Please share your thoughts with me
and I would urge you to contact me
with any questions. Thanks, and I
hope to see you at a training conference soon.

Mike Gougler
Seminar Chair
APA 2018 Seminar Dates & Updates
Fellow Professionals,
Plans are moving forward for the
53rd Annual APA Seminar to be held
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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The changes that the Board has recently implemented for school accreditation and aligning our organization with ASPA is critical to our school
accreditation being accepted in the
future by other forensic disciplines. In
fact, this model was designed to parallel the way that AAFS uses FEPAC as
an independent entity to accredit forensic training. This step alone was a
tremendous stride towards aligning
the polygraph profession with established industry protocols. You often
hear people in mature programs who
talk about “standing on the shoulders
of giants”. In reality, these giants are
normal people like Frank Horvath and
Barry Cushman who for many years
worked tirelessly to illuminate this
path which now seems to be ready
to include our profession as a true forensic science at a most critical time in
history.

meet future challenges. What is different is our coordination of effort with
other similar forensic groups who
must meet the same requirements we
are all destined for. As changes are required by government and legal mandates, you will find that the Board’s
actions have left us ready to meet our
challenges. Change is sometimes uncomfortable, yet it is always constant
and must be addressed. Fortunately,
there are a several people who have
already laid down the bricks for a path
forward. I believe our future is bright
and that we are thusly prepared for
our own looming destiny. I would
urge you thank those people who are
involved in science and research, tell
Frank Horvath thanks as well.

From the Board

August 26 thru August 31, 2018 in Austin, Texas. The conference will be held
at the beautiful Austin Hilton Hotel.
We are anticipating a large turnout
based on the quality training classes
being offered, coupled with a very favorable room rate. Please make your
reservations early, as we expect to sell
out our allotment of rooms.
There will not be a scheduled event
for Tuesday night. We encourage everyone to enjoy the local night life in
the downtown Austin area.
A schedule of classes is now posted
on the website. The remainder of the
schedule should be finalized within
the next 60 days. Please remember
to nominate deserving individuals for
the various APA awards.
Interpretation services will again be
offered in Classroom A on Monday
through Friday for all classes. For
those wanting to take advantage of
these services, the cost will be $100
per person if you pay at the door.
Those paying in advance before arriving at the seminar will be charged $50.
Please take advantage of the discount
by paying early so we can better project the number of headsets required.
(No headset will be issued without
payment.)
35
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I would again like to thank all of our
sponsors for their support. See you in
Austin.

Barry Cushman
EAC Manager
On March 23, 2018, the board of directors approved changes to the accreditation standards. The bulk of
the changes were designed to either
clarify current processes or clearly
define processes that were absent in
the current standards. I have mentioned it before, but for those who
are not aware, when the APA applied
for membership in the Association of
Specialized and Professional Accreditors, or ASPA, we learned that some of
what we (the APA) did, while proper,
had either never been put in writing
or was not clearly put in writing. The
chief goal of the recent changes was
to address those shortcomings.
To be accepted into ASPA, the APA
had to attest that it agreed with ASPA’s
Code of Good Practice (http://www.aspa-usa.org/code-of-good-practice/).
Those standards essentially require
fairness and openness in the accreditation process and a focus on student
achievement (of the particular learning outcomes identified in a program’s
mission and goals). There are at least
two statements in the Code that are im-

For those interested, I will provide a
very brief overview of some of the
changes: The mission (section one)
was amended, and a “purposes” (of
the EAC) subsection was inserted. The
history subsection was amended to
note that the APA has been accrediting
polygraph schools for more than 50
years. The scope of accreditation was
rewritten to better address programs
occuring in colleges. (We no longer
have any doing so, but there has been
an interest.) The overview of accred-

itation (section two) was amended
to reflect the APA’s awareness that
it is one of many stakeholders in the
polygraph community. The core standards (section three) is where the bulk
of the changes occurred. Standards
for traditional polygraph schools and
those for colleges were separated
as necessary; the language in the required topics was amended to state
measurable outcomes (e.g., “the student will demonstrate...” vs “the student will learn....”); who could monitor
mock exams was clarified; language
was amended throughout to reflect
that a program must do what it says
and for faculty to continually assess
that the program achieves its mission
and goals; (at the request of some
program faculty) an allowance for 20
hours of relevant training by qualified guest lecturers (who are not polygraph examiners) was added; foreign
credential evaluation was expanded
from WES to any NACES member organization; reporting requirements
were changed to try to eliminate
confusion or redundancy; and, a requirement for prompt notification of
substantive changes was added. The
accreditation process (section four)
was updated and amended to clarify
current processes and articulate how
changes to standards will be made in
the future. In particular, it provides all
stakeholders with a means of seeking
changes. Of course, that overly brief
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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portant to the evolution of the accreditation standards: Accreditors should
1) “develop, review and revise standards and accreditation procedures
with the participation of communities
of interest”; and 2) “include periodic
self-evaluations of the accreditation
process that incorporate input from
accredited institutions and programs.”
What that means is simple: standards
must continually be assessed, considering input from stakeholders and
programs (polygraph schools), and
standards should be updated as necessary based on input and feedback
received. In other words, expect to
see regular reviews of standards. They
should not be changed for the sake
of change, of course, but just as programs (schools) should always be assessing how well they are achieving
(or not) their missions, the APA must
do the same.

From the Board

summary is no substitute for reading
the standards themselves.
I asked last time, and I heard from a couple people, but let me ask again. The
APA is in the process of discovering its
stakeholders, i.e., those jurisdictions
that have, e.g., adopted APA model
policies as part of their rule-making
authority or those who require graduation from an APA accredited program for licensure. If your city, county,
state, etc., has any such requirements
in place, please send the information
to me so we can get a better sense
of who is depending on us for what.
Knowing who our stakeholders are allows us to better communicate with
them and try to ensure we are not in
conflict with local requirements (unless it is necessary to disagree). You
can email me at eac@apapolygrapg.
org.

George Baranowski
Director
Hi everybody, and I’m also joining the
group who can’t wait until the warmer weather feels like showing up. It
would be nice to comfortably wear
short sleeve shirts again. See I got
spoiled at our Executive Board meeting on March 22nd to the 24th in Austin, Texas. Paula and I got on the plane
37
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in Chicago where the temperature
was 38 degrees and got off the plane
in Austin where the temperature was
the complete opposite, “83 degrees.”
Wow, what a change. And there were
other surprises, there was green stuff
on the ground that I didn’t recognize
until Paula told me that was grass. I
hadn’t see any green grass for months
and didn’t recognize it. There were
other green things hanging on trees
that I discovered were leaves and other stuff like that.
However, I think the biggest surprise
was the Austin Hilton Hotel where the
2018 American Polygraph Association
Conference is going to be held August
26th through the 31st. The APA’s conference was there previously in 2011,
and it was quite an excellent hotel
and location back then, but it seemed
even more impressive this time. It
seemed larger than remembered with
many attractions in the area. I’m really
looking forward to this year’s conference and I’m encouraging you to start
making plans to attend if you haven’t
done so yet. I understand that quite a
few rooms have already been booked
and I can understand why.
Now getting back to this idea of “Positive Thoughts at Work,” you know
most of us were taught about the one
Golden Rule, you know that one that

But what if that lesson could take
a step further? What if instead, we
treated others as they wish to be
treated? Instead of the Golden Rule
you could call it the “Platinum Rule.”
The goal would be to ensure real understanding you’re the whole concern
or attitude surrounding your contact
with the person you are testing. We
all believe that lending someone a
helping hand is a good thing. In our
work, we’re more likely to get to the
root of the issue we’re going to be
testing. However, we need to meet
people where they are at emotionally, physically and maybe even mentally. Its probably no surprise to psychologists that such philosophy wins
at work, and it wouldn’t be as hard to
utilize as you might think. How do we
do this? Easy, one effort would have
to do with the amount of questions in
your interview. Listen to what’s being
said, including trying to understand at
least a little of the plight of your subject, and of course, be mindful of your
work style, your displayed attitude
and whenever possible, be flexible.

It’s surprising that there are some examiners who continue to believe it is
preferable to harass their subject rather than work with them. But trying
this Platinum Rule approach may just
work to achieve a more effective result
of cooperation not rebellion, information rather than insolence or noncooperation.

Sabino Martinez
Director
Greeting to all!
I hope that this magazine finds all of
you in good spirits and in good health.
At our last meeting many things were
accomplished, and I invite all of you
to get involved by reading the latest
approvals. Amongst the approval was
the location of the Latin American
Seminar which Mike Gougler, Seminar
Chair, has asked me to be the lead. I
want to thank the board members for
giving me this opportunity to present
continuing education to those members in Latin America, who for many
reasons are unable to attend the seminars in the USA. I am excited about
our venture in Latin America and welcome any Spanish speaking members
to attend or teach any subjects.
On another subject matter, I will be up
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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suggests you treat people the way
you wish to be treated. I’m told that
this rule goes back to almost the beginning of time. You hear it being sited in perspectives of psychology, philosophy, business and probably every
religion and ethical tradition.

From the Board

for re-election this year and ask that
you consider me as you place your
vote. I have served in the past 2 years
and have learned many things during
the past 2 years and as many of you
have seen my goal is to represent you
and to be of service to each and everyone one of you as much as possible. I do encourage all of you to vote
whether it’s for me or anyone else and
to be involved in our voting process.
Thank you in advance and as always
take care and be careful!
Saludos desde San Antonio
Espero que todos ustedes se encuentren bien, les mando un fuerte abrazo.
Hace poco la mesa directiva aprobó
nuevas políticas, por lo que los invito
a que lean la revista o visiten nuestra
página web y se enteren de todo lo
que se aprobó. La mesa directiva también consintió por completo el seminario de Latino-América que se llevara
a cabo en la Cuidad de México en el
Hotel Hilton Reforma. Las fechas dirección y costos se han publicado en
esta revista. ¡Quedan todos invitados!
Cabe señalar que mi turno como director ha llegado a su fin y les pido su
voto para volver a servirles por otros 2
años. Como siempre, ha sido un honor representar a todos. En anticipo a
las elecciones les doy las gracias por
el apoyo y les pido que, aunque no
39
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voten por mí, sean activos en esta organización para el bienestar de esta
gran profesión. Les mando un cordial
saludo a todos y gracias una vez más.

Brian Morris
Director
The research and development committee is actively looking for any studies or anyone who has been involved
in research on a 5 relevant question
testing technique. The has been expressed demand for this type of a test.
If you have any information or experience utilizing a 5 relevant question
testing technique, we would greatly
appreciate your input and feedback.
There are currently no other research
projects that have been brought to
our committee's attention. If you have
a project or study you would like to
undertake, we would like to hear from
you. If you are interested in serving on
this committee, your time and input
are greatly appreciated. We look forward to seeing all of you at the annual
conference in Austin, TX.

Raymond Nelson
Director
Greetings APA members. I’ll try to keep
this brief (for once in my life). Many

In practical terms this year has already
been a productive one. For the first
time ever, your BOD has reviewed a
Model Policy for Domestic/Fidelity
polygraphs, and also a Model Policy for Polygraph Quality Assurance.
Some people will notice that we recently adjusted a small, though important piece of language in the APA
Standards of Practice (item 1.8.3) involving the reporting of test results
of evidentiary exams. The new/current language involves the reporting
of both probabilistic and categorical
results for exams conducted with the
intention that the results will be a basis of evidence to assist in a courtroom

or legal decision. These cases are indeed rare, and the importance of this
standard may be more symbolic than
practical. I proposed, and the BOD approved, the current language to replace the previous wording that was
felt to be uncomfortable or over-restrictive. The new language permits
an examiner to continue to provide
a probabilistic and categorical result
via manual test data analysis, and
this is thought to be more consistent
with the polygraph tradition and with
the actual spirit of forensic science in
terms of is focus not on computer algorithms per se but on the need for
reproducibility and accountability in
forensic science. One of the more useful recent accomplishments is that the
BOD recently made some housekeeping improvements to the 2009 PCSOT
Model Policy. Most things will be easily recognized as very similar in this
area, but there was a need to make
some improvements due to changes
in the ways that treatment providers
think about both treatment and polygraphs processes – in addition to some
changes in technology available since
2009 for people to engage in potential problem behavior. Please contact
myself, Director Erika Thiel, or the PCSOT Committee co-chair George Baranowski, with any thoughts or comments on these changes.
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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things are afoot in the APA and the
future of the polygraph profession.
At the present we are undertaking a
transition in the way that polygraph
school accreditation is administrated.
At the same time a number of other
changes are being discussed around
APA leadership and membership issues. Most of these changes are an
attempt to prepare the polygraph
profession for the future – so that the
polygraph remains the single most effective and useful scientific lie detection tool available, in a context that
will undoubtedly involve both other
scientific technologies and increased
expectations for scientific objectivity
and accountability.

From the Board

In other news, we are only months
away from the 2018 APA conference in
Austin TX. So be sure to make your arrangements soon because Austin is a
great city for a conference and a great
destination to have some fun. Finally,
the APA election cycle is beginning
again, and I will be seeking your vote
for re-election for the BOD Director
position. There are still some very important objectives for which I believe
I can be of valuable and unique assistance to the polygraph profession,
the APA and the APA Membership. As
always, please contact me if there is
ever anything I can do to support the
most important polygraph work of all
– your work in the field.

Pam Shaw
Director
Hello fellow APA members! I hope you
all had a wonderful Easter holiday and
are starting to enjoy the spring season. Even though it’s a rainy time of
the year here in the eastern part of the
U.S., it’s also one of my favorites because the cold wintery days grow less,
the daylight grows more, and new life
and new beginnings are evident all
around us in the outdoors.
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New beginnings are also apparent at
the upcoming annual seminar venue
in Austin, TX. As an association, we
have been to this hotel previously, but
the updates and renovations are quite
nice. The APA board recently had
their mid-year board meeting at the
site and I was reminded of how convenient and enjoyable the location is
as a seminar venue. Additionally, and
some would say most importantly,
the location for meals and night life is
fantastic. There are a wide variety of
restaurants within walking distance
and the ever-popular 6th Street is also
nearby. Of course, education is also a
key component for success, so if you
haven’t had a chance to look at the
seminar schedule, please review it on
the APA website. This year has some
unique and intriguing topics that will
surely prove practical and informative.
Speaking of seminars, in my last board
report I mentioned that plans were in
the works for an APA Asia-Pacific seminar in Singapore in the fall of 2018. The
seminar dates and venue have been
set and we have just finalized the flyer and registration form for interested
participants to begin the registration
process. That information is included in this issue of the magazine, but it
can also be downloaded from the APA
website. The Fullerton Hotel is a clas-

As a matter of developments in our Association in recent months, the board
and its respective committees have
been working hard to bring several
updates and new documents to fruition. The EAC has been collaborating
with school directors to update the
accreditation manual for basic education programs and it was successfully
passed at the recent board meeting.
The APA’s model policy for PCSOT has
been updated, a new model policy
for domestic fidelity testing has been
published on the website, and some
additional internal policies for directing the board’s actions have also been
refreshed.
One item that has been coming up
over and over again in board discussions in recent months is a call for
more award nominations. If you know

of an examiner that is doing or has
done an outstanding job, give them
public recognition and a tangible kudos by submitting their name for one
of the various APA annual awards. The
awards committee struggles to get
nominations for all the various awards
each year – they could use your help!
PLEASE nominate a colleague, associate or friend in the profession.
Lastly, the elections are just around
the corner. I personally would like to
encourage each of you to consider
running for a position on the board. If
you don’t want to run yourself, take a
look around you and see who else you
could inspire to step up and increase
their service and leadership in our
association. Just like the awards, we
would love to see better participation
in this area. Eager, honest, hard-working individuals are encouraged to run
for the board! If you’re wondering if
you should go for it, just ask yourself if
you have a desire to see things change.
If you see a need for change and areas
where we can do better, then please
come on board (literally) and help
guide us to those changes. I’d be happy to talk with anyone who is contemplating running for the board but has
questions about what all is involved
and what steps are needed to make
it happen, etc. Simply stated though,
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sic and historical venue. It is esteemed
as one of the best venues in the country and the APA is happy to have The
Fullerton Hotel as our host location. If
you plan to attend, please book your
room early to guarantee availability.
For those of you residing and working
in the Asia-Pacific region, please help
us spread the word about the seminar
so we can have a richer and wider network of participants for interaction. I
hope you will plan to attend!

From the Board

just do it – YOU CAN be the difference!
All the best to each of you.

Darryl Starks
Director
Greeting my fellow APA members
in the United States and around the
world. I hope this communication
finds you well and safe, wherever you
may be. Yes, spring is in the air, or at
least that’s what my calendar says.
Unfortunately, many of us around the
country seem to be continually revisiting winter-like weather. I think I can
speak for all of us when I say, ENOUGH
ALREADY ! With that being said, I hope
that the spring months also mark the
beginning of you making plans to join
your fellow members at this year’s annual training seminal in the great city
of Austin, TX.
In March, your Board of Director’s held
its winter meeting at the Hilton Hotel
in downtown Austin, TX the site of this
year’s training seminar. The property
is phenomenal and more than capable of accommodating or ever-growing seminar attendance. And after a
full day of learning, downtown Austin
offers an array of “Texas Style” things
to do. You won’t want to miss this!
The Ethic’s and Grievance Committee,
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which I co-chair with President-Elect
Steve Duncan has been working diligently this past year to revise the
committee’s Standard Operating Procedures (SOP). The purpose of the
SOP is to provide standard operating
procedures for investigating and resolving complaints and allegations
of member misconduct and behavior
that violates the American Polygraph
Association’s Code of Ethics, Standards of Practice and/or Bylaws by an
American Polygraph Association. After many hours of writing, debating
and re-writing, I am pleased to report
that the board voted to approve the
new SOP. I’d like to express my sincere
thanks to the committee and board
members who contributed in producing this new SOP.
I’ll close by sharing a quote from Harvard Law Professor Derrick Bell Jr., “All
ethical people strive to choose "right"
over "easy" when confronted by situations that force them to choose one or
the other.” Onward and Upward!

Erika Thiel
Director
Hello everyone and happy springtime!
Springtime is a wonderful time of year
as it promotes the birth, regrowth,

The last time the PCSOT model policy
was revised was in 2009. For those of
us who run PCSOT, or teach PCSOT, we
know there have been advancements
and changes in the treatment of a
person who committed a sex offense.
There has been a cultural shift worldwide to being more mindful, and in doing so, discouraging the use of harmful labels. There is the much-debated
use of PCSOT on juveniles. We also
acknowledged the research that has
been done in the last 11 years. Lastly,
there were parts of the model policy
that simply were not requirements of
the APA any longer-but were still listed as if they were.

and we did not try to reinvent the
wheel. The 2009 version of the PCSOT
model policy did not need to be reconstructed; it just needed to be updated,
reflecting on what we have learned.
For example, the containment model
is not a therapeutic model; it is a philosophic approach to uniting multiple
components that have the same goal.
However, this term is often written in
a misleading way where people think
that therapists worldwide are practicing the “containment model.” To
avoid this confusion, we simply took
it out. It is no secret that collaboration amongst treatment providers,
polygraph examiners, and the supervision team leads to the largest success in a reduction in recidivism. Areas
that have large PCSOT practice models have even changed the term to
the more appropriate “collaboration
model.” Community safety is always
the goal. We know that when a person can successfully reintegrate back
into the community in a way that allows them to give back without being
a risk to the public leads to success for
everyone.

Several people heard about the
change, emotionally reacted to the
thought of change, and then read the
document. But the feedback has been
unanimous; the changes made were
important, the document is improved,

I used the containment model change
simply as an example to show what we
were trying to do with the revisions.
We wanted to improve the document
to better guide examiners who were
doing PCSOT on what they should
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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and/or changes of many things. This
includes plants, animals, and of course
the PCSOT Model Policy. As many of
you may have heard at this point, the
PCSOT model policy was updated and
has been available on the APA website
for Since March 27, 2018. For those
of you who have not heard, now is a
good time to remember to breathe
and know that the changes, although
important; are not drastic.

From the Board

know and be aware of, what they
should be doing, and how they can go
about doing it. I encourage everyone
to read the document as it is now and
to see for yourself. If you were already
doing PCSOT you may notice that the
document clarifies things. If you are
thinking about doing PCSOT, it should
help you decide if this is the proper
pathway you want to go down or if
you need some additional training before diving in.
PCSOT should not be a weekend job.
PCSOT testing is a specialized form of
testing that people should dedicate
their time and energy into ensuring
they are aware of many issues that
may arise for a person who has committed a sex offense and is taking an
exam. When I ran for the board, my
main goal was revamping PCSOT and
I plan on continuing to follow through
with this. The next goal is to revise the
training process for PCSOT. President
McCloughan has already started this
by allowing directors to teach PCSOT
in the basic school, if they feel it is appropriate to do so. Please know, this
change is in its “pilot phase.” It is a big
change, but it is a big change that may
hang around. If it does, the change may
lead to two separate PCSOT courses,
one that is taught in school and one
that is taught as advance training.
45
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I always encourage feedback whether it is directly to me through social
media, or to my listed email address
on the APA website. I could not think
of a better time than springtime to
bring forward these changes as we
all are already acclimating to the natural changes that surround us. If you
are passionate about some of these
changes, or are even directly against
some of these changes, speak up! In
fact, April 1 is the beginning of election process, nominate yourself and
run for a board position. There are
brilliant minds in the polygraph world
that can, and should, be a part of processes like this and I encourage you to
throw yourself out there. I did, and I
never looked back.

Gordon L. Vaughan, Esq
APA General Counsel
Question: Is the use of countermeasures during a polygraph examination admissible as evidence?
While, absent a written stipulation by
the parties, the results of a polygraph
are typically not admissible as evidence in United States courts an examinee’s use of countermeasures may
be admissible.

An illustration of potential consciousness of guilt evidence is found in People v. O.J. Simpson and the infamous
June 17, 1994, flight and chase of O.J.
Simpson while he was in the backseat of a white Ford Bronco driven by
his friend Al Cowlings down the Santa Anna Freeway and following the
deaths of Simpson’s ex-wife and her
friend. The prosecution had, initially
announced their intent to present in
the criminal trial evidence of the flight
but, surprisingly rested without presenting the evidence. See, Darnell M.
Hunt, O. J. Simpson Facts and Fictions:
News Rituals in the Construction of Real-

ity, p. 34, Cambridge Univ. Press 1999,
suggesting that the reason for not
presenting the evidence was fear that
O.J.’s extreme emotional state during
the flight might have generated him
excessive sympathy.
Precedent for the admissibility of
the use of countermeasures during a
polygraph examination as evidence
of consciousness of guilt is found in
the admissibility of attempts by defendants to fabricate evidence. Examples of court’s allowing such evidence
includes a defendant’s attempt to secure false alibi or false eye witness testimony or in the attempt to substitute
another person’s blood or urine samples. Courts properly infer that such
conduct is evidence of a guilty mind.
Similarly, an attempt to use countermeasures to create a false-negative
test outcome (a.k.a. “beat the test”)
during a polygraph examination caries the inference of a guilty mind.
A recent case, People v. Duke, 2017 WL
603558, at *1 (Mich. App. Feb. 2017)(unpublished) appeal denied, 901 N.W.2d
99 (Mich. 2017), addressed this issue
in the context of a Defendant’s study
of countermeasures in anticipation
of a polygraph test. There, defendant
Anthony Sean Duke was convicted
of several felonies including first-degree felony-murder arising out of the
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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Virtually all United States courts, so
long as a proper evidentiary foundation is made, permit evidence of conduct that indicates the consciousness
of guilt by the defendant. The basis of
admissibility of such evidence is that
certain post-criminal act behavior is
probative of a guilty mind. Behavior that may be indicative of a “guilty
mind” encompasses a wide range
of acts, including but not limited to
flight, concealment or destruction of
evidence, alteration of appearance,
attempted suicide, intimidation or
bribes of prosecution witnesses or
prosecutors, and use of false identification or aliases. Evidence, Criminal
Cases - Consciousness of Guilt, 29 Am.
Jur. 2d § 318 (2018).

From the Board

home invasion and shooting death of
Ron Hauser. Hauser was known to carry a large amount of cash on his person, but no money was found after his
home was searched. Duke, who was
known to be aware of Hauser’s habit of carrying large amounts of cash,
became a suspect after he posted on
social media that he had $30,000 to
spend, which was uncharacteristic of
Duke. Duke’s conviction was based on
circumstantial evidence - including
evidence linking the type of firearm
and ammunition used to Duke.
As part of the prosecution case the trial court permitted - despite there being no evidence that Duke ever took
a polygraph examination - the prosecution to admit evidence of Duke’s
possession of a manual on how to
“beat the polygraph” and testimony of
his girlfriend that Duke had been researching the topic on his computer.
In affirming the trial court’s admission
of such evidence, the Michigan Court
of Appeals observed:
Here, the evidence was
relevant to demonstrate a
consciousness of guilt. The
evidence
demonstrated
that defendant was considering whether to attempt
to avoid prosecution by
successfully completing a
47
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polygraph through deceitful means; if he could have
passed a lie detector test
because he was answering questions truthfully,
there would have been no
need for him to try to discern how to otherwise successfully take a lie detector. The evidence tended
to indicate that defendant
was contemplating how he
could convince police that
he was not involved ... . The
evidence was relevant to
demonstrate that defendant was using a strategy
of deception in reaction to
accusations against him
Id. at *4. The appellate court also rejected Duke’s argument that the evidence of his research on how to beat
the polygraph was, while relevant, unduly prejudicial holding that:
this was one item of evidence among several indicating that defendant
acted and considered
strategies to possibly conceal his involvement in the
crime. The evidence that
defendant did research
was unlikely to incite the
jury to unfairly convict de-

Id.
The following are additional examples of courts permitting evidence of
efforts to defeat a polygraph as admissible based on consciousness of
guilt: State v. Austin, ___ N.W.2d ___,
2017 WL 4287792 (Ohio. App. 2017)
(evidence that defendant asked his
half-brother to impersonate him and
take a polygraph test for him was admissible to show consciousness of
guilt); State v. Barton, 2007 WL 731409,
*13 (Ohio 2007)(unpublished)(polygraph examiner permitted, based on
evidence of consciousness of guilt, to
testify that based on his training and
experience the defendant was using deep breathing techniques as a
“counter measure” to defeat the poly-

1

graph); People v. Samuels, 113 P.3d
1125 (Cal. 2005) (witness permitted to
testify about “statements defendant
made to her about how to ‘beat’ a
polygraph test”); People v. Enfield, 2002
WL 31160299, *2–3 (Mich. App. 2002)
(unpublished)(evidence that defendant asked a “jailhouse lawyer” how
to “ ‘beat’ a polygraph test” admissible
to show consciousness of guilt); United States v. Bellomo, 944 F.Supp. 1160,
1167 (S.D.N.Y.1996)(evidence that
accused tried to procure and probably ingested lithium in attempt to
deceive the polygraph examiners and
influence his test results admissible to
show consciousness of guilt); State v.
McDowell, 224 S.E.2d 889 (S.C. 1976)
(voluntary statements of defendant,
“concerning ways in which detection
of his guilt might be avoided [i]f he
subjected himself to the polygraph
test” admissible to show consciousness of guilt).1
Consciousness of guilt, however, has
not been a viable theory for admission

While perhaps counterintuitive, limited research indicates that countermeasures are employed by truthful subjects. As noted by
Handler, Honts & Goodson, Polygraph Countermeasure Literature Review, 44 Polygraph 129,134 (2015) “[r]esearch shows that
both truthful and deceptive subjects report attempting Spontaneous CMs.” Citing Honts, Raskin & Kircher, Mental and Physical
Countermeasures Reduce the Accuracy of Polygraph Tests, 79 J. Applied Psych. 252-259 (1994)(finding 18% of truthful subjects attempting spontaneous CMs ) and Honts & Reavy, The Comparison Question Polygraph Test: A Contrast of Methods and Scoring, 143
Psych. & Behavior 15-26 (2015)(finding approximately 50% of truthful subjects attempting spontaneous CMs.) It should also
be noted that, based on their literature review, Handler, Honts & Goodson concluded that while activity sensors are effective at
detecting movement CMs, examiners are poor at intuiting countermeasures from simple pattern recognition and that “[e]xaminers should be extremely cautious about reporting CMs based on their ability to intuit a subject has used CMs.” Supra. at 135.
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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fendant because it did not
relate to actually taking a
polygraph or the results of
a polygraph and was consistent with several similar
accounts of defendant's
behavior.
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of evidence of a defendant’s refusal to
take a polygraph - with almost all cases considering the issue finding such
refusal inadmissible. See e.g., Wolfel v.
Holbrook, 823 F.2d 970, 974-75 (6th Cir.
1987)(“[g]iven the general skepticism
that pervades the scientific community concerning the reliability of polygraph examinations, an individual's
refusal to submit to a polygraph test
may be more probative of skepticism
than lack of credibility” and “the ‘marginal’ probative value was outweighed
by the fact that ‘an individual's refusal to volunteer for polygraph testing
is likely to create a highly prejudicial
inference that the results of the test
would have been unfavorable...’”).
Defendants have, however, occasionally been successful in gaining admissibility of an offer to take a polygraph
on a theory that it is probative of the
defendants “consciousness of innocence.” While this position is one taken by only a minority of courts that
have considered the issue the case of
United States v. Hamilton, 579 F. Supp.
2d 637, 640 (D.N.J. 2008) reflects the
rationale and circumstances of courts
that have permitted such evidence.
In Hamilton, the Court first noted that
defendants who make such offers and
knows that polygraph results are generally inadmissible are “inherently [in]
a ‘no-lose’ proposition.” The Court ex49
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plained:
[A] guilty defendant could
make such offer knowing
(1) the government is unlikely to accept his offer
and, if they decline, he can
attempt to introduce evidence of his offer as consciousness of innocence,
or (2) if the government
agrees to his offer and he
fails the polygraph test, the
results are still inadmissible. ... Thus, the defendant's
offer to take a polygraph
is inherently self-serving
because the defendant
knows that no adverse
consequences will result
from making the offer. In
that scenario, the offer itself clearly sheds no light
at all upon the defendant's
actual state of mind.
Id. at 640. The Court found that at
the time Hamilton offered to take a
polygraph he “had no way of knowing whether or not his offer would
be accepted nor whether it would be
admissible in a future court proceeding” and that Hamilton was then not
represented by counsel and, as such,
the “offer was unencumbered by the

(If you have legal question involving
polygraph that you would like answered in this publication please send
to Gordon l. Vaughan in care of the Editor.)

Daniel Violette
Director
As the Chairman of the Education and
Accreditation Committee this year I
have been working closely with President Jaime McCloughan and Lisa
Jacocks to keep the committee up
and running while Barry Cushman
transitions into the new Accreditation
Program Manager position we created when we were out in Las Vegas last
summer. As Barry has been settling in
we have been working to make communication between him, the members of the Education and Accreditation Committee, and the National
Office more efficient so everyone has
easy access to the materials we need
to do our job. It has been a challenge,
but we continue to make progress. I

am confident we are heading in the
right direction.
We also just had the APA Winter Board
Meeting in Austin, Texas last month.
There was plenty on our agenda and
I think we got a lot accomplished. It
has been an honor to serve on the APA
Board of Directors for the past four
years and I have personally gained a
lot from the experience. I am currently seeking reelection to the Director 8
position and I would appreciate your
support in the upcoming election. At
this point I am really looking forward
to the 53rd Annual APA Seminar and
Workshop which will be held at the
Austin Hilton Hotel in Austin, TX this
coming August. I have been working
with the reps from QuickMobile and I
believe we have the use of their mobile app under contract for our seminar again this year. I can’t wait to
check it out. I’m told we are expecting
a large turn-out so people are strongly
encouraged to register for the seminar
early. I hope to see you there.
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usual attorney advice that hinders the
admissibility of most such offers.” As
such, the court found that Hamilton’s
“offer to take a polygraph [was] highly probative of his consciousness of
innocence” and admissible in his defense at trial. Id.
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Secretary's Report of Board
Actions
Submitted by Lisa Jacocks
This report covers the time period of December 2017 through February 2018
December 12, 2017 – BOD Teleconference Meeting
• Approved the contract for 2023 Annual Seminar in Las Vegas
• Approved the hiring of Barry Cushman as the EAC Program Manager
• Approved the Conflict of Interest Policy
• Approved the accreditation of the International Polygraph Studies Center (IPSC)
• Approved the 2018 Asia-Pacific seminar to be held in Singapore
• Approved the trial use of G Suites

February 1, 2018 – BOD Teleconference Meeting
• Approved the Process Standards Waiver request of the Academy for Scientific and Investigative Training (ASIT)
• Approved the Process Standards Waiver request of the Backster School
of Lie Detection (Backster)
• Approved the Core Standards Waivers of the Latin-American Polygraph
Institute (LPI)
51
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APA Model Policy for Domestic Polygraph
Testing Adopted 8-26-17

From the Board

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE: This Model Policy for Domestic Polygraph Testing is provided to assist
field examiners and referring professionals in the use of the polygraph test to investigate the
credibility of persons in domestic relationships. The purpose of this Model Policy is to support
compliance with and adherence to established practice standards and best practices in the
application of the polygraph test in the domestic context. Examiners should know and adhere to all
legal requirements and practice regulations in their local jurisdiction. This Model Policy may serve as
a point of reference for the development of standardized practice requirement for an agency or
local jurisdiction. In case of any conflict between the Model Policy and any local practice
requirements the local regulations should prevail. Examiners who work in jurisdictions and
programs without local regulations may refer to this Model Policy as a guide.
1.

DEFINITION:
1.1

2.

Domestic polygraph tests are those in which the examinee and examination
target issues involve the credibility of statements regarding interpersonal
behavior between spouses, live-in partners, non-domiciled marital or intimate
partners, children, parents, extended family members and blended family
members. A defining characteristic of these examinations is the absence of any
professional referral from involvement of law enforcement, judicial authorities,
protective services, attorney, investigator, or other professional. Examinations
conducted with the involvement of professionals from law enforcement,
judicial officials, and protective services may be subject to other standards and
guidelines and may not be subject to this Model Policy.

EXAMINER RESPONSIBILITIES
2.1

Compliance: All polygraph examinations should be conducted in compliance
with applicable law, and APA Standards of Practice regarding
instrumentation, sensors, audio/video recording, testing format, use of an
acquaintance test, analysis and reporting.
2.1.1 Informed consent should include an explanation to the examinee
that they are not required to submit to the examination and that
the examination can be terminated at any time, and should be
obtained independently and without the presence of any referring
party.
2.1.2

Examiners should maintain all case materials, including referral
information, interview notes, test data, analysis, results, examination
report and audio/video recordings in a manner that is consistent with
applicable law and APA Standards of practice.
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2.2

Professional roles: Polygraph examiners should limit their role to the
investigation of credibility and should refrain from all other attempts to
intervene or assist with the resolution of differences or conflicts between
persons in domestic context. Examiners should remain aware that the
professional provision of advice or counseling to assist with domestic
relationship problems is a regulated professional activity in most jurisdictions,
and can involve potential volatility for some types of relationship distress.
2.2.1

2.3

2.4
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Examiners should limit their involvement with each examinee to a
single professional relationship, and should avoid engaging in a
dual relationship with the examinee or referring person.

Referral: Examiners should clearly document the referral source, whether
professional or self-referral. Examinations should be regarded as self-referred
when the test is not initiated at the request of another professional who is
assisting with the domestic problem, including when the examination is
initiated by person with whom the examinee has a domestic relationship.
Examiners should remain aware that working with domestic relationships
under stress (i.e., those experience some form of problem that is in need of
resolution) may be different from relationships under distress (for which the
future viability of the relationship is unknown or questionable). Examiners
should be aware that some relationships in crisis can become volatile and
even dangerous. It is the role of other helping professionals, not the polygraph
examiner, to work with the individuals in the domestic context to evaluate the
safety and viability of the domestic relationship.
2.3.1

When a domestic polygraph is conducted after referral from
another professional who is assisting with the domestic problem
the examination results, information and examination report
should be provided to the referring professional.

2.3.2

When a domestic polygraph conducted without referral from
another professional the test results, information and examination
report should be provided to the examinee and other domestic
persons involved in the examination referral. Results may also be
provided to others as requested by the client and consistent with
the provisions of the consent form signed by the examinee.

2.3.3

Examiners should refrain from conducting domestic polygraph
when there is evidence of violence or unsafe volatility, unless other
professionals are involved to assist with the evaluation and
maintenance of the safety of all persons involved in the domestic
context.

Setting: Domestic polygraphs should be conducted in a professional setting,
and should not be conducted in a residence or domicile. Others with personal
non- professional interest in the outcome of the examination should not
witness the examination as it is conducted.
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Examination report: Examiners should provide test result in the form of a
written report that memorializes the details and conclusions of the polygraph
test, including the testing instrumentation, testing format, content of the
pretest interview, test questions, test results and any addition following the
analysis and discussion of the test result.
Where no written report is requested, the examiner should retain a
draft report with the examination file, or should minimally retain
sufficient notes and information that the details of the test,
including the testing instrumentation, testing format, content of
the pretest interview, test questions, test results and any addition
following the analysis and discussion of the test result can be
accurately discussed at a later time, including the completion of a
written report, if necessary.

Confidentiality and mandatory reporting: Except as provided by law,
information from the polygraph examination and test results (outcomes)
should be kept confidential and provided only to those involved in the
examination and referral.
2.6.1

Examiners should not engage in mandatory reporting activities, for
known or suspected abuse of children or other vulnerable persons,
except where required by law (i.e., whenever polygraph examiners
are named or listed in statutes describing mandatory reporting
requirements).

2.6.2

Examiners should remain aware that referring professionals will
likely be subject to mandatory reporting or other mandatory
disclosure requirements such as when it is know that an individual
is planning to harm another.
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Confidence Often Beats Profession Crisis
By George Baranowski
There are some who would automatically say that it’s a “Well known
Politicians Belief”, that the quickest
and simplest way to defeat a crisis,
is contained in their popular saying
that sounds something like: “He who
smiles in a crisis, has found someone
else to blame.”
When I put this saying together to
show it to my wife Paula, we both
laughed. But the more I thought
about it, I’d have to say that this saying
unfortunately has an element of truth
it in. Sometimes the only person thinking positively about a crisis is doing so
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because they figured out if it really is
their fault. But let’s face it, sometimes,
yeah, it is their fault.
So, let’s examine this a little. Amazingly there are really many reasons to
think positively in times of crisis. For
one thing, within every problem, we
often find some jewels of positive opportunities. They might seem small,
especially when compared with the
size of the crisis, but this positive opportunity still exists, nonetheless.
Further, I started to look at what we
might call crisis situations in our pro-

fession, and especially at individuals
in the American Polygraph Association who I believe to be true leaders
who confront crisis situations remarkably. Leaders like our General Counsel Gordon Vaughan, who always keep
our association and its members on
the lawful straight path and retains
our professional status and character.
There are also brilliant Board
Director members such as Raymond
Nelson, Pam Shaw, Barry Cushman,
Pat O’Burke and Steve Duncan, as well
as other significant members such as
Don Krapohl, Donnie Dutton, our Office Manager Lisa Jacocks, and Magazine Editor Mark Handler, as well as
many others that have, and do, handle
crisis in our profession with confidence
and positivity. I think an outstanding

example of someone who does a remarkable job each year, is our Seminar
Chairman Michael Gougler, who deals
with numerous decisions each year
such as the location, rooms, speakers,
program, electronic connections, interpreters, meals, refreshments, vendors, and even much more directing,
that ends up resulting in an outstanding quality seminar, year after year.
Getting back to problems, we personally may not feel like smiling when a
crisis unveils, but we can move forward
with the knowledge that a solution is
available and attainable. The obvious key to managing crises with confidence is to be thoroughly prepared
and to make informed decisions.

©FotoliaLLC/magann
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There is another old philosophy that
says something like, “If you are a leader, you know a crisis is never far away”,
and leaders use strategies to face an
upcoming crisis with a maximum
amount of confidence.
But to develop this ability ourselves,
means being prepared for every known
possibility. This also includes awareness of a variety of reasonable scenarios and to determine your response to
each scenario. Also, to spend time observing and learning from these leaders in our profession. Ask questions
about past crises. Chances are, they
have encountered the same challenges you are likely to face and can offer
sound advice and strategies.
No one can prepare for every possibility, but you can prepare for known
potentials. Think ahead, be prepared,
and practice your own plans or your
own ideas, whenever possible. Then,
when the crisis appears, your response could appear automatic because you’re prepared. Also, the more
familiar the situation, the more confident your reaction will be. But if you
wait to prepare all these thoughts until you’re confronted with a crisis, you
know what? You may be too late.
There’s no question that a time of turmoil can be a dangerous time, but its
greatest danger is the temptation to
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deny the reality of the crisis. Instead of
denying a crisis, an effective leader explores it or defines it. This means seeing the situation realistically.
When a crisis arrives, spend some time
alone exploring the problem. What is
it? What caused it? How can you address it? Don’t think of it like, “Who
can you blame?”
If available or if possible, ask APA leaders mentioned previously, for their assessment. If possible, try to separate
it into what could be called solvable
parts from the unsolvable. This sounds
obviously very important. It’s like asking or using, what’s in your control to
fix and focus upon.
Finally, and I know this sounds like another one of the most vital parts, this
would be to establish game plans for
solving the solvable and commit to it.
A defined, measurable plan allows you
to proceed with confidence.
However, there are those who have experienced repetitive crisis problems,
which may be identified as: “Doing the
same thing over and over, experiencing
the same problems over and over, and
expecting different results.” Get rid of
that kind of thinking, Einstein called
it “Insanity.” Instead try to learn why
previous methods didn’t work so you
can do something different next time.

Intentionally reflecting on the experience is perhaps a better teacher than
the experience itself. Dig deeply into
the tough times look at them objectively for what those tough times can
teach you.
I feel the difference between average
people and achievers is their perception of, and their response to, failure.
The same could be said of crisis. Once
the crisis has past, reflect on your behavior and your performance during
that time. What did you learn, and

where can you improve your comprehension of all of this, and your problem-solving ability.
Crisis situations are indeed stressful
and stretch us in ways we don’t enjoy.
But the reality is that difficult times
and tough decisions come with the
territory of our profession. But if you
prepare beforehand and effectively
problem-solve during such events,
you’ll have the necessary tools to get
through crises with confidence.
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…The Evolution of Forensic Interviewing
with Applied Behavioral Criminology
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by J Patrick O'Burke1
In last month’s article I discussed some
of the critical issues facing professionals who are interested in interrogation,
or techniques for eliciting information
from a suspect during an interview.
Eliciting, or drawing out, information
is different than the process of soliciting, or asking for, information from
someone during an interview. A comparative look at the Reid Technique
and the PEACE method were contrasted in my last article for differences in
methods, as well as how they may fit
in certain jurisprudence models. As
well, some discussion of personality
types and a basic understanding of
personality disorders was provided in
the previous article. Personality is sim59
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ply how people can be categorized as
unique for processing information
and interacting with others. The clear
distinctions in personality types alone
is reason enough to be cautious about
accepting interview methods, which
prescribe the same methodology for
every suspect.
Determining what method is best to
elicit information should incorporate
what forensic science can already tell
us about deviant behavior. So, it is
easiest to turn to criminology as a science and look for answers. Criminology is the interdisciplinary study of deviant behavior and crime that draws
from sociology, biology, and psychol-

ogy fields. There are a multitude of
theories put forth by criminologists
that include social ecology, structure,
and process theories; as well as individual theories related to rational
choice, labeling or routine activities,
as well as biological or psychological
factors. While many of these theories
have much to offer in understanding
criminal behavioral, no one theory will
probably be perfect for the person
who is sitting in your polygraph chair
right now. I would offer that it is more
useful for forensic interviewers to develop an integrated theory approach.
This approach should include some
broad conceptual understanding that
combines, biological, psychological
and sociological theories to understand why someone has committed
a crime. This will be more useful in
grasping how personal, economic or
social factors have enabled the subject you are talking with to commit
the crime you are investigating.
Contrary to popular thinking, people
choose to commit crimes for reasons
that seem very logical to them at the
time. Most criminals are not crazy or
acting out of nonsensical reasoning.
In fact, our training course teaches
that when you are trying to elicit information from a suspect that it is probably a mistake to ask “why” a person
committed the crime during elicitation. Asking this question during the
elicitation phase conveys the message
that you simply don’t understand the
person you are interviewing. The fo-

rensic interviewer should visualize
that all behavior serves some purpose.
For example, when a child is belittled
and made to feel inferior, that child
may grow up to be an adult who must
feel superior to others in order to feel
in control of his environment. Where
do you think bullies come from, people who feel good about who they
are, or people who need to prove
something to themselves to feel better? When feelings of inferiority or
lack of self-esteem and self-doubt are
unabated, people may develop traits
for interacting with others that is unhealthy or manipulative.
Having an insecure feeling is not a
reason to run to your local therapist
or think that everyone who does feel
insecure is a criminal. However, when
certain trait disorders are persistent
over time, then a personality disorder may exist and only a professional
should make these types of diagnoses.
Conversely, when you see adults in
your polygraph suite who persistently manipulate their interactions with
others it is prudent to determine how
best to facilitate robust communications. The Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-V)
published by the American Psychiatric
Association is a good reference. The
DSM-V describes four personality disorders under Cluster B, which are identified as “erratic and dramatic” and are
an effective way to understand them.
Cluster B is where you will find Antisocial Personality Disorder, which inAPA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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cludes sociopathic and psychopathic
trait disorders. You can also find Narcissism, characterized by those who
believe they are special, unique and
entitled. As well you can find Borderline Personality Disorder, which is
marked by unstable relationships and
a fear of abandonment. Generally, all
the Cluster B disorders are marked by
impulsiveness and frustration when
people feel they are unable to control
their environment except by maladaptive manipulation of others.
Psychologists generally choose to
treat personality trait disorders with
cognitive behavioral therapy. This
type of therapy was pioneered by Albert Ellis in the 1950’s. Ellis believed
that people who had faulty or irrational thinking developed stress and
anxiety that caused them problems.
As such, Ellis developed a list of common thinking errors that could be
used to teach people to identify their
cognitive thinking errors and remove
what is causing them stress and hopefully avoid bad choices. Ellis described
this irrational thinking as “musturbation” (what others must, or should do),
blaming, overgeneralizing and catastrophic thinking. It is acceptable to
think of a most personality disorders
as the exhibition of traits that provide
some type of manipulative control of
others and their environment in a dysfunctional way.
For example, a person thinks they
“must” loose ten pounds in ten days
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to get into a new outfit for a special
event such as a class reunion. If they
don’t lose the weight, then the person
sees it is a catastrophic, and thinks he/
she must be stupid or incompetent
right? Realizing they are not going to
lose the weight, the person binges on
food and gains five more pounds. This
really proves how much of a “failure”
they are. Why even bother to show
up, or pay for the new outfit since the
zipper blew up when the person tried
it on? When this maladaptive thinking
becomes dysfunctional, it will become
the therapist’s job to help this person develop more realistic goals and
problem solving skills. There are other philosophies for behavioral therapy, but most are designed to help
the person understand the irrational
thoughts and beliefs they are using
that lead to frustration.
So, what does all of this have to do
with interviewing and eliciting information? As most of you are aware,
when the interviewer thinks that a suspect has committed a certain crime or
behavior then the interview must confront the suspect about that crime. I
know, because I have been there. You
confront and bore in on getting the
suspect to admit the crime, right? I
would posit that this may not be the
most appropriate or only choice to
consider. Consider what came first,
the suspect’s thinking or the deviant
behavior that is at issue? Using the
example above, what do you think
would work better, gaining an admis-

sion that the person blew up the zipper on the rented outfit, or discussing
self-esteem issues that are observed
during the pretest?
I think that considerable evidence exists that the best approach to consider
is what our training calls behavioral intervention. Think back to the last bad
thing you did. What occurred before
that bad act in the way of thinking
that led to the bad act? It would seem
intuitive that working to build rapport
to discuss the events that lead to the
bad act are a better approach. Remember, the quote by Jack Sparrow
in the movie Pirates of the Caribbean,
“the problem is not the problem, the
problem is your attitude about the
problem”. If the interviewer can help
reshape thinking and attitudes, then
discussing the problem behavior will
become much easier.

In interviewing your suspect, look for
maladaptive or dysfunctional thinking during the pretest interview. Consider that healthy well-adjusted people are the least likely to be motivated
to commit a crime. Visualize that sociopaths and narcissists must control
others and what they think in order
to control their own internal environment. Irrational thinking is a good cue
to look for as well as to discuss. Perhaps the best place to start eliciting
information is where the problem begins and not where it ended with the
commission of the crime.
Please join me in my next article, where
will discuss techniques for managing
conversation with erratic and dramatic suspects in your polygraph suite.
Until then, if you have any questions
please send me an email. I hope to
see all of you at the annual conference
in Austin. Be safe!
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Ban-The-Box Update

©Fo

tolia

LLC

/zen

stoc

k

by Stanley M. Slowik
Advisement: It is not the intention of
the author to render legal advice. Any
and all concerns regarding legal matters should be reviewed by the reader’s legal counsel. The content of this
article does not necessarily reflect the
opinions of the American Polygraph
Association, its members or representatives.
Ban-The-Box refers to government
mandates that prohibit employers, including most federal agencies, from
seeking work related information
about job applicants’ criminal and financial histories until the latter stages
of the selection process. The “box” refers to actual or virtual questions that
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might appear on a job application or
pre-polygraph questionnaire.
In a directive that effectively reverses
and eliminates restrictions on criminal
and credit background investigations,
the Office of Personnel Management
(OPM) issued a new directive, Guidance on Requests for Exceptions to
Timing of Suitability Inquiries Rule
(Guidance, chcoc.gov).
Previously,
using the Obama Administration’s
2014 Presidential Memorandum, Enhancing Safeguards to Prevent Undue
Denial of Federal Employment Opportunities to the Unemployed or Those
Facing Financial Difficulty Through No
Fault of Their Own as its mandate, the

OPM began requiring all federal employers, including those typically using
polygraph as part of the background
process, to defer evaluations of criminal activity and financial responsibility
until after the applicant had been given a Conditional Offer of Employment
(COE). The stated intent of the regulation was to get federal employers
to first invest selection time, staff and
money then perhaps overlook subsequent information regarding criminal
and financial problems that would
have disqualified the applicant (New
Federal Mandate, Slowik).
Under the new Guidance procedures,
federal employers can now evaluate
these two critical information targets
early in the process by simply requesting a waiver from OPM providing they
can qualify for an exception (OPM Exceptions Waiver template). In words
that virtually repeat recommendations made earlier by this author in
this publication (ibid, Slowik), two exceptions are specifically cited:
1. Positions where “the ability to
testify as a witness is a requirement of the position and thus
a clean criminal history record
would be essential to the ability
to perform the duties of the position effectively”;
2. Positions where “the expense

of completing the examination
makes it appropriate to adjudicate suitability at the outset of
the process”.
Federal employers that cannot
qualify for one of these two exceptions either have no meaningful conduct standards or are
using evaluation methodologies
that are as ineffective as they are
cheap, e.g. asking questions easily lied to on a form.
As is the case in all 50 states, there are
numerous jobs in addition to law enforcement that require applicants to
have clean criminal and financial histories before, by statute – not mandate, they can be certified. While
waivers to the certification standards
can be granted this would typically take place after certification was
denied. When employers postpone
evaluations of criminal activity and financial responsibility until after COE
only to have the applicant disqualified
because they can’t meet objective,
work related standards or essential
functions (being a credible witness
in court), the employers not only lose
their upfront investments of recruitment and selection time and costs
but the evaluation pipeline becomes
clogged with unqualified candidates,
greatly delaying the time to COE and
significantly reducing the pool of
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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qualified candidates picked off by employers using more efficient and effective background systems. Worst of all,
Ban-the-Box winds up conning some
applicants into thinking they might
get a job when by statute this is extremely unlikely.
Perhaps in anticipation of the foregoing, on September 29, 2016, the
National Background Investigations
Bureau (NBIB) was created as a new
semi-autonomous entity within OPM.
Charles S. Phalen, Jr. , its first Director,
is a former VP of Corporate Security at Northrop Grumman and former
Director of Security for the Central Intelligence Agency. The NBIB absorbs
the mission and function of the OPM’s
Federal Investigative Service and is
charged with reforming and improving the federal background process.
Amongst other stated goals, the NBIB
plans to coordinate with IT security at
the Department of Defense to build “a
foundation of government wide standards that promote security, interoperability and information sharing” including the “creation of a law enforcement liaison unit to improve criminal
history records access”.
Although not specifically referenced
in the OPM’s Guidance, most Ban-the
-Box initiatives are politically constructed to benefit constituencies that
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cannot meet merit based job requirements involving criminal and financial
histories. Virtually every criminal activity data source clearly shows both a
significant gender and racial statistical
disparity with regard to measures of
criminal conduct (commission, arrest,
conviction, probation, incarceration,
etc.). Although most Ban-the-Box
mandates appear to refer to criminal
records, this limitation is not always
clear in the hundreds of state, county and municipal examples currently in effect. Difficulties for polygraph
examiners arise when those statutes
and ordinances that fail to specify the
methodology (records vs. criminal
history) or examiners who ask about
prohibited criminal activities (pre-test
questionnaires or interviews), assuming the polygraph examination is taking place before the COE as the federal Buchanan and Leonel cases appear
to recommend (ADAAA, Slowik). The
best predictor of future criminal activity is recent, past criminal activity. Since criminal records are limited
to those who got caught and, after
charge/plea bargaining, what they
pled to, record checking is a poor substitute to admissions of actual criminal
activity obtained in pre-employment
interviews and polygraph pre-tests.
To maintain that these disparities are
the result of racism and sexism is false

and scientifically inaccurate, a conclusion supported by several federal Appellate findings (ibid, Slowik). It is an
affront and offensive to law enforcement, prosecutors, judges and juries to
infer that they are all in racist collusion
to produce such an outcome. Worse,
as evidenced by the recent revelations
about sexual harassment outcries,
there would have to be an incredible
number of lying victims, particularly
of felony crime, since most victims are
the same race as the accused.
While the OPM’s Guidance on how to
streamline selection by eliminating
Ban-the-Box applies only to federal employers, examiners working for
state and local government agencies
that don’t already exempt their agencies from Ban-the-Box should consider presenting the OPM Exceptions
Waiver template as a form of consensus support since many Human
Resource Departments pattern their
practices on the federal procedures.
In June, I will begin my 50th year as
a continuously practicing examiner
conducting at least 200 exams per
year. When I started at John E. Reid
and Associates, we conducted most
of the more sensational Internal Affairs polygraphs of the Chicago Police
including the recently passed Dick
Gregory who was represented by F.

Lee Baily and alleged to have inflicted
bite wounds to Chicago Police officers
during the 1968 Democratic Convention riots (he did) and suffered alleged
excessive force at their hands (they
did too). At the time the staff at Reid’s
argued over what the hiring standards
for becoming a Chicago Police Officer
were only to discover there was only
one. Not education, criminal record,
job discipline, drug/alcohol abuse or
any other performance based criteria.
Those had all been removed following
the 1964 Civil Rights Act that created
Title VII: no standards, no discrimination. No, the only meaningful criterion for becoming a police officer back
then was “Who’s your Alderman?”
Sadly, just as the Department of Justice report Advancing Diversity in Law
Enforcement recommends lowering
educational and criminal activity standards to achieve racial equality, this
was already tried before and didn’t
work out so well. I know. I was there.
Besides, my birth certificate is signed
by the then Clerk of Cook County….
Richard J. Daly.
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“It Ain’t What You Don’t Know That Gets
You Into Trouble. It’s What You Know For
Sure That Just Ain’t So.”1
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by Donald J. Krapohl2 and Donald
Grubin, MD3
Introduction
In this article we would like to present
some of the common assumptions
about polygraphy that we all know to
be true but which are not supported
by evidence.
Well, that’s not quite accurate. It’s true,
but not really the whole truth. Here
is another try: we are taking aim at

some of the more peculiar myths and
factually challenged assumptions that
persist in polygraphy. Our choice of
targets is not random, of course. We
have cherry-picked some of the most
conspicuously wrong ideas and logical absurdities because, frankly, if we
wrote about boring polygraph obscurities this manuscript would likely languish in the Editor’s thanks-but-nothanks folder. Instead, we chose what

1

Most published sources attribute this passage to American humorist and writer Mark Twain. In strange twist of irony, there is no
evidence he actually said it.
2 Mr. Krapohl is an APA Past President, regular contributor to this publication, and with Ms Pamela Shaw the author of the polygraph textbook Fundamentals of Polygraph Practice, Academic Press (2015). Comments can be sent to the first author at apakrapohl@gmail.com. Hate mail should be sent to the second author.
3 Professor Donald Grubin is a forensic psychiatrist who is not a polygraph examiner but knows a lot about their foibles.
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we chose because we found them
funny, odd, or puzzling, and we hope
you do too.
In taking aim at common polygraph
myths, customs and incongruities, and
in the tradition of Dave Letterman,
the former comedic host of late night
television, we created our own “Top
10 List.” Not all of our observations are
new, of course, and some may have
occurred to you already. Here’s one
that didn’t quite make our list that
you might have thought about. APA
By Laws, section 3.9.1, reads “A member polygraph examiner shall use a
validated testing technique.” Sound
enough, and certainly a good idea. A
careful reading of the rest of the APA
By Laws, however, does not find any requirement for APA accredited schools
to teach validated testing techniques.
In other words, the APA schools don’t
have to teach the methods their students will be required to use. Odd, but
not odd enough to make our Top 10.
In the interest of balance we should
also add that our Top 10 List is about
anomalies of the profession and not
a criticism of it. Fortunately, most of
what examiners do is good, valid, and
beneficial to society. We can take
comfort that we have come a long way
over the years and we have many APA
Boards and school directors to thank
for our progress. If this paper were
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written as recently as 20 years ago we
would have been able to include weird
jargon such as “double saddles,” “vagus roll,” “the finger of death,” “trend of
the gross curve,” “ascending staircase”
and “total chart minutes concept,” to
name but a few. If you do not know
what these things are you can thank
the APA and your polygraph school
instructors. If you do know what they
are and still use them, we would offer
an admonition we borrowed from our
friend Ray Nelson: Wake up and smell
the century!
Because this is a Magazine article we
have decided to be more casual and
friendly than if writing for the APA’s
peer-reviewed journal. We hope that
will encourage you to read our article
rather than skip over it in your haste to
get to Ray’s piece on statistics. As part
of our commitment to informality we
consciously chose not to provide any
citations or references. We can. We
just don’t want to. You’ll have to do
your own homework.
We do want everyone to know that our
intent is not to offend any given person, sector, or graduates of a particular
school. That is not to say we will not offend someone. We are almost certain
to offend a lot of someones. A cursory
read of past APA publications quickly
reveals that polygraph examiners can
have thin skins when their cherished

ideas are challenged. We have tried
mightily not to offend a single group:
we have ensured that the offenses are
dispersed equally across all schools of
thought. Our ultimate goal is to enlighten, entertain, and maybe make
you say “Hmmmm” about things polygraphers do and believe.
If what you’ve read so far hasn’t scared
you off, please enjoy our Top 10 List.
#10. Technical Questions
Over our professional history we’ve
shown a predisposition for adopting
technical questions in our polygraph
techniques pretty easily. Collectively we seem to be given to the misapprehension that any problem in polygraph can be fixed if we simply add
another technical question designed
to fix it. Notice how we said that. We
said “designed” to fix it. “Designed”
is a devilish little word often used by
polygraph writers who try to defend
the use of these questions when the
evidence is absent or even countervailing. By simply saying a polygraph
question is “designed” to function in
a particular way it can, by a semantic sleight-of-hand, distract from the

4

fact there is no research to support it.
You’ll find that language in a lot of articles describing polygraph techniques.
Think of where it has gotten us over
the years, a list of disproven questions we still use. A potential problem with outside issues? Symptomatic questions are designed to fix that.
Countermeasures? A countermeasure question is designed to detect it.
Worried about false positives? Guilt
complex or fear-of-error questions
are designed to mitigate the problem.
Ad absurdum, do you suspect the examinee is over-analyzing the relevant
questions? Add an “are you over-analyzing” question to the test. And the
list goes on. With the exception of the
comparison question, there is no reliable evidence that technical questions
do anything. The irony is that quality
control reviewers are sure to criticize
an examination that does not include
technical questions that are known to
be ineffective, calling the examination
“invalid” because an examiner failed to
include invalid test questions. Bottom
line: the concept of “valid techniques”
should be revisited if one of the criteria is that they must include demonstrably invalid questions4. PS: The real
meaning of “designed” is now stuck in

Except if the quality control personnel who evaluate your work are not familiar with the published research and opt instead to
follow policies not informed by it. In those unfortunate circumstances examiners should follow the policies until their careers
place them in a position to align the policies with the science.
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your head and like it or not you’ll start
noticing it when you read polygraph
publications.
#9. Sex Offenders Lie More Than
Other People, and They Are Good
Liars
There is no evidence for either, although this is what is commonly
taught on PCSOT courses. The assumption is that sex offenders have
to continually lie in order to carry on
offending, but in fact they are rarely
asked about anything directly associated with their sex offending behavior. There is a difference between lying and keeping a secret. Individuals
who aren’t sex offenders but who are
having affairs almost certainly need
to lie more than most sex offenders
do, both about their movements and
whereabouts, and when confronted
by their partners. No matter how vile
their crimes, sex offenders are people,
and just like anyone else they vary between themselves in respect of a large
range of characteristics. Some lie a
lot, others don’t; some are good at it,
others aren’t. Indeed, you might think

the ones who are caught and become
PCSOT examinees are less successful
at lying than the ones who avoid detection. The bottom line is to be suspicious whenever anyone tells you what
sex offenders are like.
#8. Question Rotation
Some techniques require question rotation from chart to chart. Others forbid it5, and still others make it optional. It is difficult to reconcile these differences. Clearly one of them must be
right. Or maybe it just doesn’t matter?
The evidence indicates that question
rotation is optimal, mainly because it
can help mitigate two endemic problems: the effect of within-chart habituation, and differences in scores
attributable to differences in the salience of comparison questions. The
only reasonable justification for fixing
all questions in their places is that the
question order on the chart will always
match the question order on the score
sheet, thereby reducing errors in data
entry. As we will discuss at #1 on our
list, that reason may be moot. Bottom
line: a best practice is to systematically

5 Consider the You Phase and the two-question Air Force Modified General Question Technique (AFMGQT) Variation 1. In terms
of question sequences, the primary difference between them is the presence of a symptomatic question in the You Phase but not
the AFMGQT. Despite having a difference of only one test question, question rotation is required in one of these techniques but
prohibited in the other. We would find any relationship between the use of a symptomatic question and a requirement to rotate
test questions to be quite curious. “Is a puzzlement!” to quote King Mongkut in the film The King and I.
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rotate test questions in all polygraph
techniques. A not-best practice is to
mandate it for some techniques and
prohibit it for others based on “the
way it’s always been done.” For an exception, see Footnote 4.
#7. Exclusionary and Non-exclusionary Comparison Questions
This one is certain to upset a lot of people. When probable-lie comparison
(PLC) questions first gained a foothold
in the polygraph profession, due almost entirely to the work and publications of polygraph pioneer John Reid,
they encompassed the examinee’s
entire life. For example, in the case of
a robbery one possible PLC might be
“Have you ever stolen anything?” In
the early 1960s another polygraph
pioneer, Cleve Backster, persuasively
argued that an examinee could confuse such a comparison question with
the relevant topic. If the examinee
thought the PLC covered the relevant
issue, contended Mr. Backster, it could
cause equal reactivity to both relevant
and comparison questions, increasing
the likelihood of an inconclusive outcome. It might even make it ‘hotter’
than the relevant questin, giving rise
to a false negative. He introduced the
“exclusionary comparison question”
which did not overlap the relevant
question and was designed (that word
again) to overcome the shortcom-

ing he found in the Reid approach.
Backster’s rationale was compelling
enough to cause the US government
school to adopt his approach untested. It also eventually influenced virtually every other polygraph school
until the exclusionary PLC became an
inviolable truth. Subsequent research
found that faith in the superiority of
the exclusionary PLC is misplaced,
even wrong. Non-exclusionary PLCs
(John Reid’s method) have been found
to perform at least as well, maybe better. Even more tantalizing is a recent
publication by Avital Ginton which
suggests that comparison questions
don’t even have to be lies at all just so
long as they are inherently salient.
Bottom line: based on the evidence
today, mandating exclusionary PLCs
is not a best practice if the basis for
the policy is that they are believed to
perform better than non-exclusionary
PLCs. See Footnote 4 for an exception.
#6. Chart Markings
Okay, this one is more of a pet peeve
than a science-based observation but
bear with us for a moment. There are
things we polygraph examiners do
that make no logical sense. The following two fit into this category.
a. Noises. Most or all polygraph
schools teach examiners to mark the
computerized test charts with the iniAPA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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tials OSN for outside noise and ISN for
inside noise. Most polygraph software
accommodates that teaching with
shortcut keys for OSN and ISN. The obvious question is, why do we have two
different notations? What difference
does it make if the source is inside or
outside the test room? If a distracting
sound comes from outside the room
does it cause a different physiological
reaction from one generated in the
test room? What if the noise is in the
wall or floor, neither outside nor inside
the room, how should we mark the
chart? Or if someone knocks on the
test room door, where the sound is simultaneously inside and outside the
room? Or how about when you hear
a sound but can’t tell where it came
from? Or something happens in the
room to make a big noise that ends
up echoing back from outside. Or…
You get the idea. ISN and OSN are
noises that may elicit physiological responses irrespective of which side of
a wall they originate. Bottom line: we
should mark our charts when there is
a potentially distracting noise using a
general notation such as “N,” and even
then only when the noise generates a
physiological response in the charts
(Think about it. Why would we mark
anything that has no effect on the
data?!) And we really don’t care about
Footnote 4 on this one.
b. Deep breaths (DBs). Some examin73

APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)

ers are just DB-crazy. They mark a DB
whenever there is even the slightest
difference in the size of a breath, sometimes seven, eight and nine times per
chart or more. Why? Because someone taught them to do that. What
is the real reason for marking DB’s,
though? It is to record where the
physiological data are contaminated
by the action of the deep breath sufficient to withhold scoring. But there
is no general agreement on what constitutes a deep breath. We do hear of
policies that focus on the size of the
breath. Some schools or agencies take
the position that if a breath is X% larger than the surrounding breathing cycles, examiners are compelled to mark
it as a DB and not score the data. For
them it doesn’t matter whether the
larger breath affected the physiological baseline on the polygraph charts.
Once a DB appears on the chart, the
tracings are believed to be tainted and
unscorable. This idea deserves a closer look. Basing decisions simply on
the magnitude of the breath ignores
that fact that there is no specific size
of breath that corresponds with contaminated data across all examinees.
For some examinees there are cardio
and EDA reactions after a breath is
10% larger, while for others there may
be a 200% difference that has no effect on the data. Any policy based on
measurements, then, will by necessity
be arbitrary and potentially wasteful

of data. Added to this we should also
remember the basic lesson that DBs
may sometimes cause reactions, but
they don’t stop reactions.
If we can agree on these two points,
let us now return our attention to the
reason we mark DBs: To denote when
an examinee’s larger breath caused a
noticeable change in the data. If the
data did not change in a timely way
after a DB, the DB could not have affected the data, and therefore (wait
for it)…there is no reason to mark any
breath as a DB. Bottom line: for all of
you DB-crazies out there, let’s allow
reason to prevail when we mark these
events on the charts. If the tracings
were not affected, the DB notation is
not value added. Unless of course the
DB is 106% larger than the surrounding breathing cycles (no, just kidding).
#5. Psychological Set
In the 1960s Cleve Backster coined the
expression “Psychological Set.” It was
accompanied by other neologisms including “anti-climax dampening”, “super-dampening” and a new definition
for “zones.” Backster’s Psychological
Set theory explained, to a first approximation, why deceptive examinees reacted more to relevant questions than
comparison questions, and truthful
examinees reacted in the reverse pattern. It was based on the idea that fear

caused the reactivity. In an era before
broader scientific attention and the
introduction of directed-lie comparison questions the theory was accepted among practitioners because it
appeared to be consistent with their
professional experiences. Psychological Set as an idea dominated for nearly
50 years until others offered theories
that better predicted the findings of
polygraph research. There are now
more solid candidate polygraph theories, and though we do not yet know
which may hold the ultimate answer,
we do know that Psychological Set is
not it. A continuing reference to it in
polygraph testimony and writing affords an easy opening for polygraph
opponents. It’s an example of what
we “know for sure that just ain’t so”.
Bottom line: Psychological Set is a historical term, and not viable as a polygraph theory.
#4. Testing on Rare Behaviors
Government examiners, you might
want to skip over this one and jump
directly to #3. Since you have no input on your test questions, this section will just be disturbing. For everyone else, here’s the story. Using test
questions that focus on rare behaviors
is a dumb idea. Maybe that’s strong
language but we are going to offer a
thought experiment and let you decide if “dumb” is misplaced. Suppose
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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you are asked to use a polygraph test
question about, oh, let’s just pick a
topic like treason among government
employees. Intuitively, if you had a
DI result on the topic of treason, how
confident would you be it was correct
if your polygraph technique was 90%
accurate? Hold that answer to the end
of this paragraph when we will ask
you again about your intuition. Now,
the thought experiment. It begins by
calculating how often people are involved in betraying their country. It’s
hard to tell exactly, but one would
hope that no more than one in a thousand government employees is a spy.
No one really knows the number, of
course, but let’s go with one in a thousand. How accurate is your polygraph
technique? Let’s say you’re really
good and can deliver 90% accuracy in
screening. If you have 90% accuracy,
you have 10% error, right? So, out of
1000 people tested there will be 100
truthful people who fail, rounding up,
and one liar will fail (probably). Out
of 101 failed polygraph tests, 100 are
wrong. Consequently, when someone
fails a question that covers a rare behavior like treason, the examiner can
have less than 1% confidence in the DI
results. Suppose now you just picked
100 people at random out of the thousand employees and called them spies.
It is very likely you would miss the real
traitor and call 100 innocent people
traitors. This is almost the same pro75
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portion of errors as produced by the
polygraph test. Now think back to the
beginning of this paragraph where we
asked you to make an intuitive guess
on how much confidence you should
have with a 90% accurate polygraph
technique on a low base-rate topic.
We would wager that most readers
would estimate a confidence of about
90% instead of the real answer, about
1%. Low confidence is what happens
when polygraph test questions are
designed (there’s that word again) to
find the needle in the haystack. So,
is “dumb” an accurate description for
these kinds of test questions? The
numbers speak for themselves. Bottom line: it is a poor practice to include polygraph test questions on behaviors with extreme base rates. The
polygraph results for such questions
are not informative.
#3. Inter-Chart Discussions
A longstanding teaching in many polygraph schools is that examiners must
not talk about the test questions between charts. The underlying belief is
that such a conversation could direct
an examinee’s concern to one category of question or another and thereby
affect the accuracy of the examination.
The preponderance of published evidence runs contrary to this belief, and
strikingly so. A balanced discussion of
all the test questions between charts

promotes higher, not lower, accuracy.
And think about this for a moment: if
it is okay to discuss the test questions
before the first chart, why should it be
damaging to discuss them the same
way before other charts? Curiouser
and curiouser as Alice would say. No
logical explanation comes to mind.
Bottom line: a doctrine of best practices calls for the discussion of test
questions between test charts. See
Footnote 4 for an exception.
#2. Directed Lie Breathing
We all know not to score breathing in
Directed Lie tests. It’s an unreliable indicator of deception, right? Now why
should that be? When Directed Lie
tests were first introduced abnormalities were soon observed in breathing
cycles that were not associated with
deception. In particular, respiration
line length did not shorten in truthful
subjects. It made sense therefore to
ignore breathing when scoring Directed Lie tests. It later transpired, however, that these abnormalities were not
the fault of the Directed Lie, but were
the result of how examiners were presenting them, emphasizing the need
to think about the lie when the question was asked. When this emphasis
was removed the breathing channel
returned to its previous informative
level. By that time, however, the rule
had already been accepted as a truth

by everyone. No one had the courage
to drop it. Directed Lie questions may
be more open to breathing countermeasures, but that is a different matter. The bottom line is that breathing
can, and should, be scored in Directed
Lie tests, although you will again likely
fall afoul of Footnote 4.
#1. Algorithms
Algorithms are okay, but they just aren’t as good as a skilled manual scorer.
We all know that the best polygraph
examiners, like you and me (we’ll leave
out Grubin here), can score polygraph
charts better than algorithms can. Not
only is that our personal experience,
but the research backs us up. Sure
it does, but can you name any published research that shows a skilled
polygraph examiner can outperform
an algorithm in blind interpretation of
polygraph charts?
Did you come up with anything? Unless you are relying on fake news, you
won’t have been able to name any
such studies. It’s not the limit of your
memory, though, it’s because there
aren’t any studies to recall. All of the
published articles that compare the
various algorithms with manual scoring show the algorithms winning,
sometimes by a little, sometimes by
much more than a little. This is true
even when the scorers are very experiAPA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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enced polygraph examiners and, dare
we say it, APA-approved instructors of
polygraph scoring. It doesn’t matter
which algorithm was being compared.
All of the published algorithms perform at about the same level as one
another, so choosing the right one is
a matter of checking to see whether it
was validated and ensuring it matches
the technique you are using. The bottom line here involves a question: as
a matter of practice do you view the
results of a validated algorithm when
you are formulating a polygraph decision? Your answer to this question will

77
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reveal the upper limit of your decision
accuracy.
Conclusion
Winston Churchill once famously said,
“You will never reach your destination
if you stop to throw stones at every
dog that barks”. We somewhat disagree. Some dogs need stoning.
The list above has our Top 10 favorites.
You are bound to have some better
ones. We’re sure the Editor would love
to start a collection, so send them in.

Guide for How to Use the ESS-Multinomial Reference
Tables in Four Steps
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by Raymond Nelson
Multinomial tables exist for grand total scores and multiplicity corrected
subtotals for test formats with 2, 3, and
4 RQs, with and without the vasomotor sensor. Use of the multinomial reference tables difference slightly from
the use of the original ESS reference
tables (for which the statistical result
can be thought of only as an estimate
of error and not as a direct estimate
of the deception or truth-telling). Statistical results using the ESS-M and
Bayesian analysis can be thought of as
a posterior estimate of deception or
truth-telling.

Before conducting the exam
1. Locate the ESS-M reference table for the number of RQs in the test
question format
• ESS-M tables are a form of likelihood function (i.e., a device to obtain a statistical value associated
with the test scores).
• ESS-M statistical values can be expressed using a number of different
statistical metrics
-- ways: the number of possible ways to combine all the
sensor scores to observe each
possible score
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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-- pmf: probability mass function is the proportion of ways
to achieve each possible score
compared to all possible ways
for all possible scores.
-- cdf: cumulative distribution
function is the cumulative
sum of the values of the PMF.
-- cdfContCor: continuity-corrected cumulative distribution function is used to locate the probability value in
middle of the cell instead of
the edges to allow a more
straightforward discussion of
the odds - similar to sports
betting wherein a bet is place
on a point value such as 55.5,
even though 1⁄2 points are
never scored in reality, causing the actual point score to
always be over or under the
target value.
-- odds: are calculated as p /
(1-p) using the continuity
corrected cdf. Odds can be
thought of as the odds of observing a deceptive or truthful score under the null-hypothesis to the analytic
theory of the polygraph1. The
odds of deception or odds of

1

truth-telling is the likelihood
function for a Bayesian analysis of the posterior probability
or posterior odds of deception or truth-telling. The odds
can also be though of as the
Bayes factor or the posterior
odds when the prior odds are
1 to 1.
-- oddsLL05: is the .05th percentile lower-limit of the
Bayesian credible interval
for the posterior odds when
the prior odds are 1 to1. The
credible interval treats the unknown parameter of interest
(i.e., deception or truth-telling) as a probability value
for which the test data are a
fixed basis of information to
calculate the expected range
within which the parameter
can be assumed to exist with
some quantifiable estimate
of the likelihood or credibility
associated with the result or
conclusion. The .05th percentile lower limit is analogous
to the alpha level in inferential statistical testing, and indicates the level at which the
likelihood is significant that

The analytic theory of the polygraph holds that greater changes in physiological activity are loaded at different types of test
stimuli as a function of deception or truth-telling in response to the relevant target stimuli (see Nelson, 2016 for discussion of
the analytic theory of the polygraph test).

79

APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)

the posterior odds exceed the
prior odds.
2. Determine the alpha boundaries and numerical cutscores.
• Alpha is commonly set at .05
-- Alpha is an administrative decision, often not determined
by field practitioners
•Alpha = .01 for increased precision (may increase inconclusive results)
•Alpha = .10 for decreased
inconclusive results (may increase error rate)
•Use the oddsLL05 column
and locate the largest lower
limit value that is greater than
the prior odds (prior is usually
1 to 1, unless other high quality information is available).
Then determine the cutscore
by selecting the value from the
score column. Locate the lower limit odds and cutscores for
deceptive and truthful scores.
Use the table for a single RQ to
determine subtotal cutscores
using the columns for the multiplicity-corrected odds with 2,
3 and 4 RQs.
After conducting and scoring the
exam

3. Calculate the posterior probability, and lower limit using the correct reference table for the number
of RQs in the test format.
• Using the correct reference table,
locate the row for the grand total
in the score column and determine
the Bayes factor or posterior odds
using the same row in the odds column.
-- Bayes factor is the posterior
odds with an equal prior
-- Use Bayes theorem to calculate
the posterior odds for any other
prior
• Use the table for a single RQ when
using subtotal scores. The odds and
oddsLL05 columns include statistical correction for both truthful and
deceptive classifications.
4. Interpret the result (translate
the numerical and statistical result
into usable human language).
• A complete interpretation of the
test result will provide sufficient information to reproduce the analytic conclusion.
-- Method of analysis
-- Input parameters for probabilistic inference (i.e., prior and
alpha)
-- An explanation of the procedural decision rules used to
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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--

--

---

obtain the probabilistic and
categorical results from the
grand total or subtotal scores.
Numerical scores (grand total or subtotal) used to determine the probabilistic and
categorical result
Bayes factor – (allows recalculation of the analytic results
with a different prior and alpha)
Posterior odds of deception
or truth-telling (or posterior
probability)
Lower limit of the Bayesian

credible interval for the posterior odds of deception or
truth- telling (or posterior
probability)
-- Use of any statistical correction for multiplicity when using subtotal scores
-- An explanation of the empirical and scientific meaning of
the test result.
-- Categorical result (DI/SR or
NDI/NSR)
Reference tables can be obtained online at: http://www.polygraph.org/resources/
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MULTINOMIAL REFERENCE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR THE ESS

Multinomial Reference Distribution of ESS Grand Totals with 5 Repetitions of 2 Relevant
Questions

score

ways

pmf

cdf

cdfContCor

odds

oddsLL05

-19

130

.0006*

.0014

.0011

903.2

12.29

-18

140

.0010

.0024

.0019

517.3

11.91

-17

148

.0016

.0041

.0033

305.8

11.33

-16

157

.0025

.0066

.0053

186.2

10.53

-15

164

.0038

.0103

.0085

116.7

9.51

-14

172

.0055

.0158

.0131

75.11

9.51

-13

178

.0077

.0234

.0198

49.57

8.04

-12

185

.0106

.0339

.0290

33.49

7.22

-11

190

.0142

.0477

.0415

23.13

6.18

-10

196

.0184

.0656

.0578

16.3

5.12

-9

200

.0233

.0880

.0788

11.69

4.29

-8

205

.0287

.1155

.1049

8.53

3.5

-7

208

.0345

.1482

.1367

6.32

2.82

-6

212

.0404

.1862

.1743

4.74

2.28

-5

214

.0462

.2293

.2177

3.6

1.84

-4

217

.0515

.2771

.2665

2.75

1.47

-3

218

.0561

.3290

.3202

2.12

1.16

-2

220

.0595

.3842

.3778

1.65

0.92

-1

220

.0617

.4415

.4382

1.28

0.72

0

221

.0625

.5000

.5000

1

0.57

1

220

.0617

.5585

.5618

1.28

0.72

2

220

.0595

.6158

.6222

1.65

0.92

3

218

.0561

.6710

.6798

2.12

1.16

4

217

.0515

.7229

.7335

2.75

1.47

5

214

.0462

.7707

.7823

3.6

1.84

6

212

.0404

.8138

.8257

4.74

2.28

7

208

.0345

.8518

.8633

6.32

2.82

8

205

.0287

.8845

.8951

8.53

3.5

9

200

.0233

.9120

.9212

11.69

4.29

10

196

.0184

.9344

.9422

16.3

5.12

11

190

.0142

.9523

.9586

23.13

6.18

12

185

.0106

.9661

.9710

33.49

7.22

13

178

.0077

.9766

.9802

49.57

8.04

14

172

.0055

.9842

.9869

75.11

9.51

15

164

.0038

.9897

.9915

116.7

9.51

16

157

.0025

.9934

.9947

186.2

10.53

17

148

.0016

.9959

.9967

305.8

11.33

18

140

.0010

.9976

.9981

517.3

11.91

19

130

.0006*

.9986

.9989

903.2

12.29

* extreme values ommitted
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MULTINOMIAL REFERENCE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR THE ESS

Multinomial Reference Distribution of ESS Grand Totals with 5 Repetitions of 3 Relevant
Questions

score

ways

pmf

cdf

cdfContCor

odds

oddsLL05

-22

360

.0009*

.0025

.0021

483

17.34

-21

370

.0013

.0038

.0031

317.7

16.38

-20

381

.0018

.0056

.0047

212.8

15.18

-18

400

.0035

.0115

.0098

100.6

13.93

-17

408

.0047

.0162

.0139

70.88

12.03

-16

417

.0062

.0223

.0193

50.72

11.12

-15

424

.0080

.0301

.0264

36.84

9.86

-14

432

.0102

.0402

.0355

27.14

8.48

-13

438

.0128

.0526

.0471

20.25

7.15

-12

445

.0157

.0680

.0613

15.31

6.13

-11

450

.0190

.0864

.0787

11.7

5.15

-10

456

.0226

.1081

.0996

9.04

4.27

-9

460

.0264

.1335

.1242

7.05

3.57

-8

465

.0304

.1624

.1526

5.55

2.99

-7

468

.0343

.1950

.1850

4.4

2.48

-6

472

.0382

.2310

.2213

3.52

2.05

-5

474

.0418

.2703

.2613

2.83

1.69

-4

477

.0449

.3125

.3046

2.28

1.4

-3

478

.0476

.3571

.3508

1.85

1.15

-2

480

.0495

.4036

.3992

1.51

0.95

-1

480

.0508

.4515

.4492

1.23

0.77

0

481

.0512

.5000

.5000

1

0.63

1

480

.0508

.5485

.5508

1.23

0.77

2

480

.0495

.5964

.6008

1.51

0.95

3

478

.0476

.6429

.6492

1.85

1.15

4

477

.0449

.6875

.6954

2.28

1.4

5

474

.0418

.7297

.7387

2.83

1.69

6

472

.0382

.7690

.7787

3.52

2.05

7

468

.0343

.8050

.8150

4.4

2.48

8

465

.0304

.8376

.8474

5.55

2.99

9

460

.0264

.8665

.8758

7.05

3.57

10

456

.0226

.8919

.9004

9.04

4.27

11

450

.0190

.9136

.9213

11.7

5.15

12

445

.0157

.9321

.9387

15.31

6.13

13

438

.0128

.9474

.9529

20.25

7.15

14

432

.0102

.9598

.9645

27.14

8.48

15

424

.0080

.9699

.9736

36.84

9.86

16

417

.0062

.9778

.9807

50.72

11.12

17

408

.0047

.9838

.9861

70.88

12.03

18

400

.0035

.9885

.9902

100.6

13.93

19

390

.0025

.9919

.9932

145.1

13.75

20

381

.0018

.9944

.9953

212.8

15.18

21

370

.0013

.9962

.9969

317.7

16.38

22

360

.0009*

.9975

.9979

483

17.34

* extreme values omitted
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MULTINOMIAL REFERENCE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR THE ESS

Multinomial Reference Distribution of ESS Grand Totals with 5 Repetitions of 4 Relevant
Questions
score

ways

pmf

cdf

cdfContCor

odds

oddsLL05

-25

684

.0009*

.0029

.0024

407.7

21.86

-24

697

.0012

.0041

.0035

286.3

20.43

-23

708

.0016

.0057

.0049

203.6

18.75

-22

720

.0022

.0078

.0068

146.6

19.36

-21

730

.0028

.0107

.0093

106.9

17.1

-20

741

.0037

.0143

.0125

78.83

16.24

-19

750

.0047

.0190

.0167

58.81

13.85

-18

760

.0059

.0248

.0221

44.36

12.46

-17

768

.0074

.0321

.0287

33.81

10.92

-16

777

.0091

.0411

.0370

26.04

9.4

-15

784

.0110

.0519

.0471

20.24

8.24

-14

792

.0132

.0649

.0592

15.88

7.08

-13

798

.0156

.0801

.0737

12.57

6.01

-12

805

.0183

.0978

.0907

10.02

5.14

-11

810

.0211

.1182

.1104

8.06

4.36

-10

816

.0240

.1413

.1330

6.52

3.71

-9

820

.0270

.1671

.1585

5.31

3.14

-8

825

.0300

.1957

.1870

4.35

2.65

-7

828

.0329

.2270

.2185

3.58

2.24

-6

832

.0356

.2608

.2527

2.96

1.9

-5

834

.0381

.2968

.2895

2.45

1.6

-4

837

.0402

.3349

.3286

2.04

1.35

-3

838

.0420

.3746

.3697

1.71

1.14

-2

840

.0433

.4157

.4123

1.43

0.96

-1

840

.0441

.4576

.4559

1.19

0.81

0

841

.0444

.5000

.5000

1

0.68

1

840

.0441

.5424

.5441

1.19

0.81

2

840

.0433

.5843

.5877

1.43

0.96

3

838

.0420

.6254

.6303

1.71

1.14

4

837

.0402

.6651

.6714

2.04

1.35

5

834

.0381

.7032

.7105

2.45

1.6

6

832

.0356

.7392

.7473

2.96

1.9

7

828

.0329

.7730

.7815

3.58

2.24

8

825

.0300

.8043

.8130

4.35

2.65

9

820

.0270

.8329

.8415

5.31

3.14

10

816

.0240

.8587

.8670

6.52

3.71

11

810

.0211

.8818

.8896

8.06

4.36

12

805

.0183

.9022

.9093

10.02

5.14

13

798

.0156

.9199

.9263

12.57

6.01

14

792

.0132

.9351

.9408

15.88

7.08

15

784

.0110

.9481

.9529

20.24

8.24

16

777

.0091

.9589

.9630

26.04

9.4

17

768

.0074

.9679

.9713

33.81

10.92

18

760

.0059

.9752

.9780

44.36

12.46

19

750

.0047

.9810

.9833

58.81

13.85

20

741

.0037

.9857

.9875

78.83

16.24

21

730

.0028

.9894

.9907

106.9

17.1

22

720

.0022

.9922

.9932

146.6

19.36

23

708

.0016

.9943

.9951

203.6

18.75

24

697

.0012

.9959

.9965

286.3

20.43

25

684

.0009*

.9971

.9976

407.7

21.86

* extreme values omitted
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MULTINOMIAL REFERENCE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR THE ESS

Multinomial Reference Distribution of ESS Subtotals with 5 Repetitions

score

ways

pmf

cdf

Cdf
ContCor

odds

odds
2RQs

odds
3RQs

odds
4RQs

-14

16

.0005*

.0007

-13

20

.0011

.0018

-12

25

.0022

-11

30

-10

36

-9

.0005

1970

44.38

12.54

6.66

6.11

4.19

2.85

.0013

778.5

27.9

9.2

5.28

6.01

4

2.46

1.8

.0040

.0029

339.5

18.43

6.98

4.29

5.82

3.56

2.17

1.55

.0042

.0082

.0062

161.1

12.69

5.44

3.56

5.46

2.87

1.84

1.35

.0074

.0156

.0120

82.2

9.07

4.35

3.01

4.92

2.44

1.57

1.18

40

.0122

.0275

.0219

44.7

6.69

3.55

2.59

4.2

2.11

1.34

1.05

-8

45

.0188

.0458

.0375

25.68

5.07

2.95

2.25

3.86

1.74

1.17

0.93

-7

48

.0272

.0719

.0607

15.48

3.94

2.49

1.98

3.23

1.47

1.02

0.83

-6

52

.0374

.1072

.0933

9.72

3.12

2.13

1.77

2.56

1.22

0.89

0.75

-5

54

.0487

.1524

.1367

6.32

2.51

1.85

1.59

2.02

1.02

0.78

0.68

-4

57

.0602

.2075

.1914

4.23

2.06

1.62

1.43

1.53

0.86

0.69

0.62

-3

58

.0710

.2717

.2571

2.89

1.7

1.42

1.3

1.15

0.72

0.61

0.56

-2

60

.0798

.3434

.3322

2.01

1.42

1.26

1.19

0.84

0.61

0.54

0.51

-1

60

.0855

.4203

.4143

1.41

1.19

1.12

1.09

0.61

0.51

0.48

0.47

0

61

.0875

.5000

.5000

1

1

1

1

0.43

0.43

0.43

0.43

1

60

.0855

.5797

.5857

1.41

2

2.83

4

0.61

0.84

1.13

1.49

2

60

.0798

.6566

.6678

2.01

4.04

8.12

16.32

0.84

1.47

2.35

3.33

3

58

.0710

.7283

.7429

2.89

8.35

24.13

69.71

1.15

2.4

3.75

4.75

4

57

.0602

.7925

.8086

4.23

17.85

75.4

318.5

1.53

3.5

4.83

5.79

5

54

.0487

.8476

.8633

6.32

39.91

252.2

1593

2.02

4.05

5.7

6.1

6

52

.0374

.8928

.9067

9.72

94.48

918.4

8927

2.56

5.05

6.04

6.16

7

48

.0272

.9281

.9393

15.48

239.6

3710

57430

3.23

5.68

6.14

6.17

8

45

.0188

.9542

.9625

25.68

659.7

16940

435200

3.86

5.99

6.17

6.18

9

40

.0122

.9725

.9781

44.7

1998

89300

3991000

4.2

6.11

6.18

6.18

10

36

.0074

.9844

.9880

82.2

6756

555300 4.57E+07

4.92

6.16

6.18

6.18

11

30

.0042

.9918

.9938

161.1

25940

4178000 6.73E+08

5.46

6.17

6.18

6.18

12

25

.0022

.9960

.9971

339.5

115300 3.91E+07 1.33E+10

5.82

6.18

6.18

6.18

13

20

.0011

.9982

.9987

778.5

606100 4.72E+08 3.67E+11

6.01

6.18

6.18

6.18

14

16

.0005*

.9993

.9995

1970 3.88E+06 7.64E+09 1.51E+13

6.11

6.18

6.18

6.18

* extreme values omitted
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odds
odds2RQLL05 odds3RQLL05 odds4RQLL05
LL05
2.1

MULTINOMIAL REFERENCE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR THE ESS

Multinomial Reference Distribution for ESS Grand Totals with 5 Repetitions of 2 Relevant
Questions with PLE Sensor

score

ways

pmf

cdf

cdfContCor

odds

oddsLL05

-20

2481

.0008*

.0019

.0015

659.2

15.03

-19

2645

.0012

.0031

.0025

402.9

14.37

-18

2808

.0018

.0048

.0039

252.4

13.47

-17

2967

.0026

.0074

.0061

161.9

12.31

-16

3123

.0038

.0112

.0093

106.2

10.94

-15

3273

.0053

.0164

.0139

71.17

10.8

-14

3418

.0072

.0235

.0201

48.68

9.9

-13

3555

.0097

.0331

.0286

33.94

8.1

-12

3685

.0127

.0455

.0398

24.1

6.95

-11

3805

.0162

.0613

.0543

17.4

6.03

-10

3916

.0203

.0809

.0727

12.76

5.05

-9

4015

.0248

.1047

.0953

9.49

4.14

-8

4105

.0297

.1330

.1226

7.15

3.4

-7

4183

.0347

.1659

.1549

5.45

2.77

-6

4252

.0398

.2034

.1923

4.2

2.25

-5

4309

.0447

.2452

.2346

3.26

1.82

-4

4357

.0491

.2910

.2815

2.55

1.47

-3

4393

.0528

.3401

.3323

2.01

1.18

-2

4420

.0556

.3919

.3863

1.59

0.95

-1

4435

.0574

.4455

.4426

1.26

0.76

0

4441

.0580

.5000

.5000

1

0.6

1

4435

.0574

.5545

.5574

1.26

0.76

2

4420

.0556

.6081

.6137

1.59

0.95

3

4393

.0528

.6599

.6677

2.01

1.18

4

4357

.0491

.7090

.7185

2.55

1.47

5

4309

.0447

.7548

.7654

3.26

1.82

6

4252

.0398

.7966

.8077

4.2

2.25

7

4183

.0347

.8341

.8451

5.45

2.77

8

4105

.0297

.8670

.8774

7.15

3.4

9

4015

.0248

.8953

.9047

9.49

4.14

10

3916

.0203

.9191

.9273

12.76

5.05

11

3805

.0162

.9387

.9457

17.4

6.03

12

3685

.0127

.9545

.9602

24.1

6.95

13

3555

.0097

.9669

.9714

33.94

8.1

14

3418

.0072

.9765

.9799

48.68

9.9

15

3273

.0053

.9836

.9861

71.17

10.8

16

3123

.0038

.9888

.9907

106.2

10.94

17

2967

.0026

.9926

.9939

161.9

12.31

18

2808

.0018

.9952

.9961

252.4

13.47

19

2645

.0012

.9969

.9975

402.9

14.37

20

2481

.0008*

.9981

.9985

659.2

15.03

* extreme values omitted
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MULTINOMIAL REFERENCE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR THE ESS

Multinomial Reference Distribution for ESS Grand Totals with 5 Repetitions of 3 Relevant
Questions with PLE Sensor
score

ways

pmf

cdf

cdfContCor

odds

-24

9915

.0008*

.0023

.0019

518.7

21.4

-23

10248

.0011

.0034

.0028

352.2

20.18

-22

10572

.0015

.0048

.0041

242.7

18.69

-21

10888

.0020

.0069

.0059

169.7

16.95

-20

11193

.0027

.0096

.0082

120.4

17.25

-19

11488

.0036

.0132

.0114

86.55

14.98

-18

11770

.0047

.0179

.0156

63.05

13.98

-17

12040

.0061

.0239

.0210

46.52

12.51

-16

12295

.0077

.0316

.0280

34.75

10.89

-15

12536

.0097

.0411

.0367

26.26

9.29

-14

12760

.0119

.0527

.0475

20.06

8.05

-13

12970

.0144

.0668

.0607

15.49

6.83

-12

13163

.0172

.0835

.0765

12.07

5.74

-11

13342

.0202

.1031

.0953

9.5

4.85

-10

13504

.0235

.1257

.1172

7.53

4.06

-9

13652

.0269

.1514

.1424

6.02

3.41

-8

13783

.0303

.1803

.1710

4.85

2.85

-7

13900

.0336

.2122

.2030

3.93

2.39

-6

14000

.0369

.2471

.2383

3.2

2

-5

14086

.0398

.2847

.2766

2.62

1.67

-4

14155

.0424

.3247

.3177

2.15

1.39

-3

14210

.0446

.3667

.3611

1.77

1.16

-2

14248

.0461

.4102

.4064

1.46

0.97

-1

14272

.0471

.4548

.4529

1.21

0.8

0

14279

.0475

.5000

.5000

1

0.67

1

14272

.0471

.5452

.5471

1.21

0.8

2

14248

.0461

.5898

.5936

1.46

0.97

3

14210

.0446

.6333

.6389

1.77

1.16

4

14155

.0424

.6753

.6823

2.15

1.39

5

14086

.0398

.7153

.7234

2.62

1.67

6

14000

.0369

.7529

.7617

3.2

2

7

13900

.0336

.7878

.7970

3.93

2.39

8

13783

.0303

.8197

.8290

4.85

2.85

9

13652

.0269

.8486

.8576

6.02

3.41

10

13504

.0235

.8743

.8828

7.53

4.06

11

13342

.0202

.8969

.9047

9.5

4.85

12

13163

.0172

.9165

.9235

12.07

5.74

13

12970

.0144

.9332

.9393

15.49

6.83

14

12760

.0119

.9473

.9525

20.06

8.05

15

12536

.0097

.9590

.9633

26.26

9.29

16

12295

.0077

.9685

.9720

34.75

10.89

17

12040

.0061

.9761

.9790

46.52

12.51

18

11770

.0047

.9821

.9844

63.05

13.98

19

11488

.0036

.9868

.9886

86.55

14.98

20

11193

.0027

.9904

.9918

120.4

17.25

21

10888

.0020

.9931

.9941

169.7

16.95

22

10572

.0015

.9952

.9959

242.7

18.69

23

10248

.0011

.9966

.9972

352.2

20.18

24

9915

.0008*

.9977

.9981

518.7

21.4

* extreme values omitted
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oddsLL05

MULTINOMIAL REFERENCE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR THE ESS
Multinomial Reference Distribution for ESS Grand Totals with 5 Repetitions of 4 Relevant
Questions with PLE Sensor
score

ways

pmf

cdf

cdfContCor

odds

oddsLL05

-27

25602

.0008*

.0029

.0025

401.4

26.27

-26

26128

.0011

.0040

.0034

290

24.39

-25

26638

.0014

.0054

.0047

211.8

22.26

-24

27133

.0019

.0073

.0064

156.3

22.92

-23

27610

.0024

.0097

.0085

116.5

20.21

-22

28070

.0031

.0128

.0113

87.72

19.23

-21

28510

.0039

.0167

.0148

66.68

16.45

-20

28931

.0049

.0215

.0192

51.17

14.88

-19

29330

.0060

.0274

.0246

39.62

13.13

-18

29710

.0073

.0347

.0313

30.95

11.81

-17

30068

.0088

.0434

.0394

24.38

10.08

-16

30407

.0106

.0538

.0491

19.36

8.74

-15

30724

.0125

.0660

.0607

15.49

7.62

-14

31022

.0145

.0802

.0742

12.48

6.47

-13

31298

.0168

.0965

.0899

10.12

5.54

-12

31555

.0192

.1151

.1079

8.27

4.76

-11

31790

.0217

.1360

.1284

6.79

4.06

-10

32006

.0242

.1594

.1514

5.61

3.48

-9

32200

.0268

.1851

.1770

4.65

2.97

-8

32375

.0293

.2131

.2051

3.88

2.54

-7

32528

.0318

.2434

.2356

3.24

2.16

-6

32662

.0340

.2757

.2685

2.72

1.85

-5

32774

.0361

.3100

.3035

2.3

1.58

-4

32867

.0378

.3459

.3404

1.94

1.35

-3

32938

.0392

.3832

.3789

1.64

1.15

-2

32990

.0403

.4215

.4185

1.39

0.98

-1

33020

.0409

.4606

.4591

1.18

0.83

0

33031

.0411

.5000

.5000

1

0.71

1

33020

.0409

.5394

.5409

1.18

0.83

2

32990

.0403

.5785

.5815

1.39

0.98

3

32938

.0392

.6168

.6211

1.64

1.15

4

32867

.0378

.6541

.6596

1.94

1.35

5

32774

.0361

.6900

.6965

2.3

1.58

6

32662

.0340

.7243

.7315

2.72

1.85

7

32528

.0318

.7566

.7644

3.24

2.16

8

32375

.0293

.7869

.7949

3.88

2.54

9

32200

.0268

.8149

.8230

4.65

2.97

10

32006

.0242

.8406

.8486

5.61

3.48

11

31790

.0217

.8640

.8716

6.79

4.06

12

31555

.0192

.8849

.8921

8.27

4.76

13

31298

.0168

.9035

.9101

10.12

5.54

14

31022

.0145

.9198

.9258

12.48

6.47

15

30724

.0125

.9340

.9393

15.49

7.62

16

30407

.0106

.9462

.9509

19.36

8.74

17

30068

.0088

.9566

.9606

24.38

10.08

18

29710

.0073

.9653

.9687

30.95

11.81

19

29330

.0060

.9726

.9754

39.62

13.13

20

28931

.0049

.9785

.9808

51.17

14.88

21

28510

.0039

.9834

.9852

66.68

16.45

22

28070

.0031

.9872

.9887

87.72

19.23

23

27610

.0024

.9903

.9915

116.5

20.21

24

27133

.0019

.9927

.9936

156.3

22.92

25

26638

.0014

.9946

.9953

211.8

22.26

26

26128

.0011

.9960

.9966

290

24.39

27

25602

.0008*

.9971

.9975

401.4

26.27

* extreme values omitted
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MULTINOMIAL REFERENCE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR THE ESS

Multinomial Reference Distribution of ESS Subtotals with 5 Repetitions
with PLE Sensor

score

ways

pmf

cdf

Cdf
ContCor

odds

odds
2RQs

odds
3RQs

odds
4RQs

-15

161

.0005*

.0009

-14

200

.0011

.0020

-13

243

.0021

-12

287

-11

.0007

1517

38.94

11.49

6.24

7.71

5.36

3.32

2.24

.0015

682.2

26.12

8.8

5.11

7.56

4.48

2.84

1.98

.0041

.0030

328.4

18.12

6.9

4.26

7.27

4

2.42

1.73

.0037

.0077

.0059

168

12.96

5.52

3.6

6.79

3.44

2.07

1.51

333

.0062

.0139

.0109

90.88

9.53

4.5

3.09

6.1

2.91

1.81

1.35

-10

378

.0099

.0236

.0190

51.67

7.19

3.73

2.68

5.22

2.5

1.56

1.2

-9

423

.0150

.0383

.0315

30.72

5.54

3.13

2.35

4.84

2.08

1.37

1.07

-8

465

.0216

.0592

.0500

19.01

4.36

2.67

2.09

4.11

1.76

1.19

0.96

-7

505

.0297

.0875

.0758

12.19

3.49

2.3

1.87

3.3

1.49

1.05

0.87

-6

540

.0389

.1242

.1104

8.06

2.84

2.01

1.69

2.66

1.26

0.93

0.79

-5

571

.0489

.1697

.1546

5.47

2.34

1.76

1.53

2.06

1.06

0.83

0.72

-4

595

.0588

.2236

.2087

3.79

1.95

1.56

1.4

1.58

0.9

0.74

0.66

-3

615

.0678

.2852

.2720

2.68

1.64

1.39

1.28

1.19

0.77

0.66

0.61

-2

628

.0750

.3531

.3432

1.91

1.38

1.24

1.18

0.89

0.66

0.59

0.56

-1

637

.0797

.4254

.4201

1.38

1.18

1.11

1.08

0.65

0.56

0.53

0.52

0

639

.0814

.5000

.5000

1

1

1

1

0.48

0.48

0.48

0.48

1

637

.0797

.5746

.5799

1.38

1.91

2.63

3.63

0.65

0.89

1.18

1.52

2

628

.0750

.6469

.6568

1.91

3.66

7.01

13.41

0.89

1.54

2.45

3.52

3

615

.0678

.7148

.7280

2.68

7.16

19.17

51.3

1.19

2.5

4.13

5.21

4

595

.0588

.7764

.7913

3.79

14.38

54.52

206.7

1.58

3.68

5.31

6.97

5

571

.0489

.8303

.8454

5.47

29.89

163.4

893.3

2.06

4.78

6.77

7.62

6

540

.0389

.8758

.8896

8.06

64.9

522.8

4212

2.66

5.6

7.47

7.8

7

505

.0297

.9125

.9242

12.19

148.5

1810

22060

3.3

6.68

7.73

7.84

8

465

.0216

.9408

.9500

19.01

361.4

6870

130600

4.11

7.32

7.82

7.84

9

423

.0150

.9617

.9685

30.72

943.7

28990

890600

4.84

7.64

7.84

7.85

10

378

.0099

.9764

.9810

51.67

2669

137900

7126000

5.22

7.77

7.84

7.85

11

333

.0062

.9861

.9891

90.88

8259

750600 6.82E+07

6.1

7.82

7.85

7.85

12

287

.0037

.9923

.9941

168

28240

4745000 7.97E+08

6.79

7.84

7.85

7.85

13

243

.0021

.9959

.9970

328.4

107800 3.54E+07 1.16E+10

7.27

7.84

7.85

7.85

14

200

.0011

.9980

.9985

682.2

465300 3.17E+08 2.17E+11

7.56

7.85

7.85

7.85

15

161

.0005*

.9991

.9993

1517 2.30E+06 3.49E+09 5.29E+12

7.71

7.85

7.85

7.85

* extreme values omitted

89

APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)

odds
odds2RQLL05 odds3RQLL05 odds4RQLL05
LL05

Cheat Sheet for Using Normative Data and the Empirical Scoring System
Raymond Nelson and Mark Handler
1.

2.

3.

5.

(Before conducting the exam) Locate the normative reference table for the test question format
and test data analysis method
• Reference tables are error statistics that indicate the expected proportion of false-negative
errors for truthful classifications and the expected proportions of false-positive errors for
deceptive classifications
(Before conducting the exam) Determine the alpha boundaries and numerical cutscores.
• Alpha is commonly set at .05
• Alpha = .01 for increased precision (increased non-significant/inconclusive results)
• Alpha = .10 for decreased inconclusive results (increase error rate)
• Alpha is an administrative decision, often not determined by field practitioners
• Locate the largest error statistic that is smaller than the required alpha boundary, then
determine the numerical cutscore in the adjacent column
◦ Alpha for truthful classifications
◦ Alpha for deceptive classifications
▪ For subtotal scores of diagnostic exams divide alpha by the number of RQs to get
the Bonferroni corrected alpha. Then locate the largest error statistic that is
smaller than the corrected alpha and determine the subtotal cutscore in the
adjacent column
(After conducting and scoring the exam) Calculate the test error statistic using the correct
reference table for the exam format and scoring method
• Event-specific diagnostic exams
◦ Grand total score: locate the grand total score and determine the p-value
(probability of error) in the adjacent column
◦ Sub-total scores: Locate the lowest sub-total score and determine the p-value in the
adjacent column
• Multiple issue screening exams
◦ Negative scores: Locate the lowest sub-total score and determine the p-value in the
adjacent column
◦ Positive scores: Locate the lowest sub-total score and determine the Sidak corrected pvalue in the correct column for the number of RQs
Interpret the result (translate the numerical and statistical result into usable human language)
• Decision rules
◦ Event-specific diagnostic exams
▪ Grand total rule: simplest and most accurate
▪ Two-stage rules: increased sensitivity and decreased inconclusives
◦ Multi-issue screening exams
▪ Sub-total score rule: use only the lowest sub-total score
• Report the results:
◦ Analysis method: evidence-based, norm-referenced, standardized
◦ Numerical and statistical results: score, cutscore, p-value, alpha
◦ Use of any statistical correction: Bonferroni or Sidak when used
◦ What is the empirical meaning of the numerical and statistical result?
◦ What is the simple categorical conclusion?
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Two-question Event-specific Exams / Backster 7-position Scoring Method
Grand total scores
Guilty cases

Innocent cases

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

-12

8

6

10

Deceptive scores

Truthful scores

Score

p-value

Score

p-value

0

.274

1

.052

-1

.242

2

.040

-2

.212

3

.030

-3

.184

4

.023

-4

.159

5

.017

-5

.136

6

.012

-6

.115

7

.009

-7

.097

8

.006

-8

.081

9

.004

-9

.067

10

.003

-10

.055

11

.002

-11

.045

12

.001

-12

.036

13

.001

-13

.029

14

.001

-14

.023

15

<.001

-15

.018

-16

.014

-17

.011

-18

.008

-19

.006

-20

.005

-21

.004

-22

.003

-23

.002

-24

.001

-25

.001

-26

.001

-27

.001

-28

<.001

Means and standard deviations are from Nelson (2012)

91

APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)

Two-question Event-specific Exams / Empirical Scoring System
Grand total scores
Guilty cases

Innocent cases

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

-6

6

6

6

Deceptive scores

Truthful scores

Score

p-value

Score

p-value

0

.159

1

.122

-1

.122

2

.091

-2

.091

3

.067

-3

.067

4

.048

-4

.048

5

.033

-5

.033

6

.023

-6

.023

7

.015

-7

.015

8

.010

-8

.010

9

.006

-9

.006

10

.004

-10

.004

11

.002

-11

.002

12

.001

-12

.001

13

<.001

-13

<.001

Means and standard deviations are truncated integers as reported previously in Nelson et al.,
(2011).
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Three-question Event-specific Exams / Empirical Scoring System

Grand total scores
Guilty cases

Innocent cases

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

-9

8

8

7

Deceptive scores

Truthful scores

Score

p-value

Score

p-value

0

.127

1

.106

-1

.099

2

.085

-2

.077

3

.067

-3

.058

4

.052

-4

.043

5

.040

-5

.032

6

.030

-6

.023

7

.023

-7

.016

8

.017

-8

.011

9

.012

-9

.008

10

.008

-10

.005

11

.006

-11

.003

12

.004

-12

.002

13

.003

-13

.001

14

.002

-14

<.001

15

.001

16

<.001

Means and standard deviations are truncated integers as reported previously in Nelson et al.,
(2011).
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Multiple-issue Exams / Empirical Scoring System

Sub-total scores
Guilty cases

Innocent cases

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

-2

3

2

3

Deceptive Scores

Truthful Scores

Score

p-value

Score

p-value

2 RQs

3 RQs

4 RQs

0

0.252

1

.159

0.083

0.056

0.042

-1

0.159

2

.091

0.047

0.031

0.024

-2

0.091

3

.048

0.024

0.016

0.012

-3

0.048

4

.023

0.011

0.008

0.006

-4

0.023

5

.010

0.005

0.003

0.002

-5

0.010

6

.004

0.002

0.001

0.001

-6

0.004

7

.001

0.001

<.001

<.001

-7

0.001

8

<.001

<.001

-8

<.001

P-values for truthful classifications of multiple issue exams are statistically corrected using the
Šidák correction for the number of relevant questions.
Means and standard deviations are truncated integers as reported previously in Nelson et al.,
(2011).
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Two-question Event-specific Exams / Federal 7-position Scoring System

Grand total scores
Guilty cases

Innocent cases

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

-7

5

5

5

Deceptive Scores

Truthful Scores

Score

p-value

Score

p-value

0

.159

1

.055

-1

.115

2

.036

-2

.081

3

.023

-3

.055

4

.014

-4

.036

5

.008

-5

.023

6

.005

-6

.014

7

.003

-7

.008

8

.001

-8

.005

9

.001

-9

.003

10

<.001

-10

.001

-11

.001

-12

<.001

Normative parameters are from combined studies using Federal 7-position scores, as reported in
American Polygraph Association (2011).
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Three-question Event-specific Exams / Federal 7-position Scoring System

Grand total scores
Guilty cases

Innocent cases

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

-8

9

7

8

Deceptive Scores

Truthful Scores

Score

p-value

Score

p-value

0

.191

1

.159

-1

.159

2

.133

-2

.130

3

.111

-3

.106

4

.091

-4

.085

5

.074

-5

.067

6

.060

-6

.052

7

.048

-7

.040

8

.038

-8

.030

9

.030

-9

.023

10

.023

-10

.017

11

.017

-11

.012

12

.013

-12

.009

13

.010

-13

.006

14

.007

-14

.004

15

.005

-15

.003

16

.004

-16

.002

17

.003

-17

.001

18

.002

-18

.001

19

.001

-19

.001

20

.001

-20

<.001

21

.001

22

<.001

Means and standard deviations are from combined studies using Federal 7-position scores, as
reported in American Polygraph Association (2011).
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Multiple Issue Exams / Federal 7-position Scoring System

Sub-total scores
Guilty cases

Innocent cases

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

-2

4

3

3

Deceptive Scores

Truthful Scores

Score

p-value

Score

p-value

2 RQs

3 RQs

4 RQs

0

.159

1

.227

.121

.082

.062

-1

.091

2

.159

.083

.056

.042

-2

.048

3

.106

.054

.037

.028

-3

.023

4

.067

.034

.023

.017

-4

.010

5

.040

.020

.014

.010

-5

.004

6

.023

.011

.008

.006

-6

.001

7

.012

.006

.004

.003

-7

<.001

8

.006

.003

.002

.002

9

.003

.002

.001

.001

10

.001

.001

.001

<.001

11

.001

<.001

<.001

12

<.001

P-values for truthful classifications of multiple issue exams are statistically corrected using the
Šidák correction for the number of relevant questions.
Means and standard deviations are from combined studies using Federal 7-position scores, as
reported in American Polygraph Association (2011).
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Two-question Event-specific Exams / Federal 3-position Scoring System

Grand total scores
Guilty cases

Innocent cases

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

-5

3

3

4

Deceptive Scores

Truthful Scores

Score

p-value

Score

p-value

0

.227

1

.023

-1

.159

2

.010

-2

.106

3

.004

-3

.067

4

.001

-4

.040

5

<.001

-5

.023

-6

.012

-7

.006

-8

.003

-9

.001

-10

.001

-11

<.001

Means and standard deviations are from combined studies using Federal 3-position scores, as
reported in American Polygraph Association (2011).

APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)

98

Three-question Event-specific Exams / Federal 3-position Scoring System

Grand total scores
Guilty cases

Innocent cases

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

-7

5

5

5

Deceptive Scores

Truthful Scores

Score

p-value

Score

p-value

0

.159

1

.055

-1

.115

2

.036

-2

.081

3

.023

-3

.055

4

.014

-4

.036

5

.008

-5

.023

6

.005

-6

.014

7

.003

-7

.008

8

.001

-8

.005

9

.001

-9

.003

10

<.001

-10

.001

-11

.001

-12

<.001

Means and standard deviations are from combined studies using Federal 3-position scores, as
reported in American Polygraph Association (2011).
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Multiple Issue Exams / Federal 3-position Scoring System

Sub-total scores
Guilty cases

Innocent cases

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

-1

2

2

2

Deceptive Scores

Truthful Scores

Score

p-value

Score

p-value

2 RQs

3 RQs

4 RQs

0

.159

1

.159

.083

.056

.042

-1

.067

2

.067

.034

.023

.017

-2

.023

3

.023

.011

.008

.006

-3

.006

4

.006

.003

.002

.002

-4

.001

5

.001

.001

.001

<.001

-5

<.001

6

<.001

<.001

<.001

P-values for truthful classifications of multiple issue exams are statistically corrected using the
Šidák correction for the number of relevant questions.
Means and standard deviations are from combined studies using Federal 3-position scores, as
reported in American Polygraph Association (2011).
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Three-question Event-specific Exams – Utah 7-position Scoring System

Grand total scores
Guilty cases
Innocent cases
Mean
SD
Mean
SD
-10
7
9
8

Deceptive Scores
Score
p-value
0
.130
-1
.106
-2
.085
-3
.067
-4
.052
-5
.040
-6
.030
-7
.023
-8
.017
-9
.012
-10
.009
-11
.006
-12
.004
-13
.003
-14
.002
-15
.001
-16
.001
-17
.001
-18
<.001

Truthful Scores
Score
p-value
1
.058
2
.043
3
.032
4
.023
5
.016
6
.011
7
.008
8
.005
9
.003
10
.002
11
.001
12
.001
13
.001
14
<.001
15
16

Means and standard deviations are from combined studies using Utah scores, as reported in
American Polygraph Association (2011).
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Four-question Event-specific Exams – Utah 7-position Scoring System

Grand total scores
Guilty cases
Innocent cases
Mean
SD
Mean
SD
-11
9
13
10

Deceptive Scores
Score
p-value
0
.097
-1
.081
-2
.067
-3
.055
-4
.045
-5
.036
-6
.029
-7
.023
-8
.018
-9
.014
-10
.011
-11
.008
-12
.006
-13
.005
-14
.003
-15
.003
-16
.002
-17
.001
-18
.001
-19
.001
-20
<.001

Truthful Scores
Score
p-value
1
.091
2
.074
3
.060
4
.048
5
.038
6
.029
7
.023
8
.017
9
.013
10
.010
11
.007
12
.005
13
.004
14
.003
15
.002
16
.001
17
.001
18
.001
19
<.001

Means and standard deviations are as reported in Raskin, Honts, Nelson and Handler (2015).
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Four-question Event-specific Exams – Empirical Scoring System

Grand total scores
Guilty cases
Innocent cases
Mean
SD
Mean
SD
-12
10
11
9

Deceptive Scores
Score
p-value
0
.111
-1
.091
-2
.074
-3
.060
-4
.048
-5
.038
-6
.029
-7
.023
-8
.017
-9
.013
-10
.010
-11
.007
-12
.005
-13
.004
-14
.003
-15
.002
-16
.001
-17
.001
-18
.001
-19
<.001

Truthful Scores
Score
p-value
1
.097
2
.081
3
.067
4
.055
5
.045
6
.036
7
.029
8
.023
9
.018
10
.014
11
.011
12
.008
13
.006
14
.005
15
.003
16
.003
17
.002
18
.001
19
.001
20
.001
21
<.001

Means and standard deviations were reported in Raskin, Honts, Nelson and Handler (2015).

103

APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)

MSU-MGQT (5 Question6) – 7-position scores

Grand total scores
Guilty cases

Innocent cases

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

-12

17

11

12

Deceptive Scores
Score
p-value
0
.180
-1
.159
-2
.139
-3
.122
-4
.106
-5
.091
-6
.078
-7
.067
-8
.057
-9
.048
-10
.040
-11
.033
-12
.028
-13
.023
-14
.019
-15
.015
-16
.012
-17
.010
-18
.008
-19
.006
-20
.005
-21
.004
-22
.003
-23
.002
-24
.002
-25
.001
-26
.001
-27
.001
-28
.001
-29
<.001

Truthful Scores
Score
p-value
1
.222
2
.205
3
.189
4
.173
5
.159
6
.145
7
.132
8
.120
9
.108
10
.098
11
.088
12
.079
13
.071
14
.063
15
.056
16
.050
17
.044
18
.039
19
.034
20
.030
21
.026
22
.023
23
.020
24
.017
25
.015
26
.013
27
.011
28
.009
29
.008
30
.007
31
.006
32
.005
33
.004
34
.003
35
.003
36
.002
37
.002
38
.002
39-43
.001
44
<.001

Means and standard deviations are from Horvath and Palmatier (2008).

''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''
6

We are not aware of anyone using five relevant questions in contemporary field practice. Nor are we aware of any
accredited polygraph training program that is presently teaching this technique. The 5th relevant question in the
studies on this technique (“Were you assigned to be a guilty person during this research?”) is thought to be of
unknown ecological and external validity. This information is included for completeness because the available
studies on the MSU-MGQT satisfied the requirements for inclusion in the APA (2011) report.
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Integrated Zone Comparison Technique7,8
Grand total scores
Guilty cases

Innocent cases

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

-21

12

19

4

Deceptive Scores
Score
p-value
13
.067
12
.040
11
.023
10
.012
9
.006
8
.003
7
.001
6
.001
5
.000
4
.000
3
.000
2
.000
1
.000
0
.000
-1
.000
-2
.000
-3
.000
-4
.000
-5
.000
-6
.000
-7
.000
-8
.000
-9
.000
-10
.000
-11
.000
-12
.000
-13
<.001

Truthful Scores
Score
p-value
-5
.091
-4
.078
-3
.067
-2
.057
-1
.048
0
.040
1
.033
2
.028
3
.023
4
.019
5
.015
6
.012
7
.010
8
.008
9
.006
10
.005
11
.004
12
.003
13
.002
14
.002
15
.001
16
.001
17
.001
18
.001
19
<.001

Means and standard deviations are from studies on the Integrated Zone Comparison Techniques,
as reported by American Polygraph Association (2011).

''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''
7

This boutique technique involves the use of a proprietary scoring system. Accuracy rates reported in studies on
this technique were reported as approaching perfection, and were shown in the 2011 meta-analytic survey to be
an outlier to the distribution of other results. Studies supporting this technique have been described as
substantially methodologically flawed, and it is considered unlikely that the reported accuracy rates will be
achieved in field settings. Although a complete discussion of the statistical errors is beyond the scope of this
publication, readers can refer to the 2011 report for more information on the publication citations and discussion
about the limitations of the reported findings. Inclusion of information on this technique is not intended to be an
endorsement or criticism of the technique. Instead a summary of the reported information is included here so that
readers can more fully understanding the issues and controversies, and for completeness of inclusion of all
polygraph techniques that were included in the 2011 meta-analytic survey.

8

Cutscores initially recommended by the developer of the Integrated Zone Comparison Technique (Gordon &
Cochetti, 1987) were +18 and -18 for truth-telling and deception, and were subsequently reported as +13 and -13.
It is unclear why these cutscores were recommended, as information in the published on this technique suggest
that a deceptive cutscore of +5 should be expected to achieve the same near-zero false-positive error rate as -13 or
-18.
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Matte Quadri-track Zone Comparison Technique9,10,11

Grand total scores
Guilty cases

Innocent cases

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

-9.1484

2.8433

6.0017

3.099

Deceptive Scores
Score
p-value
6
.500
5
.373
4
.259
3
.166
2
.098
1
.053
0
.026
-1
.012
-2
.005
-3
.002
-4
.001
-5
<.001

Truthful Scores
Score
p-value
-9
.479
-8
.343
-7
.225
-6
.134
-5
.072
-4
.035
-3
.015
-2
.006
-1
.002
0
.001
1
<.001
2
<.001
3
<.001

Means and standard deviations are from Matte and Reuss (1989).

''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''
9

10

This boutique technique involves the use of a proprietary scoring system. Accuracy rates reported in studies on
this technique were reported as approaching perfection, and were shown in the 2011 meta-analytic survey to be
an outlier to the distribution of other results. Studies supporting this technique have been described as
substantially methodologically flawed, and it is considered unlikely that the reported accuracy rates will be
achieved in field settings. Inclusion of information on this technique is not intended to be an endorsement or
criticism of the technique. Instead a summary of the reported information is included here so that readers can
more fully understanding the issues and controversies, and for completeness of inclusion of all polygraph
techniques that were included in the 2011 meta-analytic survey. Although a complete discussion of the statistical
errors is beyond the scope of this publication, information provided by the developers suggests that 95% of
truthful persons can be expected to produce 3-chart totals of +9 or greater, while 95% of deceptive persons can be
expected to produce 3-chart total scores of -19 or lower. Readers can refer to the 2011 report for more information
on the publication citations and discussion about the limitations of the reported findings.
Published procedures for this technique involve the average total score per chart instead of the more common
grand total score. This will require the summation of all scores for all charts and division of the result by the
number of charts. We note a procedural inconsistency with statistical and mathematical theory which holds that
average scores can be subject to linear multipliers or divisors, but standard deviations are not subject to linear
multiplication or division. The standard deviation of three charts is not a simple linear multiplier of the standard
deviation of one chart or the average of charts. Instead the variance, calculated as the variance as the square of
the standard deviation, can be subject to linear multiplication, after which the standard deviation can be
recalculated as the square root of the result.

11 ' Information

is shown for truthful scores to +3, beyond the limit of necessity, only because the developers have
recommended cutscores of -5 and +3 per chart. It is unclear why these cutscores were chosen, as a cutscore of +1
would compute to the same result based on information published by the developers.
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Results of Studying the Effect of Biorhythms on
Human Physiological Reactions During Polygraph
Testing

©FotoliaLLC/toodtuphoto

by Serhiy Lysenko1
The existence of biological rhythms is
known to humans since ancient times.
Even in the "Old Testament", there are
tips on the right way of life, feeding,
alternating phases of activity and rest.
Such scholars of antiquity as Hippocrates and Avicenna wrote about the
same things. In Ancient China, according to the chronicles "Zuo Zhuan" (722463 BC), when doing acupuncture on

certain spots of the body, physicians
took into account the daily rhythm of
the sensitivity of various organs, depending on the vital energy that affected some or other human organs.
Christoph Hufeland, one of the discoverers of the teaching about the biological rhythms, in the late 18th century,
pointed out that the body had an "in-

1 Serhiy Lysenko, Candidate of Legal Sciences, Associate Professor, Associate Professor of the Department
of Security and Law Enforcement Activities Management of the Interregional Academy of Personnel Management, a member of the All-Ukrainian Association of Polygraph Examiners.
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ternal clock", whose work depended
on the rotation of the Earth around its
axis. Another scientist, Jurgen Aschoff,
argued that all living things existed in
the rhythm of space hours, which depended on the time of day and year,
the phases of the moon, and ebb and
float. German physician Christoph
Wilhelm Hufeland, who in 1797 told
his colleagues about the universality
of rhythmic processes in biology, and
that the daily cycle associated with
the rotation of the Earth around its
axis regulated the vital functions of all
living things, including the human organism, is considered the founder of
chronobiology, the science of the biological rhythms of man.
The theory of biorhythms is based on
measuring three main human cycles:
the physical, the emotional, and the intellectual ones. Wilhelm Fliess, famous
Berlin physician, began his innovative
biorhythm studies in 1890. Fliess, who
studied cycles from 23 to 28 days of
many of his patients, collected statistics on the periodicity of fever, childhood illness, and susceptibility to disease. Doctor Fliess worked in Berlin.
Most of all, he was interested in the
resistance of the human body to various diseases. He tried to understand
why children with the same diagnoses on certain days had immunity, and
on other days it is weakened? Having
collected data about the onset of the
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disease, its course, and the moment of
death, Fliess linked them to the date of
birth. Using these statistics, Fliess discovered the main "periods" in human
life. Subsequently, doctor Fliess developed two main dogmas of the theory of biorhythms. The first one argues
that nature gives a person an "internal
clock", which begins counting time
from the moment of birth and continues to work throughout the person’s
life. The second one argues that some
of these hours regulate the physical
cycle of a person consisting of 23 days,
and other hours - the emotional cycle
consisting of 28 days.
Sigmund Freud, who put forward the
most revolutionary ideas for his time,
was a follower of Fliess supporting his
main ideas. Freud showed great interest in the theory of Fliess, and soon
they became close friends.
The most important ideas always
spread very quickly in the scientific
community. Doctor Herman Svoboda, a professor of psychology at the
University of Vienna, who read works
of Fliess, subsequently did a lot of research and wrote many works on the
theory of biorhythms. Svoboda revealed periodicity in the occurrence of
asthma, fever, heart attacks, outbreaks
of other diseases, and some mental
processes from 23 to 28 days, which
confirms the results of the studies of

Fliess.
Well known physician A. L. Chizhevsky,
at the International Congress on Biophysics and Biocosmology (New York,
1939), proved that the rhythmically
progressing functional activity of the
organs is determined both by innate
properties dependent on internal
physical and chemical processes in the
body and by the influence of various
environmental factors (mainly space
ones). Every year, scientists discover
new internal rhythms. In 1931, Swedish scientists G. Agren, O. Wilander,
and E. Jores first proved the existence
of a daily rhythm of change in the levels of glycogen in the liver and muscles, and in the 60's, more than 50 biological functions, which have a daily
periodicity, were discovered.
Even now, the nature and all the
physiological properties of biological
rhythms are not fully understood, although it is clear that they are very important in the life processes of living
organisms.
Biological rhythms or biorhythms are
more or less regular changes in the
nature and intensity of biological processes in the body. The ability to make
such changes in life is detected in virtually all living organisms. They can
be observed in separate cells, tissues,
and organs, in whole organisms and

in populations. The theory of "three
major biorhythms" is about a hundred
years old. It is believed that its authors
are three people: Herman Svoboda
and Wilhelm Fliess, who discovered
the emotional and the physical biorhythms, as well as Friedrich Teicher - a
researcher of the intellectual rhythm.
Psychologist Herman Svoboda and
otolaryngologist Wilhelm Fliess have
obtained the same results on biorhythms independently of each other.
The study of biorhythms continued in
Europe, the United States, and Japan.
This process became especially intensive with the emergence of more modern computers. In the 70's and 80's of
the 20th century, biorhythms have already conquered the whole world.
The intensity of most physiological
processes within 24 hours tends to increase in the morning and fall at night.
Sense organs have approximately the
same features of increase and decrease in sensitivity: in the morning,
a person better hears, better distinguishes shades of colors. It is established that people who are engaged in
both physical and mental labor work
unevenly. On some days (or periods)
they work more productively, more
carefully, more accurately, whereas on
other days their work is less efficient.
Recently, in Ukraine, Europe, and the
USA, serious work has been carried
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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out on the study of human biorhythms
and their relationship with reactions
recorded during polygraph examinations. The pursuits of researchers are
aimed at determining the possibilities
of managing physiological reactions
under the influence of biorhythms, in
order to eliminate errors in evaluating
reactions expressed in polygrams.
Scientists came to the conclusion that
all people, from birth, are prone to the
influence of life rhythms, which determine their capacity for work, comfort, physical condition, the cyclicity of
which is constant throughout life and
approximately equal to 23 days. Mood,
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reactivity, the presence of positive
and negative emotions change with
cyclicity that is constant throughout
life and repeats about every 28 days.
Capability for creativity, for actions
of high intellectual content changes
approximately every 33 days. It was
found that in the first half of such a 2328-33-day cycle, all feelings improve,
and in the second half, on the contrary. In the physical, 23-day cycle, after eleven days of upswing the twelfth
day comes, which is characterized by
complete physical disruption, complete lack of taxicity, a sharp decline in
performance and physical comfort.

The calculation of state cycles is very
simple; at present, it is calculated
with computer programs. There are
even applications for smartphones
and tablets. It is also easy to calculate
graphs of biorhythms by oneself. To
do this, one needs to count the number of days lived by a person from the
birth: multiplying the number of years
by 365 days + increments of a day for
the lived leap years + the number of
days lived from the birth to the day on
which the calculation is made. Then,

+100%

the total number of days should be divided by 23, 28, and 33. Recent studies have shown that the cyclicality of
biorhythms does not have any integer
number of days, and with older age,
the error can be significant. Therefore,
it is necessary to divide by more precise numbers: 23,688,437, 28,426,125,
and 33,1638,12 respectively, which
was reported in the previous article.
The resulting integer indicates how
many corresponding cycles a person
had in his or her life.

P

E

I
t

-100%

Legend:
P – Physical cycle, E – Emotional cycle, I – Intellectual cycle.
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Figures obtained in the remainder are
very important - they are extremely necessary for scheduling cyclicity
and they also show how many days
from a regular biorhythm a person
has already lived, and what day of a
given biorhythm a calculated day corresponds to. We will consider oscillations of biorhythms as a sinusoid passing along a temporary horizontal coordinate axis, where the coordinates
are time segments measured around
the clock. The vertical axis has a scale
in the form of percentages of activity
of one or another biorhythm. Thus, it
is evident that biorhythms oscillate in
their intensities from -100% to + 100%.
Now, we have certain regularities of
change of the physical biorhythm, of
volumes of physical abilities of the
human body, and of the coordination complexity of his actions. This
especially affects the work of the cardiovascular system of the human organism, the heart rate, and indices of
polygraph sensors, which record the
reactions of the corresponding cardio-channel.
Days 1-5 - physical abilities are poor,
they gently improve.
6-11 - physical abilities increase and
reach the maximum by the 11th day
of the cycle.
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Day 12 is the day of the minimum level; on this day, it is not recommended
to stress the body.
Days 13-18 - physical abilities are
good, but they gradually decrease.
Days 19-23 - the abilities are poor;
they still gently decrease.
Changes in the emotional biorhythm
lead to changes in the intensity of perception of the environment, the reactivity to irritation and various stimuli.
In our case, this affects the degree of
perception of stimuli, the level of irritability or worrying that may appear
on polygrams for all three major registered channels of the polygraph.
Days 1-7 - human emotions are feeble, but they gradually become stronger.
Days 8-14 - the intensity is high, it
reaches the maximum by the 14th day.
Days 15-21 - the intensity of reactions
is high, but it gradually decreases.
Days 22-28 - the intensity is low, and
it gently decreases further.
The intellectual biorhythm regulates
such human abilities as mental abilities, mental work load, playing for
score, and so on. In polygraph tests,

fluctuation of these properties influences understanding stimuli and reaction to them.
Days 1-8 - mental abilities are weak,
they gently improve.
Days 9-17 - mental abilities are strong
and reach the maximum.
Days 18-25 - mental abilities are
strong, but they gradually weaken.
Days 26-33 - mental abilities are weak
and they still weaken.
The main danger to humans is presented by "zero" days when the graph
of any biorhythm passes through
the horizontal axis, where the intensity of the biorhythm is at zero, on a
scale from -100% to + 100%. On these
days, the aforementioned properties
of biorhythms virtually disappear. It
was these days that became the subject of our research. Because, as it was
pointed out in the previous article, the
physical and emotional properties of a
person can be trained. Only on "zero"
days, people are least able to control
their three basic properties. Studies
in this area were suggested by Mark
Hendler during his visit to Ukraine in
fall of 2017. As a basis, the materials of
his speeches and some scientific articles of the previous time published in
APA Magazine as well as constant oral

consultations were used.
The research was conducted jointly
with specialists of the All-Ukrainian
Association of Polygraph Examiners
in laboratory conditions at the Interregional Academy of Personnel Management in Kyiv, Ukraine. The laboratory research was carried out using
the Ukrainian polygraph Rubikon. For
experiments, young people aged 18
to 25 years were selected, without bad
habits and in good physical form. The
research was conducted on 15 men
and 5 women. For the purity of the
experiment, all the test subjects were
given a search test with a known solution, for denying their name, with the
presentation of other consonant (beginning with the same letter) names.
All the test subjects had to answer
"No" to all questions about their possible names, including their own ones,
thus lying to the expert. The question
about the real test subject’s name was
contained in the middle of the test.
In the pictures of our examples, the
question about the real name is highlighted among other ones with blue
stripes. The tests were conducted in
the first half of the day, when the state
of the organisms of the test subjects
was the most productive.
Our research was conducted for six
months. Volunteers were tested on
the days when they had one of the
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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biorhythms at zero. Thus, each of the
volunteers was tested several times
when his or her biorhythms were on
one of the three "zero" days. The levels of other biorhythms that were in
the positive or negative part of the
vertical graph were not taken into account in the analysis. Therefore, we
recommend not paying special attention to their values, they are given for
statistics. The testers managed to test
several test subjects when some of
their biorhythms were simultaneously
on "zero" days, and we will tell some
more about it later in the text. The cardio-channel was recorded using photoplethysmography.
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So, let us start with considering the influence of the intellectual biorhythm,
which is at the "zero" level, on human
reactions. The examples given show a
general view of the polygrams, and an
enlarged view of the same areas with
an incorrect answer to the presentation of the own name. As examples,
we will present pictures of polygrams
that have a common and the most
widespread form for all cases tested in
these circumstances.
An example: a man, during testing, had
the following levels of biorhythms: the
intellectual one (0), the physical one
(-56), the emotional one (+52).

An example: a woman, during testing, had the following levels of biorhythms: the
physical one (-56), the emotional one (+52), the intellectual one (0).
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During the tests, with the "zero" level
of the intellectual biorhythm, we observed some slowness in the reactions
of those who were tested and poor
understanding stimuli. The pretest
conversations were held longer than
on other days. The same conclusions
were obtained for the results of experiments with test subjects of both
sexes. In polygrams, it is expressed in
weak reaction of the cardiovascular
system and in poor informativity of
the cardio-channel. The channel of
breathing shows that, when each of
the true stimuli where there were lies
in the answers ended, the test subjects’ breathing ceased to be regular.
The test subjects then explained this
by the fact that they were still pondering questions before they understood and answered. The channel of
the skin-galvanic reaction is rather informative. However, in this situation
there is a risk of becoming a prisoner of results based on only one – the
galvanic skin – channel. If the fingers
of a test subject are injured, if a metabolism or sweat production disorder or some other disorder is present,
the polygraph examiner may give an
incorrect conclusion about the truthfulness of the test subject or obtain
results that are not susceptible to calculations.

a "zero" day, on the physiological reactions of man. Let us note that the
responses of men and women were
similar, so we will not analyze them
separately. Our findings are the same
for test subjects of both sexes.
An example: a man, during testing, had
the following levels of biorhythms: the
emotional one (0), the physical one
(+56), the intellectual one (-76).

Next, we will consider the effect of
the emotional biorhythm, which is on
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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An example: a woman, during testing, had the following levels of biorhythms: the
physical one (+52), the emotional one (0), the intellectual one (-74).
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It can be seen that the psyche of all
test subjects was disturbed on these
days. With external indifference, they
showed chaotic reactions on the channels of recording reactions. In different people, this was manifested in the
chaos on various channels. But it was
the cardio-channel that suffered the
most. The reactions on this channel
had the most unpredictable results,
and this when the amplitude of the oscillations was maximal. The scale of the
polygrams of the cardio-channel had
to be set to the minimum. The channel of the galvanic skin reaction had a
chaotic or jagged shape, which made
it very uninformative. Disturbances in
the emotional sphere of the test subjects sometimes expressed in irregular

breathing (we can see it in the examples given). Given the above examples, we can conclude that testing at
a "zero" level of emotional biorhythm
is not desirable at all. Polygraph examiners should check the level of the
biorhythms of a test subject when receiving such results.
In conclusion, let us consider the effect of the "zero" level for the physical
biorhythm on human physiological
reactions.
An example: a man, during testing, had
the following levels of biorhythms: the
physical one (0), the emotional one
(+42), the intellectual one (+82).
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An example: a man, during testing, had the following levels of biorhythms: the
physical one (0), the emotional one (-51), the intellectual one (-85).
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From the examples given, it is clear
that the breathing channel is completely useless; the breathing has a
smooth and uniform structure. The
cardio-channel does not provide any
useful information to a polygraph examiner and it can mislead him/her as
to the possible counteraction of the
test subject. Viewing the polygram of
the cardio-channel on a large scale,
we see a peak in the lower part, almost
at the bottom, of the rhythm. Almost
all polygraph examiners will immediately say that it is the effect of some
soothing medications. But they will be
wrong, as it is the effect of the "zero"
level of the physical biorhythm. As it

can be seen from the examples given,
the channel of the galvanic skin reaction is often not informative, either, although it almost constantly had large
amplitude of the reaction. Moreover, it
may mislead as to the truthfulness of
the answers. But as we have pointed
out, what is worse is that a polygraph
examiner may unfairly fault a test subject for resistance, which will offend
the person and make the polygraph
examiner look bad to others.
During tests, with the coincidence
of "zero" days for several human biorhythms, we received even worse and
more illogical reactions.
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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An example: a man, during testing, had the following levels of biorhythms: the
physical one (0), the emotional one (0), the intellectual one (-96).
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We can observe that, when the channel of the galvanic skin reaction is at
the maximum zoom level, the polygram has an almost horizontal shape,
which can also be explained by specialists as the use of some pharmacological medicines to counteract. The
reactions on the cardio-channel are
the result of the effect of two "zero"
levels of the physical and emotional
biorhythms of the test subject.
In conclusion I want to emphasize that
the influence of biological rhythms
in the human physiological reaction
is not unconditional. Each person is
unique, so this effect in each individual case will not be repeated neccesarily with another. The type of polygrams

of each person will have its own form.
However, polygrams may have a false
appearance - this is a fact. The erroneous view may mislead the polygraph
examiner to false conclusions about
the test subject. Polygraph examiners
can unfairly blame the person for using countermeasures and/or the use
of pharmacological drugs or incomprehensible excitement.
We do not call for calculating the biological rhythms of each test subject
before each test. But if one gets results
on polygrams similar to those that are
given above, checking the levels of
biorhythms can help polygraph examiners understand the cause of the
reactions.
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Practical Polygraph: A Survey and Description of
Decision Rules

by Raymond Nelson
Test data analysis begins with feature
extraction and includes procedures
for both numerical transformations
(i.e., transforming recorded data into
numerical values) and data reduction
(i.e., aggregation of numerical values
to a smaller set of values – grand total and subtotal scores – that provide
intuitive meaning and practical value).
Test data analysis also involves some
form of reference model or probabilistic likelihood function as a classification mechanism. The simplest form
of reference model is a numerical cutscore that represents a model score
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for deception or truth-telling. A more
advanced form of likelihood function
is a statistical reference table – calculated from facts and information from
the basic theory of a test, subject to
mathematical and logical proof, or
from empirically derived normative
reference data. A later, though equally important, part of test data analysis
involves the use of procedural decision rules to interpret or parse or the
numerical and probabilistic test results into categorical results that can
be more easily actionable and useful
to a referring agent.

Decision rules provide a structured
procedure for the interpretation or
translation of numerical and probabilistic test results into categorical test
results. In many forms of scientific
and forensic testing, categorical test
results are expressed using the terms
positive and negative, and these terms
are intended to be removed from personal or emotional value judgements.
Categorical results for diagnostic polygraph tests are traditionally expressed
using the terms deception indicated or
no deception indicated, while the conceptually similar terms significant reactions and no significant reactions are
often used for screening exams. These
polygraphic terms are a contextual allegory for the more abstract scientific
terms positive and negative.

or required level for statistical significance.

Polygraph decision rules can be used
with numerical scores, and this is the
traditional approach when manually scoring polygraph test data. Application of structured decision rules
to numerical scores will involve the
comparison of numerical scores with
numerical cutscores that can be determined either heuristically or through
statistical methods. Statistical decision algorithms will more commonly
involve the comparison of statistical
values for the grand total and/or subtotal scores with probability cutscores
– often expressed in terms of an alpha
level that indicates tolerance for error

Grand Total Rule (GTR):

Regardless of whether expressed in the
traditional language of the polygraph
testing, or the more abstract conceptual terms common to the more general scientific context, and regardless
of whether applied to probabilistic
values or numerical scores, structured
decision rules are an important part
of any polygraph test data analysis
method. Structured and procedural
decision rules make use of numerical
and probabilistic cutscores, though
the cutscores themselves should not
be confused with the structured procedures for their use. Six different procedural decision rules can be found in
extant publications.

The GTR (Bell, Raskin, Honts & Kircher,
1999; Kircher and Raskin, 1988; Senter, 2003; Weaver, 1980), and has been
employed in numerous validation
studies on the comparison question
polygraph test. Execution of the GTR,
involves the calculation and comparison of either the grand total statistic
or grand total score statistic with numerical or probability cutscores.
A classification is made for the test
as a whole if the grand total score or
grand total statistic equals or exceeds
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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the numerical or probability cutscore
for deception or truth-telling. A result
is inconclusive and no opinion is supported by the test data if the grand total score or grand total statistical does
not equal or exceed the numerical or
probability cutscores. Categorical or
class results for individual questions
are inherited from the test result. The
GTR is the simplest and most robust
of all decision rules, and studies that
make use of the GTR have generally
provided the highest rate of accuracy
for categorical conclusions.
Subtotal Score Rules (SSR):
The SSR (Department of Defense,
2006a, 2006b; Capps & Ansley 1992;
Senter Waller & Krapohl; 2008) is a
commonly used decision rule for
polygraph examinations that are interpreted with an assumption of that
the criterion states vary independently for each of the relevant test stimuli. This is a commonly used approach
for polygraph screening tests. The SSR
does not involve the use of the grand
total score. Instead, when using the
SSR, categorical results are parsed for
the individual relevant questions by
comparing either the statistical values
or numerical scores for question subtotals with the probability cutscores
or numerical cutscores for subtotal
scores.
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When using the SSR, the overall test
result is inherited from the results for
the individual questions. The overall
test result will be classified as deceptive if any of the question subtotals is
significant for deception and will be
classified as truthful when all of the
question subtotals are significant for
truth-telling. An important aspect of
the SSR is that conclusions of both
deception and truth-telling are not
permitted within a single polygraph
exam; if any question is significant for
deception then any numerical and
statistical subtotals that are not significant for deception are meaningless
and uninterpretable. In practice, the
SSR is a highly useful rule, providing
good test sensitivity for polygraph
screening exams, though has generally been found to have reduced precision, compared with the GTR, possibly
due to statistical multiplicity and other factors.
Two-stage Rules (TSR):
The TSR, (Senter, 2003; Senter & Dollins, 2003; Handler, Nelson & Blalock,
2008; Krapohl, 2005; Krapohl & Cushman, 2006; Nelson et al., 2011) are
sometimes referred to as the Senter-rules. As the name implies, these
rules involve two stages. The first
stage of the of the TSR – Stage 1 – involves the GTR. The TSR terminates at
this first stage if the result is significant

for deception or truth-telling (i.e., the
result is not inconclusive at Stage 1).
The second stage of the TSR – Stage 2
– is employed only when the categorical result from Stage 1 is inconclusive.
Stage 2 of the TSR can be thought of
as the SSR, as this stage requires the
comparison of the numerical or statistical subtotal values with the numerical or probability cutscores for subtotal scores.
In practice, both deceptive and truthful
classifications are observed at Stage 1,
while only deceptive or inconclusive
classifications are observed at Stage
2. This is because cases that would be
classified as truthful at Stage 2 are already classified as truthful at Stage 1.
The criterion effect of the TSR is similar
to the GTR, though there is a potential
reduction of inconclusive results and a
potential increase in test sensitivity to
deception compared to the GTR alone.
Federal Zone Comparison Rules
(FZR):
The FZR (Department of Defense,
2006a, 2006b; Light, 1999) involves
the simultaneous use of both grand
total and subtotal scores. Truthful classifications can be made only if aggregated changes in physiological activity in response to each of the relevant
test questions is less than observed
changes in physiology in response to

comparison stimuli (observed when
the numerical sign values of all subtotal numerical scores are greater than
zero) by comparing the grand total
numerical score with the required
numerical cutscore for truth-telling.
A deceptive classification is made if
either the grand total or any subtotal
score exceeds a required numerical
cutscore. The traditional approach has
been to use numerical scores, however the FZR can also be executed using
probability scores and probability cutscores.
TES/DLST Rules (TES):
The TES decision rules (Department of
Defense, 2006a, 2006b; Research Division Staff, 1995a, 199b) are described
in research and field practice publications on the Test for Espionage and
Sabotage, also known as the Directed
Lie Screening Test. Like the FZR, these
decision rules involve the simultaneous use of both grand total and subtotal scores. A deceptive classification
is made if either the grand total or any
subtotal score exceeds a required numerical cutscore. A truthful classification is made by comparing the grand
total numerical score with the required
numerical cutscore for truth-telling,
though only if aggregated changes in
physiological activity in response to
each of the relevant test questions is
less than observed changes in physiAPA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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ology in response to comparison stimuli (observed when the numerical sign
values of all subtotal numerical scores
are greater than zero).
Because they rely on the grand total score, TES rules treat the criterion
variance of the relevant questions
as non-independent (unlike the SSR
which is based on an assumption
of independent criterion variance).
The traditional approach has been to
use numerical scores, however the
TES rules can also be executed using
probability scores and probability cutscores.
Utah Four-Question Rules (UT4)
The UT4 rules (Bell, Raskin, Honts &
Kircher, 1999; Handler & Nelson 2008)
can make use of either the grand total
using the GTR or the subtotal scores
using the SSR – depending on the
variability in the loading of changes
in physiological activity in response to
relevant and comparison questions.
When using the UT4, classifications of
deception or truth-telling are made using the SSR whenever the sign values
of the subtotal numerical scores are
mixed (+ and – within the exam). This
condition indicates that aggregated
changes in physiological activity in response to the relevant test questions
is inconsistently greater and lesser
than observed changes in physiology
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in response to comparison stimuli.
The UT4 rules allow a classification of
deception or truth-telling using the
GTR whenever the sign values for subtotal numerical scores are either all +
or all –, not including any scores with
0 sign value. This condition indicates
one of two conditions: 1) the aggregated changes in physiological activity in response to each of the relevant
test questions is greater than observed
changes in physiology in response to
comparison stimuli, or 2) the aggregated changes in physiological activity in response to each of the relevant
test questions is lesser than observed
changes in physiology. Published descriptions of the UT4 involve the use
of numerical scores, however the UT4
can also be executed using probability scores and probability cutscores.
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Shifting Paradigms; Polygraph and Credibility
Assessment

©FotoliaLLC/Maksym Yemelyanov

by Timothy Weber1
General Patton once stated that the
M1 rifle was “The greatest battle implement ever devised” yet I doubt that
any of today’s soldiers would trade
their M4’s for one. Baron von Richthofen’s red Fokker triplane ruled the
skies during World War I, but he would
not last a moment in a dogfight with
today’s jet fighters. Even the most
cutting edge device will eventually

change or be replaced by advanced
technology. It is inevitable that the
polygraph as we know it will also go
the way of the M1 and the Fokker.
We call ourselves polygraph examiners, yet does that term define who we
are and what our profession is truly
about? Are we “objective seekers of
the truth” or are we wedded to a single

1 About the author: Timothy J. “Doc” Weber Ed. D. is the Chief of Research and Instruction for the International Credibility Assessment Service who markets the Evidence Recognition Sensor. He is employed by OGSystems as a polygraph examiner at the
National Geospatial Intelligence Agency (NGA). Prior to his retirement from the government, Dr. Weber served as Chief, Quality
Control for the NGA Polygraph Program and was an instructor and member of the Quality Assurance Program at the National
Center for Credibility Assessment.
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instrument that enables us to do so. If
the” truth” is that a totally new device,
method, or augmentation to the traditional polygraph is proven superior
to today’s instrument, how “objective” will we be? Will we embrace the
future, or staunchly defend the past?
People naturally resist change, but in
our technological society, this is no
longer a luxury that we can afford.
Today’s examiners must be ready to
transition to a totally new paradigm in
the detection of deception. This may
include accepting different work roles
such as supervision, mentorship and
quality control of Evidence Recognition Sensor (ERS) analysts or learning
to operate a totally new instrument
such as an EyeDetect or a brain scan.
No matter what device we utilize,
our skills in question formulation
and interrogation are what matters.
Great polygraph chart work doesn’t
solve cases; confessions are obtained
through superior interpersonal skills
in interrogation. We must begin to
think of ourselves not solely as polygraph examiners, but as credibility assessors, willing to accept whatever the
future holds.
The name change from the American
Polygraph Association (APA) journal
Polygraph to Polygraph & Forensic Credibility Assessment reflects a willingness to embrace new technology and
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methodology. The APA Seminar and
journal must similarly be open forums
where research on new devices and
methodology may be presented. That
the reputable polygraph manufacturers, who, after years of supporting the
APA through their advertising dollars,
are no longer allowed to present at
the APA Seminar is unfathomable. Obviously, if a substantial amount of research exists that indicates a device or
procedure is inaccurate or the research
to be presented is patently false, misleading or flawed it should be rejected.
No one is suggesting that charlatans
have a right to present their bogus
ideas or wares, only that consideration
should be given to new, properly conducted, research in alternative methods of credibility assessment. Further,
the journal should be made public so
that academics from other disciplines
may learn from our research work. In
this way the APA leadership will present an example of forward thinking to
its membership.
In 1996, Dr. Victor Cestaro was conducting research into the accuracy of
voice stress analysis (VSA). His initial
hope was that if the VSA system was
found to be a reliable and accurate indicator of deception that it could be
added as a fifth channel to the polygraph. Unfortunately, his study and
many more like it resulted in the conclusion that VSA‘s accuracy was no bet-

ter than chance. That the VSA resulted
in a technological “dead end” is not so
much the point as was Dr. Cestaro’s
willingness to accept new technology,
if it was proven to be useful.
In the 1948 feature film “Call Northside
777” we see Leonard Keeler employ a
polygraph instrument that consisted
of a single pneumograph tube closely resembling a large sausage, a metal
clamp placed on the subject’s hand and
a blood pressure cuff all connected to
a crude wooden box. Keeler, the father
of the modern polygraph, would hardly recognize today’s polygraph instrument. Most improvements were incremental until in the early 1990’s when

the analog polygraph gave way to the
computerized instrument. While most
of us adapted to the new technology,
one well-known, and highly respected, examiner purchased scores of used
analog instruments in the vain hope
that the polygraph community would
realize its error and return to them. He
was blind to the future and sadly died
peacefully dreaming of the past.
As an academic, Dr. Cestaro’s mind
was open to new ideas and the entire
polygraph community should follow
his example. Closing your eyes to the
future is not a good choice. But if you
do, I know a blind guy who can sell you
a used analog polygraph instrument!
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Five-minute Science Lesson:
Bayesian Analysis and Scientific Credibility
Assessment Testing

http://mimsy.io/more_on_bayesian_statistics.html

by Raymond Nelson
Scientific tests are used to quantify any
phenomena that cannot be subject to
perfect deterministic observation or
direct physical measurement. Because
deception and truth-telling cannot be
measured directly, and because any
ability to observe deception or truth
deterministically would obviate the
need for testing, scientific credibility
assessment tests are an example of the
value and need for scientific tests to
assist with intelligent decision making
under uncertain conditions. Scientific
tests are not expected to be infallible
and are instead fundamentally dependent upon statistics and probabilistic
inference. Statistical and probabilistic
137

APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)

inference can be thought of as existing in two important discussions: frequentist inference, and Bayesian inference.
Frequentist inference – concerned with
counting the frequency of repeatable
events, and with errors of measurement when evaluating the universe
of reality that is assumed to exist in
one fixed way – has formed the basis
of the scientific method of hypothesis
testing for the greater part of the last
century. Although useful for the purpose of understanding measurement
error, frequentist inference has proved
to be a confusing basis for classifica-

tion and decision-making.
Bayesian inference – the basis of Bayesian analysis was developed out of the
need to make intelligent and quantified decisions under uncertain conditions that are un-repeatable or unobservable, such as the most likely location for a lost item, or the outcome
of an election or athletic tournament.
Unlike frequentist analysis, Bayesian
inference can also be used to make inferences about the likely cause of some
observed data. Bayesian inference
therefore has great practical value in
all areas of science and decision-making under uncertain conditions.
Bayesian analysis uses both evidence,
in the form of test data, and probability statements to make an evidence-based estimate about something that is unknown or unobservable. In Bayesian analysis, this is referred to as an unknown parameter,

such as a class or category. Bayesian
analysis is used in many scientific and
statistical decision-making contexts.
For example, Bayesian analysis can be
used to filter email messages, to discriminate between spam (junk email)
and ham (useful email) when it is unknown how an email recipient will
actually classify a particular message.
In the credibility assessment context,
Bayesian analysis can be used to calculate probability estimates for deception or truth-telling when it is unknown whether a person is actually
truthful or deceptive.
Bayesian analysis uses three input values: 1) a prior probability, 2) the test
data, and 3) a likelihood function. The
posterior probability is a statistical description of the unknown parameter
of interest, such as the posterior probability of deception or truth-telling.
Figure 1 shows a flow chart of the inputs and output of a Bayesian analysis.

Figure 1. Bayesian analysis
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The prior probability is a statistical or
probability description of our knowledge of the parameter of interest prior
to completing the test and Bayesian
analysis. Good information about the
prior probability is sometimes available, though it often occurs that very
little information is known to support
one class or conclusion over another.
The prior probability can be estimated from the number of possible outcome classes when no prior information, or very little good prior information, is available. For example: when
little prior information is available or
known about whether an individual is
actually deceptive or truthful, the prior probability can be estimated from
the possible conclusions: deception
or truth-telling – for which the prior
probabilities are .5 and .5.1,2 The purpose of Bayesian analysis is to update
this prior probability.
Test data used as input for the Bayes-

1
2

3
4

ian analysis are after feature extraction
and after reduction and aggregation
of the data to numerical values that
can have more practical value than raw
data. In the polygraph testing context
this means that input test data are the
numerical scores for the grand total
and question subtotals.
A likelihood function is a mathematical
device – often in the form of a formula, algorithm, or reference table– used
to calculate a numerical or statistical
value for the test data. For example,
ESS-M reference tables (Nelson, 2017)
are a form of theoretical reference distribution – calculated using facts and
information subject to mathematical
and proof, under the analytic theory
of the polygraph test3,4. In contrast,
the likelihood function for ESS scores
of polygraph test data is a set of normative reference tables (Nelson, et al.,
2011), calculated from empirical sampling data consisting of confirmed

These prior probabilities can also be referred to as a prior probability distribution because the values .5 and .5 represent the distribution of all of the possible classes.
These probabilities can also be transformed mathematically so they can be expressed as the odds. This is done by taking each
of the probabilities and dividing by its mathematical compliment (e.g., odds = .5 / (1 - .5) = 1). When done this way, the odds are
expressed in relation to the value 1 (e.g., 1 to 1). Also, odds can be transformed mathematically to probabilities by dividing the
odds by odds + 1. For example: probability = 1 / (1 + 1) = .5.
The basic analytic theory of the polygraph test holds that greater changes in physiological activity are loaded at different types
of test stimuli as function of deception or truth-telling in response to the relevant or investigation target stimuli. Refer to Nelson
(2016) for a more complete discussion of this analytic theory of polygraph testing.
ESS scores are three-position (+ 0 or –) non-parametric values that are assigned according to the differential loading of changes
in physiological activity in response to relevant and comparison stimuli, using multiple recording sensors and multiple iterations of a stimulus question sequence that includes multiple versions of the test questions. The resulting ESS-M distribution is a
multinomial distribution and can be used as a likelihood function for Bayesian analysis with any population or group for which
the basic theory of the polygraph can be assumed to hold true.
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guilty and confirmed innocent field
cases5.
Bayesian analysis involves the use
of Bayes’ theorem. Bayes theorem is
among the most practical and useful
of all mathematical and statistical formulae. It is used to update or improve
the effectiveness of conclusions, predications, or classifications compared
to those that could be made using
only the prior probability distribution.
An important aspect of Bayesian analysis is that the notion of probability is
taken to mean degree of belief in an
idea or conclusion. This is in contrast
to the frequentist notion of probability which refers to a proportion of observed outcomes – which limits the discussion of probabilities to things that
can be observed and repeated6.

classes. A convenient aspect of Bayesian statistical analysis is that statistical
or probabilistic results from Bayesian
analysis can be intuitively useful because they can provide a direct and
convenient estimate of the effect size
of interest, for example: the odds of deception or odds of truth-telling.
Experts who work with and use scientific credibility assessment (lie detection) tests, and the results from these
tests, can be expected to have some
reasonable foundation for understanding the basics of Bayesian analysis and statistical decision-making under uncertain conditions. It is hoped
that this short description will be of
some value to field practitioners who
wish to increase their fluency with
these concepts.

The output or result of Bayesian analysis is a posterior probability. This can
also be thought of as a posterior probability distribution when considering all
posterior probabilities for all possible

5

6

Empirical normative data can be intuitively useful because information is obtained from actual tests with actual persons. Empirical norms are of unknown representativeness when used with persons outside the normative sampling group. Also, sampling
distributions are always an imperfect representation of the population distribution, though we can rely on the law of large numbers and the use of numerous sampling distributions to converge towards the population group of interest.
Frequentist statistical methods cannot be used to assign a probability to events that cannot be repeated, such as sports outcomes or election outcomes. Also, frequentist statistical methods cannot be used to assign probabilities to ideas such as hypotheses or class decisions. For this reason, Bayesian analytics has important practical utility because it can be used to produce
reproducible probability estimates for many practical and interesting things that cannot be observed and counted, such as the
most likelihood of deception or truth-telling as the cause for some observed data during polygraphic credibility assessment
testing.
APA Magazine 2018, 51 (2)
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PDD + EyeDetect = 98% Confidence

Combining PDD with EyeDetect can help you achieve as high as 98%
confidence the examinee is telling the truth (or is lying).
Get more confident results and increased profits for your polygraph
business.
Conquer deception by exposing it to 2 largely independent tests for
greater accuracy.
Scientifically Validated
EyeDetect was scientifically validated by the same scientists that
invented the computerized polygraph.

The eyes don’t lie.
+1 801-331-8840
info@converus.com
converus.com

Continued education awaits...
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APA Accredited
Training & Seminars

Polygraph Schools
*Sworn Law Enforcement Only
*Federal Examiners Only
As of March 21, 2018

Academy of Polygraph Science
8695 College Parkway, Ste 2160 Fort
Myers FL 33919
Director: Gary F. Davis – 630/860-9700
E-Mail: apsclassinfo@stoeltingco.com
Website: www.apspolygraphschool.com
Academy of Polygraph Science
Latinamerica (Expired)
12945 Seminole Blvd. Ste 15
Largo, FL 33778
Director: Arno Horvath – 727/531-3782
E-Mail: polygraphacademy@gmail.com
Website: www.abhpolygraphscience.
com
Academy for Scientific and
Investigative Training
1704 Locust St - 2nd Fl Philadelphia, PA
19103
Director: Nathan J. Gordon – 215/7323349
E-Mail: truthdoctor@polygraphtraining.com
American International Institute of
Polygraph
619 Highway 138 W Suite C
Stockbridge, GA 30281
Director: Charles E. Slupski – 770-9601377 E-Mail: chuck@Qpolygraph.com
Backster School of Lie Detection
Limestone Technologies
2263 Princess Street, Kingston, Ontario
K7M 3G1 Canada
613-507-4660
E-Mail: sales@limestonetech.com
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Behavioral Measures Institute, UK,
Polygraph Training Centre
Office 6
6-8 Charlotte Square
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 4XF United
Kingdom
Director: Donnie W. Dutton
U.S. Inquires 803-238-7999
U.K. Inquires +440-771-608-1362
E-Mail: DuttonPoly@aol.com
British Polygraph Academy
380 Uxbridge Road London, England W5
3LH United Kingdom
Director: Nadia Penner
UK Inquires: Don Cargill – 44 7876198762
E-Mail: don@nationalpolygraphs.co.uk
Website: britishpolygraphacademy.co.uk
Canadian Police College Polygraph
School
1 Sandridge Dr.
Ottawa, Ontario K1G 3J2 Canada
Director: Shaun Smith – 613-990-5025
E-Mail: shaun.smith@rcmp-grc.gc.ca
Centro de Investigacion Forense y
Control de Confianza S.C.
Rodriguez Saro #523, Int. 501-A Col. Del
Valle Del. Benito Juarez
Mexico, D.F. C.P. 03100
Director: Jaime Raul Duran Valle – 011-5255-2455-4624
E-Mail: raul_backster@el-poligrafo.com
Website: el-poligrafo.com

Escuela Nacional de Poligrafia
Barrio Guadalupe, Edificio Hermitage
Tegucigalpa, Francisco Morazon 11101
Honduras
Director: Raymond I. Nelson
E-Mail: Raymond.nelson@gmail.com
Escuela International de Poligrafia
Militar (Expired)
Calle 11 sur #12-95 Este San Cristobal sur
Bogota, Colombia
Director: Robinson Bedoya
E-mail: robin0680@yahoo.com.mx
Escuela Nacional de Poligrafia, National
Polygraph School
Calle Cuauhtemoc # 168 Colonia Tisapan
de San Angel Mexico City, Mexico 01059
Director: Luz Del Carmen Diaz –
011/52/555/616-6273
E-Mail: lg151@balankan.net
Gazit International Polygraph School
29 Hamered Street Industry Building Tel
Aviv, Israel
Director: Mordechai Gazit – 972 3 575 2488
E-mail: mordi@gazit-poly.co.il
Website: www.gazit-poly.co.il
International Academy of Polygraph
1835 S Perimeter Rd Ste 125 Fort
Lauderdale, FL 33309
Director: Michelle Hoff
E-Mail: dci@deception.com
International Polygraph Studies Center
Colima No. 385-2 Colonia Roma Norte
06700 Mexico D.F. Mexico
Director: Raymond I. Nelson
E-Mail: International@poligrafia.com.mx

Israeli Government
Polygraph School (Expired)
PO Box 17193
Tel-Aviv, Israel 61171
Director: Gadi Meshulam
E-Mail: igpolyschool@gmail.com
Korean Supreme Prosecutor’s Office
Polygraph Academy
Forensic Science Division I Forensic
Psychology Unit 157 Banpo-daero, Seochogu Seoul, Korea 06590
Director: Sanghyun Lee
Latinamerican Institute for Credibility
Assessment
Calle Los Petirrojos #438 Urbanizacion
Corpac Distrito de San Isidro Lima, Peru
Director: Manuel Novoa – 511/226-8450
Latinamerican Polygraph Institute
Carrera 46 # 93-70 Bogota, Colombia
Director: Manuel Novoa – 57-1-2369628
E-Mail: dirgeneral@latinpolygraph.com
Website: www.latinamericanpolygraph.
com
Marston Polygraph Academy
390 Orange Show Lane San Bernardino,
CA 92408
Director: Tom Kelly – 909/554-3883
E-Mail: info@marstonpolygraph.com
Website: www.marstonpolygraphacademy.
com

Training & Seminars

Centro Mexicano de Analisis Poligrafico
Y Psicologico, S.C. (Expired)
Plateros 110 edificio 76 interior 101 Col.
San Jose Insurgentes
Del. Benito Juarez, Ciudad de Mexico
Director: Fernanda Gadea – 52-5556608728
E-Mail: fernanda@cemapp.com.mx

Maryland Institute of Criminal Justice
8424 Veterans Hwy Ste 3
Millersville MD 21108-0458
Director: Billy H. Thompson – 410/987-6665
E-Mail: mdmicj@aol.com
Website: www.micj.com
Mindef Centre for Credibility
Assessment (Expired)
Block 13, Mandai Camp 2 Mandai Road
Singapore
Director: V. Cholan
E-Mail: cholan@starnet.gov.sg
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Training & Seminars

National Academy of Polygraph of the
National Police of Colombia
TC Jorge Zenen Lopez Guerrero Transversal
33 No 47a-35
Sur Barrio Fatima Bogota, Colombia
Director: Luz Stella Gonzalez Tiga
E-Mail: programaacademicopoligrafiapc@
gmail.com
*National Center for Credibility
Assessment (NCCA)
7540 Pickens Avenue
Fort Jackson, SC 29207-5000
Director: Zach Vaughan
E-Mail: NCCARegistrar@dodiis.mil
National Polygraph Academy
1890 Star Shoot Parkway, Ste. 170-366
Lexington, KY 40509
Director: Pam Shaw
E-Mail: shaw.national@gmail.com
Website: www.nationalpolygraphacademy.
com
NCTC Counterdrug Polygraph Institute
c/o Dept. of Military & Veteran’s Affairs
Building 8-64 Fort Indiantown Gap
Annville, PA 17003-5002
Director: Elmer Criswell – 717/861-9306
E-Mail: lietestec@aol.com
Website: www.counterdrug.org
New England Polygraph Institute
15 Glidden Road
Moultonborough, NH 03254
Director: David J. Crawford – 603/253-8002
E-mail: kacdc@worldpath.net
PEAK Credibility Assessment Training
Center
1490 NE Pine Island Rd. Unit 7B Cape Coral,
FL 33909
Director: Benjamin Blalock – 239/900-6800
E-Mail: info@peakcatc.com
The Polygraph Institute
19179 Blanco Road, Suite 105 #812 San
Antonio, TX 78258
Director: J. Patrick O’Burke – 210-377-0200
Website: thepolygraphinstitute.com
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*Texas Department
of Public Safety Law Enforcement
Polygraph School
P O Box 4087
Austin, TX 78773-0450
Director: Matt Hicks – 512/424-5024
E-Mail: charles.hicks@dps.texas.gov
Tudor Academy
Carrera 66, No. 42-103 Barrio San Juaquin
Medellin, Colombia
Director: Charles Speagle
Website: tudoracademy.com
Veridicus International Polygraph
Academy
11230 West Ave Ste 3101 San Antonio, TX
78213
Director: Yasmin Rios
E-Mail: rioscarmona@hotmail.com
Website: veridicusinc.com
Virginia School of Polygraph
7885 Coppermine Rd
Manassas VA 20109
Director: Darryl L. DeBow – 571/435-1207
E-Mail: polygraph11@comcast.net
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1. Introduction
1.1.

Mission
1.1.1.

1.2.

The mission of the American Polygraph Association (APA) Education
Accreditation Committee (EAC) is to continually evaluate and improve
the quality of credibility assessment education programs through its
voluntary accreditation program; and to encourage a culture of continuous
self-evaluation, reflection and improvement among faculty of basic
polygraph education programs by emphasizing a focus on student
achievement in critical areas necessary for success as credibility
assessment professionals in the field.

Purposes
1.2.1.

The purposes of the APA EAC are:
1.2.1.1.
to establish, subject to the approval of the board of directors,
minimum standards designed to ensure consistency and quality in
basic polygraph education and training programs;
1.2.1.2.
to review and evaluate program documents, provide feedback and
guidance to programs as necessary, assess programs for
compliance with accreditation standards, and make accreditation
recommendations to the board of directors;
1.2.1.3.
to recommend changes to the accreditation standards based on
input and participation from communities of interest, including
accredited programs;
1.2.1.4.
to develop internal policies and procedures, subject to the approval
of the board of directors, to ensure:
1.2.1.4.1.
well-defined procedures for evaluating programs against
accreditation standards;
1.2.1.4.2.
the fair and consistent application of all standards, the
means of which include, but are not limited to, orientation,
training and professional development of EAC personnel
and volunteers;
1.2.1.4.3.
objective decision making that includes attention to due
process and expedient response to appeals and complaints;
1.2.1.4.4.
efficient and cost-effective accreditation processes for
individual programs; and
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1.2.1.4.5.

1.3.

1.4.

accurate, relevant and timely information is provided or
made available to members of the various communities of
interest, including accredited programs.

History
1.3.1.

Established in 1966, the APA is dedicated to providing a valid and reliable
means to verify the truth and establish high standards of moral, ethical,
and professional conduct in the polygraph field. The APA establishes, for
its members, standards of ethical practices, best practices, techniques,
instrumentation, research, and advanced training and continuing
educational programs.

1.3.2.

The APA has been accrediting basic polygraph training programs since its
inception. For over 50 years, the APA has sought to ensure that basic
polygraph training courses have met the high-quality and rigorous
standards necessary to produce technically competent and highly skilled
professionals in the field of credibility assessment.

Scope of Accreditation
1.4.1.

The APA accredits basic polygraph programs within specialized
educational institutions, and colleges, and universities leading to a higher
education credential, i.e., a postsecondary certificate or diploma; a
bachelor’s or master’s degree; or an undergraduate- or graduate-level
certificate or diploma.
1.4.1.1.
A specialized educational institution is a school that focuses on a
vocational curriculum designed to provide students solely with the
occupational skills necessary to either enter the workforce as entrylevel polygraph examiners or qualify as entry-level polygraph
examiners for their current employers.
1.4.1.1.1.
i.e., a traditional polygraph school in which the entire
program is completed in 10 to 17 consecutive weeks.
1.4.1.2.
For the purposes of these standards, a “college” or “university”
includes any institution offering an undergraduate or graduatelevel academic credential for completion of the basic polygraph
program.
1.4.2.
Colleges and universities housing a basic polygraph program for which
completion of the basic polygraph program curriculum (i.e., all required
hours specified in section 3.3.3.2), in addition to other general education
courses, leads to a degree, or which offers academic credit leading to an
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undergraduate or graduate level certificate for completion of its basic
polygraph program, must be accredited by an accrediting body recognized
by the US Department of Education or the Counsel for Higher Education
Accreditation, or its non-US equivalent, for the degree(s) or certificate(s)
awarded.
1.4.2.1.
The EAC will utilize the CHEA International Quality Group’s
(CIQG) “International Directory” of participating countries to
assess equivalency.
1.4.3.
Nothing in these standards is meant to suggest that basic polygraph
training programs within colleges and universities cannot be presented in
the same manner as those within specialized educational institutions.

2. Overview of the Standards
2.1.

Minimum Standards
2.1.1.

2.2.

APA accreditation standards are the foundation of its accreditation
program. Education and training programs must meet each core standard
to be and remain accredited. These are minimum standards and the
implementation of additional standards which exceed these minimum
standards are encouraged by the APA and EAC.

Designed to Promote Quality Education and
Accountability
2.2.1.

Accreditation is designed to promote quality in education through rigorous
accreditation standards, the chief aim of which is students’ achievement of
the requisite knowledge and competence as defined by a program’s
missions, goals, objectives and contexts. Implicit in any accreditation
program is a commitment to mutual accountability among accredited
programs and their communities of interest. Therefore, the APA publishes
its accreditation standards for the use and benefits of those communities of
interest, and it cooperates with other accrediting organizations, licensing
authorities, and recognized standards development organizations
whenever possible to avoid conflicting standards and to minimize
duplication of efforts by programs.
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3. Core Standards
3.1.

Core Standards Defined
3.1.1.

3.2.

All standards in this Section are considered core standards.

Eligibility for APA Accreditation
3.2.1.

3.3.

Any private or public specialized educational institution, college or
university offering education and training in the theory and practice of the
detection of deception or verification of the truth through the use of
generally accepted polygraph instrumentation and techniques may be
eligible when the standards herein are met and maintained.

Curriculum and Assessment Requirements
Specialized Educational Institutions (traditional polygraph programs)

3.3.1.

3.3.1.1.

A basic polygraph education and training program within a
specialized educational institution shall consist of a minimum of
400 clock hours, distributed as specified among the topics below,
which will be completed in not fewer than 10 nor more than 17
weeks.

3.3.1.1.1.

Time Computations

3.3.1.1.1.1.
3.3.1.1.1.2.
3.3.1.1.2.

Exception to the 10 to 17-week time constraints:

3.3.1.1.2.1.

3.3.1.1.3.

A week shall consist of at least four but not more
than six consecutive days.
A day is defined as at least six but not more than
nine hours, excluding lunch and breaks.
Under certain extenuating circumstances, a student
may be allowed to finish the missed portions of the
program within a 12-month period from the initial
start of their education and training.

Presence of Faculty

3.3.1.1.3.1.

At least 95% of the instruction hours provided each
week shall be done so in the presence of a faculty
member qualified to provide such instruction.
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Colleges and Universities

3.3.2.

3.3.2.1.

Time Standards

3.3.2.1.1.

A basic polygraph education and training program within a
college or university as partial fulfillment of a degree shall
consist of a minimum of 400 clock hours, distributed as
specified among the topics below, that will be completed
within the timeframe allotted for the completion of the
degree.
3.3.2.1.1.1.
The distribution of hours across the program must
follow a logical sequence culminating in the 80
hours of “Practical Application of Polygraph/Mock
Examinations” at the last stages of the program.
3.3.2.1.2. A college or university electing to present a basic
polygraph education and training program in the same
manner as a specialized educational institution must adhere
to the time standards for specialized educational
institutions.
3.3.2.2.

Modifications

3.3.2.2.1.

3.3.2.3.

Upon application of the college or university and
recommendation of the EAC that a modification is in the
best interest of the students, the board of directors of the
APA may modify the duration limits for the completion of
the program.

Presence of Faculty

3.3.2.3.1.

At least 95% of the required clock hours of instruction shall
be done so in the presence of a faculty member qualified to
provide such instruction.

Common Standards

3.3.3.

3.3.3.1.

Facility

3.3.3.1.1.
3.3.3.2.

All hours must be conducted at a facility meeting the
standards in section 3.8.

Minimum Hours and Disciplines

3.3.3.2.1.

The education and training program shall provide, at a
minimum, instruction in the following subjects and
disciplines with the expected learning outcomes; and, class
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time for each subject and discipline must meet or exceed
the number of clock hours indicated (in parentheses):
3.3.3.2.1.1.

Law and Human Rights (8 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.1.1.
3.3.3.2.1.2.

APA Ethics, Standards of Practice and By-Laws
(4 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.2.1.

3.3.3.2.1.3.

The student will describe the relationships
between the APA Code of Ethics, Standards
of Practice and By-Laws and other ethical
considerations for the practice of polygraph.

Introduction to the History and Evolution of
Psychophysiological Detection of Deception (8
hours)

3.3.3.2.1.3.1.

3.3.3.2.1.4.

The student will summarize or describe laws
applicable to polygraph.

The student will identify those persons who
made notable contributions to the early and
contemporary history of lie detection, and
explain the evolution of polygraph
instrumentation, polygraph techniques, test
data analysis; the development of
professional associations; and alternative
methods of detection of deception.

Scientific Testing (8 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.4.1.

3.3.3.2.1.4.2.

3.3.3.2.1.4.3.

The student will demonstrate a conceptual
knowledge of sensitivity, specificity, false
positive errors, false negative errors and
statistical significance in the application of
the concepts to diagnostic and screening
tests;
the student will be exposed to various types
of research articles appearing in Polygraph
& Forensic Credibility Assessment: A
Journal of Science and Field Practice
(formerly Polygraph) or similar and
applicable publications;
the student will differentiate between an
empirical study and its basic components, a
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literature review and a case study, and,
generally, explain their methodological
strengths and weaknesses.
3.3.3.2.1.5.

Mechanics of Instrument Operation (16 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.5.1.

3.3.3.2.1.5.2.

3.3.3.2.1.6.

Polygraph Techniques (40 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.6.1.

3.3.3.2.1.6.2.

3.3.3.2.1.7.

The student will perform a proper
functionality check of the type of instrument
he or she will be using.
During laboratory exercises, the student
must demonstrate proper component
placement, including primary and alternate
locations; proper positioning of the
examinee; proper software operations for the
instrument he or she will use; acceptable
data collection practices; and the use of
standardized annotations on polygraph
examinations.
The student will demonstrate a working
knowledge of at least one testing protocol
shown to meet APA validation standards for
each of the following applications:
evidentiary, investigative, and screening.
(Exposure to two or more validated
protocols is recommended.)
Students will demonstrate an understanding
of the essential components of these testing
protocols, including the number of
presentations, number of tests, and question
sequence rules, by listing, describing or
explaining proper practices or performing
mock examinations or portions thereof.

Pre-Test Interview (32 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.7.1.

The student will explain the rationale
underlying pretest procedures and
demonstrate the ability to conduct a free
narrative, structured or semi-structured
interview.
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3.3.3.2.1.8.

Post-Test Interview (8 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.8.1.

3.3.3.2.1.9.

The student will explain the rationale
underlying post-test procedures, identify
basic interview approaches, and demonstrate
the process of post-test interviews for the
various test outcomes.

Psychology (20 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.9.1.

The student will explain the basic elements
of human psychology and their applicability
to the science of polygraph testing.
3.3.3.2.1.9.1.1.
Suggested content includes, but is
not limited to, subtopics such as
learning theory, perception, memory
and cognition, and disorders that
could impact suitability for
polygraph testing.

3.3.3.2.1.10.

Physiology (20 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.10.1.

3.3.3.2.1.11.

Test Question Construction (32 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.11.1.

3.3.3.2.1.12.

The student will demonstrate an
understanding of the cardiovascular,
respiratory, central nervous, peripheral
nervous, integumentary and skeletalmuscular systems, as well as pharmacology,
as they relate to polygraph data.
During classroom and laboratory exercises
the student will demonstrate, in writing, an
effective working knowledge of polygraph
test questions for validated polygraph
techniques.

Test Data Analysis (40 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.12.1.

3.3.3.2.1.12.2.

The student will demonstrate a working
knowledge of the physiological response
patterns used in the interpretation of
polygraph data;
the student will differentiate between data
suitable and not suitable for analysis;
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3.3.3.2.1.12.3.

3.3.3.2.1.13.

Countermeasures (8 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.13.1.

3.3.3.2.1.14.

the students will analyze polygraph data
using a validated scoring system, including
the appropriate use of decision rules;
The student will describe common types of
countermeasure attempts and identify
atypical physiological patterns.

Information and Results Reporting (2 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.14.1.

The student will demonstrate an
understanding of the fundamentals of ethical
and effective report writing, including, at a
minimum, the necessary information and
content for the intended audience(s); and,
the presentation of scientific test results;
3.3.3.2.1.14.1.1.
the student shall demonstrate a
conceptual understanding of
reporting of test data analysis results
that is consistent with the American
Polygraph Association’s Standards
of Practice.

3.3.3.2.1.15.

Practical Application of Polygraph/Mock
Examinations (80 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.15.1.

The student will demonstrate basic
proficiency in conducting examinations
under field-like conditions.
3.3.3.2.1.15.1.1.
A minimum of three complete
polygraph examinations, monitored
by a faculty member or instructional
assistant, will be conducted under
field like conditions with a studentto-monitor ratio not to exceed threeto-one. (At least one faculty member
must be accessible to all students and
instructional assistants.)
3.3.3.2.1.15.1.2.
No student will conduct an actual
field polygraph examination until he
or she has successfully graduated
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from the 400-hour education and
training program.
3.3.3.2.1.16.

Education and Training Program Elective
Instruction (74 hours)

3.3.3.2.1.16.1.

3.3.3.3.

Assessments

3.3.3.3.1.

3.4.

The student will be familiarized with other
polygraph-related content or given
additional instruction on topics listed earlier
in these standards, at the discretion of the
program faculty.

The program shall administer a minimum of three written
examinations in addition to a comprehensive final
examination.

Planning and Evaluation
Self-Assessment Procedures

3.4.1.

3.4.1.1.

A program must have in place a procedure to assess the
effectiveness of the program in meeting its mission, goals, and
objectives generally, and more specifically regarding the learning
outcomes stated in the minimum core standards set forth herein.
3.4.1.1.1.
To qualitatively assess an education program’s
performance, the following self-evaluation and formal
evaluation processes shall be utilized as part of the
program’s assessment procedures:
3.4.1.1.1.1.
A final examination covering, at a minimum, the
learning objectives contained in the core curriculum
requirements in section 3.3.3.2;
3.4.1.1.1.2.
A review of students’ polygraph products to ensure
minimum standards are being met;
3.4.1.1.1.3.
An exit questionnaire of graduates;
3.4.1.1.1.4.
A survey of all graduates.
3.4.1.1.1.5.
Completion and submission of an APA evaluation
form as required in 3.14.2.2.2.
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3.5.

Program Director
Requirements for Director

3.5.1.

3.5.1.1.

A program must have one faculty member designated as its
program director who is responsible for ensuring all standards
herein are met and is the chief contact between the program and
the EAC.
3.5.1.2.
An education and training program’s director shall be a faculty
member who possesses all of the necessary qualifications to
achieve the program’s stated mission, goals, and objectives, and
meets those minimum requirements necessary to provide
leadership and administrative oversight in the core polygraph
education standards. The program director shall meet the following
requirements:
3.5.1.2.1. Possess, at a minimum, a bachelor’s degree issued by a
college or university accredited by a regional or national
accrediting body recognized by the US Department of
Education or the Counsel for Higher Education
Accreditation;
3.5.1.2.2. Possess five years of experience in applied polygraph field
work;
3.5.1.2.3. Completed at least 200 polygraph examinations;
3.5.1.2.4. Complete at least 30 hours of continuing education every
two years in coursework related to the field of polygraphy.
Instructors are responsible for maintaining records to
document that they have met the continuing education
requirement.
3.5.1.3.

Grandfather Provision

3.5.1.3.1.

3.5.1.3.2.

Any program director that was previously approved by the
APA and was actively performing in this capacity or its
equivalent prior to the date these standards take effect on
January 1, 2014, at an APA accredited school shall be
authorized to maintain his or her position so long as he or
she remains in that specific education and training program
and complies with the required continuing education stated
in 3.5.1.2.4.
This exception is nontransferable to other education
programs or individuals not previously approved.
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3.6.

Faculty
3.6.1.

A member of an education and training program’s faculty shall possess the
necessary education and experience required for the course of instruction.
The instructor shall possess the following minimum education and
experience requirements for the listed course of study:
3.6.1.1.

Law and Human Rights

3.6.1.1.1.
3.6.1.1.2.
3.6.1.2.

Possess a law degree recognized by a national or regional
bar association;
Possess a license to practice law.

Psychology

3.6.1.2.1.

Possess, at a minimum, a master’s degree in psychology or
a related course of study issued by a college or university
accredited by a regional or national accrediting body
recognized by the US Department of Education or the
Counsel for Higher Education Accreditation;

3.6.1.2.2.

Grandfather Provision

3.6.1.2.2.1.

3.6.1.3.

Any instructor who was actively performing
instruction in this or an equivalent course of
instruction during the last two years at an APA
accredited school prior to the date these standards
take effect on January 1, 2014, shall be authorized
to continue to instruct in that capacity.

Physiology

3.6.1.3.1.

Possess, at a minimum, a master’s degree in
psychophysiology, physiology or a related course of study
issued by a college or university accredited by a regional or
national accrediting body recognized by the US
Department of Education or the Counsel for Higher
Education Accreditation;

3.6.1.3.2.

Grandfather Provision

3.6.1.3.2.1.

Any instructor who was actively performing
instruction in this or an equivalent course of
instruction during the last two years at an APA
accredited school prior to the date these standards
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take effect on January 1, 2014, shall be authorized
to continue to instruct in that capacity.
3.6.1.4.

All other Topics of Instruction

3.6.1.4.1.

3.6.1.4.2.
3.6.1.4.3.
3.6.1.4.4.

3.6.1.4.5.

Possess, at a minimum, a bachelor’s degree issued by a
college or university accredited by a regional or national
accrediting body recognized by the US Department of
Education or the Counsel for Higher Education
Accreditation;
Possess five years of experience in applied polygraph field
work;
Have completed at least 200 field polygraph examinations
using a validated polygraph technique;
Complete at least 30 hours of continuing education every
two years in coursework related to the field of polygraphy.
Instructors are responsible for maintaining records to
document that they have met the continuing education
requirement.
Grandfather Provision

3.6.1.4.5.1.

3.6.1.4.5.2.

3.6.1.4.6.

Any instructor who was approved by the APA as
primary instructor and was active in performing
instruction during the last two years at an APA
accredited school to the date these standards take
effect on January 1, 2014, shall be authorized to
continue to instruct so long as he or she complies
with the required continuing education stated under
3.6.1.4.4.
This exception is nontransferable to the other
courses of study that already required an advanced
degree prior to the effective date of these standards
or individuals not previously approved.

Exemption for Instrument Representatives

3.6.1.4.6.1.

3.6.1.4.6.2.

Notwithstanding any standards to the contrary, at
the discretion of the program director a bona fide
representative of a polygraph manufacturer may
provide training to students in the use and operation
of the manufacturer’s polygraph products.
A representative providing limited instruction under
this section is neither considered a faculty member
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nor an instructional assistant for records retention
purposes as required in 3.9.1.2.
3.6.1.4.7.

Guest Lecturers

3.6.1.4.7.1.

3.6.1.4.7.2.

3.7.

Notwithstanding any standards to the contrary, a
program director may utilize a guest lecturer to
teach not more than 20 of the 74 elective hours in a
topic relevant to the program’s mission, goals, and
objectives.
Any guest lecturers must possess, at a minimum, a
bachelor’s degree issued by a college or university
accredited by a regional or national accrediting
body recognized by the US Department of
Education or the Counsel for Higher Education
Accreditation, and otherwise be qualified to present
the materials as evidenced by a curriculum vitae.

Educational Support Services and Staff
3.7.1.

The education and training program’s support services and its staff shall
have the necessary resources, education and experience to achieve the
program’s stated mission, goals and objectives.

3.7.2.

Instructional Assistance
3.7.2.1.

Staff members providing instructional assistance must, at a
minimum, meet the following requirements:
3.7.2.1.1. Possess a high school diploma or its equivalent;
3.7.2.1.2. Possess at least two years of experience in applied
polygraph field work;
3.7.2.1.3. Have completed 200 polygraph examinations;
3.7.2.1.4. Have completed at least 30 hours of continuing education
every two years in coursework related to the field of
polygraphy.
3.7.2.1.4.1.
Instruction assistants are responsible for
maintaining records to document that they have met
the continuing education requirement.

3.7.2.2.

Limitations

3.7.2.2.1.

Instructional assistance personnel shall only assist a
qualified instructor and are not qualified to provide
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3.7.2.2.2.
3.7.2.2.3.

3.8.

instruction without a faculty member being physically
present in the classroom.
Instructional assistants may proctor written examinations
and monitor mock examinations.
Instructional assistants must be clearly distinguished from
faculty in all program materials for which confusion with
faculty is possible.

Facilities and Equipment
Facilities: Supportive of Mission

3.8.1.

3.8.1.1.

Education and training facilities shall be of an adequate size and
furnished to achieve the program’s mission, goals, objectives and
any legal requirements in place at its location.
3.8.1.1.1.
Classrooms and laboratories (including examination rooms)
must meet the following minimum standards and any legal
standards in place at their location(s):
3.8.1.1.1.1.

Facilities for Direct Instruction

3.8.1.1.1.1.1.
3.8.1.1.1.1.2.
3.8.1.1.1.1.3.
3.8.1.1.1.1.4.
3.8.1.1.1.1.5.
3.8.1.1.1.1.6.
3.8.1.1.1.2.

Desk for each student;
Podium or instructor desk;
Polygraph instrument;
Video projection;
Projection screen;
Whiteboard or chalkboard.

Space and Conditions Considerations

3.8.1.1.1.2.1.

Classroom

3.8.1.1.1.2.1.1.
3.8.1.1.1.2.1.2.
3.8.1.1.1.2.1.3.

3.8.1.1.1.2.1.4.

3.8.1.1.1.2.1.5.

Minimum instructor space 50 sq. ft.;
Minimum student space with tablet
arm chairs, 20 sq. ft. per student;
Minimum student space with
separate tables and chairs, 32 sq. ft.
per student;
Minimum student space with
continuous table and chairs, 20 sq. ft.
per student;
Adequate and regulated heating and
cooling;
Adequate lighting;
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3.8.1.1.1.2.1.6.
3.8.1.1.1.2.2.

Laboratory instruction rooms
(examination rooms)

3.8.1.1.1.2.2.1.
3.8.1.1.1.2.2.2.
3.8.1.1.1.2.2.3.
3.8.1.1.1.2.2.4.
3.8.1.1.1.2.2.5.
3.8.1.1.1.2.2.6.
3.8.1.1.1.2.2.7.
3.8.1.1.2.

Minimum of 24 sq. ft. per person;
No more than three people per
laboratory room at one time;
One polygraph instrument per
laboratory room;
Ability for instructional staff to
monitor the laboratory activities;
Adequate and regulated heating and
cooling;
Adequate lighting;
Sight and sound separation from
other activities in the facility.

Library (may be physically or electronically maintained
and provided)

3.8.1.1.2.1.
3.8.1.1.2.2.

3.8.1.1.2.3.

3.8.1.1.2.4.

3.8.1.1.2.5.

3.8.1.1.3.

Sight and sound separation from
other activities in the facility.

Reading material that reflect the hypotheses that
explain psychophysiological responses;
APA Polygraph & Forensic Credibility Assessment
(formerly Polygraph) journal for the current year
plus five;
Research articles and/or journals containing
published research that document validity
reliability, and procedural data pertinent to the
polygraph profession;
Reference and resource material pertaining to
applied psychology, physiology, psychophysiology,
and the law as it relates to polygraph;
Polygraph texts and publications recognized within
the profession as historic or contemporary
contributions.

Sufficient teaching aids and supplies

3.8.1.1.3.1.

Sufficient teaching aids and supplies must be
available at the facility to effectively present the
instructional materials to all students and support
their supplementary learning activities.
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3.9.

Records Retention
3.9.1.

Each entity administering an education and training program shall
maintain the following records; electronic or electronic true copies of the
retained records are acceptable:
3.9.1.1.

Student Records

3.9.1.1.1.
3.9.1.1.2.

3.9.1.1.3.
3.9.1.1.4.

3.9.1.1.5.
3.9.1.2.

Date of student's entrance into and completion of the
program (permanently retain);
All daily logs of the student's attendance, course content
and instructional staff (until the completion of the next
regularly scheduled inspection);
All written examinations completed by the student (until
the completion of the next regularly scheduled inspection);
A minimum of three completed polygraph examinations
(until the completion of the next regularly scheduled
inspection);
All graduate surveys (until the completion of the next
regularly scheduled inspection).

Director, Faculty, Guest Lecturer and Instructional Assistant
Records

3.9.1.2.1.

Education transcripts (until the completion of the next
regularly scheduled inspection);
3.9.1.2.2. Evidence of degree awarded (until the completion of the
next regularly scheduled inspection);
3.9.1.2.3.
Curriculum vitae (until the completion of the next
regularly scheduled inspection);
3.9.1.2.3.1.
Directors are responsible for affirming faculty CE
hours are met.
3.9.1.2.4. Verification that foreign education and professional
credentials meet United States of America standards as
equivalent.
3.9.1.2.4.1.
The APA recognizes credential evaluations
conducted by any member of National Association
of Credential Evaluation Services (NACES®);
http://www.naces.org).
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3.9.1.3.

Education and Training Program Records

3.9.1.3.1.

3.9.1.3.2.

3.9.1.3.3.
3.9.1.3.4.
3.9.1.3.5.

3.9.1.3.6.

3.10.

Professional Involvement
3.10.1.

3.10.2.

3.11.

APA self-evaluation and inspection forms and all related
documentation and correspondence (until the completion of
the next regularly scheduled inspection);
APA inspection forms and all related documentation and
correspondence (until the completion of the next regularly
scheduled inspection);
Complaints against education and training program (until
the completion of the next regularly scheduled inspection);
All course catalog versions (until the completion of the
next regularly scheduled inspection);
Any documentation as stated in its mission, goals,
objectives and procedures (until the completion of the next
regularly scheduled inspection);
All other forms and related documentation filed with the
EAC (until the completion of the next regularly scheduled
inspection).

The education and training program’s polygraph examiner faculty and
staff must participate in professional polygraph organizations that provide
forums for professional growth or to collaborate on methods of improving
educational outcomes in the education and training of polygraph students.
The program faculty must advise students of professional organization
membership opportunities and encourage membership and participation in
professional polygraph organizations, including the APA, along with other
means of keeping current in the field upon graduation.

Recruiting and Admissions Practices, Catalogs,
Publications, Grading, and Advertising
3.11.1.

The education and training program shall have and publish a catalog that
clearly defines the program’s mission, goals and objectives.
3.11.1.1.
Additionally, the catalog must contain its recruitment, admission,
academic progress, dismissal, suspension, readmission, graduation,
tuition, and refund policies and procedures.
3.11.1.2.
The catalog must disclose to what extent the program is designed
to prepare students for licensure or certification in the jurisdictions
from which it accepts students, and it must disclose the existence
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of any other requirements (beyond graduation from the program)
that may be necessary before a graduate could be employed in the
field.
3.11.1.3.
The catalog must include a disclaimer that states the following:
“Graduation from an APA accredited program is only one
requirement for membership; therefore, graduation from the
program does not guarantee acceptance into the APA.”
3.11.2.
The education and training program must comply with all applicable
federal and local law regarding admission practices.

3.12.

Complaints Against an Education and Training Program
3.12.1.

3.12.2.

3.13.

The education and training program shall have a written policy that clearly
states the procedures explaining how applicants, students or other
interested persons may file complaints against a program, its faculty or
staff, and how such complaints are timely handled.
All students must be provided with a copy of the complaint policy and
procedures no later than the first day of class.

Student Placement and Achievement
3.13.1.

The education and training program shall have in place a written postgraduation survey that shall be provided to graduates of its program to
measure, at a minimum, their ability to find employment in the field of
study (if they were not employed as examiners upon entry into the
program) and students’ perceived strengths, weaknesses and quality of the
program.
3.13.1.1.
When relevant, such assessments should include job retention rates
and licensure or certification examination pass rates.
3.13.1.2.
The survey shall be administered to all students approximately 12
months after graduation. The survey may be in electronic format.
3.13.1.3.
Program faculty must review the data, and if deemed appropriate,
update or amend the curriculum or practices to improve
educational quality or better meet the needs of the profession and
communities served.
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3.14.

Reporting Requirements
3.14.1.

Course Reports

3.14.1.1.

The education and training program director or designee shall
provide course reports to the EAC. Each basic course report will
include, at a minimum, the following information:
3.14.1.1.1. No later than 30 days prior to the start of a course;
3.14.1.1.1.1.
The name of the program;
3.14.1.1.1.2.
The date the basic course starts and finishes;
3.14.1.1.1.3.
The facility identification and address;
3.14.1.1.1.4.
The name of any new faculty member(s) instructing
or staff member(s) providing instructional
assistance;
3.14.1.1.1.5.
The qualification(s) of any new faculty instructing a
particular topic or staff member(s) providing
instructional assistance;
3.14.1.1.1.6.
A written acknowledgement and supporting
documentation that clearly shows that the facility
meets or exceeds all standards set forth in 3.8.
3.14.1.1.2. Within two weeks after starting the course;
3.14.1.1.2.1.
The name and qualification of each student
attending the course (not required of government
entities instructing students employed by
intelligence agencies);
3.14.1.1.2.2.
Any and all information that has changed since the
APA was notified of the course.
3.14.1.1.3. Within two weeks after the completion of the course;
3.14.1.1.3.1.
The name of the students who graduated (not
required of government entities instructing students
employed by intelligence agencies);
3.14.1.1.3.2.
The name of the students who did not graduate and
the reason(s) why (not required of government
entities instructing students employed by
intelligence agencies).

3.14.2.

Annual Report

3.14.2.1.

The education and training program director or director’s designee
shall provide an annual report to the EAC within three months
after the end of each calendar year.
Page 23
Return to TOC

3.14.2.2.

The annual report will include, at a minimum, the following
information:
3.14.2.2.1. Any complaints made, and any actions taken against the
program;
3.14.2.2.2. An annual evaluation form.

3.14.3.

Exemptions

3.14.3.1.

Effective January 1, 2015, the reporting provisions under section
3.14, with the exception of the annual evaluation form (required
under 3.14.2.2.2), shall exclude government polygraph education
programs meeting the following criteria:
3.14.3.1.1. Entrance to the program is restricted to public service
examiners, and;
3.14.3.1.2. The program is accredited by an accrediting body
recognized by the US Department of Education.
3.14.3.2.
Any government program meeting the required criteria above (in
3.14.2.1–3.14.2.2) shall not be considered in violation of any
reporting standard for failing to respond to any question(s) or
requirement(s) contained in the annual evaluation form that
presents a bona fide security concern as determined by the director
or designee.
3.14.4.

Forms

3.14.4.1.

3.15.

All reports must use the forms provided by the EAP, and they must
be submitted as required by the EAC.

Notification of Substantive Changes
3.15.1.

The program director must report any changes of any of the following if
not previously reported as required above:
3.15.1.1.
The mission, goals or objectives of the program;
3.15.1.2.
Faculty (including the program director) or instructional assistants;
3.15.1.3.
Program content;
3.15.1.4.
Program length;
3.15.1.5.
Location of its administrative or training facilities;
3.15.1.6.
Ownership, control or legal status of the program or any of its
facilities.
3.15.2.
All reports must be provided to the EAC no more than 30 days from the
effective date of any such change(s), and all reports must include an
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3.15.3.

3.15.4.

assessment and explanation of how the change(s) are expected to impact
the program’s mission, goals, and objectives.
Any changes determined by the EAC to have the potential to substantially
impact the mission, goals, or objectives of the program will require a selfevaluation and any other documentation the EAC deems necessary.
If the EAC determines an on-site inspection is necessary to verify the selfevaluation, then an on-site inspection must be arranged.

4. Accreditation Process
4.1.

Overview of Accreditation
4.1.1.

There are three major steps in accreditation: a self-study, an on-site
evaluation (inspection) and an accreditation decision.
4.1.1.1.
During the self-study, the program seeking accreditation or
reaccreditation undertakes a critical self-assessment of itself,
examining all facets of its operations to determine 1) how well it
meets its own mission, goals and objectives, and 2) how well it
believes it complies with all accreditation standards.
4.1.1.2.
During the on-site evaluation, an EAC inspector visits the facility
to verify the contents of the program’s self-study and to conducts
its own evaluation of the program’s ability to meet all accreditation
standards.
4.1.1.3.
At the conclusion of the on-site evaluation visit, inspector(s)
prepares a report of its findings. The program is provided a copy
of the report and given the opportunity to provide a written
response to the report.
4.1.2.
The EAC compiles and reviews all of the information provided, makes a
recommendation to the board of directors, and the board makes an
accreditation decision.

4.2.

Self-Evaluation and Inspection
4.2.1.

4.2.2.

The education and training program shall complete and submit an intent to
seek accreditation request (i.e., an evaluation request form) along with a
self-evaluation and inspection form (to guide the program’s self-study) to
the EAC for review prior to application for accreditation.
Once the form is submitted, the EAC will review it and identify
deficiencies, if any, and advise the program on how to correct them.
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4.2.2.1.

The program will correct the deficiencies and submit an amended
form showing the corrections.
4.2.2.2.
The EAC will request, and the program director must provide, any
documentation to support its assertions in the self-evaluation form
or any other materials provided by the program.
4.2.3.
This (the initial filing of an intent to seek accreditation and the selfevaluation and inspection form) shall be initiated at least six months prior
to the intended start date of the program seeking accreditation, so as to
allow sufficient time to remedy any issues prior to the start of the program.

4.3.

Application
4.3.1.

After successful completion of the self-evaluation and inspection process,
as tentatively determined by the EAC, the education and training program
must submit both an application for accreditation and the required
application fee to the APA national office at least three months prior to the
start of the program.
4.3.1.1.
The program must remit the required inspection fees to the APA
national office at least 30 days prior to the start of the program.
4.3.2.
Application an inspection fees are determined by the board upon
recommendation of the EAC.
4.3.3.
The fees in effect at the time a program files its intent to seek accreditation
and self-evaluation and inspection forms to initiate the accreditation
process are the fees the program must pay even if the board authorizes an
increase in the interim.
4.3.4.
Travel-related fees are established according to the APA travel policy.

4.4.

Inspection
Qualified Evaluators

4.4.1.

4.4.1.1.

Inspections will be conducted by an inspector who has been trained
by the APA and who has completed and signed a disclosure of
interest and noncompetitive agreement form.
4.4.1.1.1.
The inspector training shall consist of instruction on the
accreditation manual, the self-evaluation and inspection
form, the inspection form, and scenarios of inspections.
4.4.1.1.1.1.
Prospective inspectors will complete and sign the
training sheet and complete and sign a disclosure of
interest and noncompetitive agreement form at the
end of the training.
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4.4.1.1.1.1.1.

4.4.1.2.

Inspectors are required to notify the APA of
any change in his or her conflict of interest
and competitive status.

Inspection Process

4.4.1.2.1.

Once the education and training program has successfully
fulfilled all of the requirements that are set forth in 4.2
through 4.3, as tentatively determined by the EAC, the
EAC will assign an inspector to inspect the program.
4.4.1.2.2.
Prior to inspection, a person with legal authority to bind the
program will sign an Inspection Form, which will include a
waiver of liability.
4.4.1.2.3.
The inspector will use the Inspection Form to complete the
evaluation of the program.
4.4.1.2.3.1.
The inspector will complete those areas amenable to
off-site inspection prior to initiating the on-site
inspection.
4.4.1.2.3.1.1.
The inspector will notify the program’s
program director of any deficiencies found
in the off-site review that might be remedied
prior to the on-site inspection.
4.4.1.2.3.2.
After completing the aforementioned processes, the
inspector will set up and complete an on-site
inspection using the inspection form.
4.4.1.3.

Post-Inspection Process

4.4.1.3.1.

4.4.1.3.2.

4.4.1.3.3.

The inspector will complete the Inspection Form and
submit the form and any other materials deemed pertinent
to his or her findings to the EAC within 30 days after the
completion of the inspection process.
A copy of the evaluation will be provided to the director of
the program, who will have ten days to notify the EAC of
an intent to respond to any findings in the evaluation.
Any response must be filed with the EAC no later than 30
days from the date the copy of the evaluation was sent to
the program director or the right to respond will be deemed
to have been waived.
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4.5.

Results of Inspection
4.5.1.

For each accreditation requirement set forth in Section 3, the inspector will
determine whether an education and training program either meets or does
not meet accreditation standards.
4.5.2.
Deficiencies must be identified and documented in the inspection report.
4.5.3.
Deficiencies will be classified as either Level 1 or Level 2 as follows:
4.5.3.1.
Level 1: Directly affects and has a fundamental impact on either
the work product or the integrity of the program.
4.5.3.2.
Level 2: Does not significantly affect either the work product or
the integrity of the program.
Level 1 Deficiencies

4.5.4.

4.5.4.1.

Level 1 deficiencies must be corrected before a recommendation
for accreditation may be made by the EAC.
4.5.4.2.
New programs applying for accreditation must come into
compliance with any Level 1 non-conformity and send written
documentation of such within 60 days or, on good cause, such
other time as determined by the EAC.
4.5.4.2.1.
Failure to do so will result in a termination from the
accreditation process and a recommendation from the EAC
to the BOD that the program not be reconsidered for
accreditation for at least a six-month period.
4.5.4.3.
Programs seeking continued accreditation must come into
compliance with any level 1 deficiencies and send written
documentation of such within 60 days or, on good cause, such
other time as determined by the EAC.
4.5.4.3.1.
Failure to do so will result in recommendation from the
EAC to the BOD that the program’s accreditation be
revoked and that the program not be reconsidered for
accreditation for at least a six-month period.
Level 2 Deficiencies

4.5.5.

4.5.5.1.

Level 2 deficiencies must be corrected by a program prior to the
start of its next basic class.
4.5.5.1.1.
Failure of a program to correct a Level 2 deficiency by the
start of its next basic class will result in escalation to a
Level 1 deficiency and may result in the revocation of their
accreditation.
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4.5.6.

4.6.

Any deficiency may require a follow up on-site inspections at the
discretion of the EAC.

Education Accreditation Committee Review
4.6.1.

The EAC will review the Inspection Form and other information
submitted to it by an inspector for an education and training program.
4.6.2.
The EAC will submit its findings and recommendation to the BOD within
30 days after the completion of its review. The EAC will make one of the
following recommendations on the form to the BOD:
4.6.2.1.
Grant Accreditation
4.6.2.2.
Deny Accreditation

4.7.

Board of Directors Action
4.7.1.

The BOD will review all materials presented to it with regard to the
accreditation of an education and training program.
4.7.2.
Once the BOD has reviewed all relevant materials, it will vote for one of
the following, with the decision based on a majority vote:
4.7.2.1.
Accreditation Granted
4.7.2.2.
Accreditation Denied
4.7.2.3.
BOD Provisional Remedy
4.7.3.
The EAC will notify the program in writing, via email, of the board’s
determination regarding its accreditation decision.
4.7.4.
Additionally, the National Office will notify the program via certified mail
of the BOD’s decision regarding accreditation.
4.7.4.1.
The program or its representative shall sign the return upon receipt.
4.7.5.
If a program’s accreditation is granted, the date of accreditation will be the
date of the start of the program that was inspected.
4.7.6.
To avoid a lapse in accreditation, program faculty should initiate the
accreditation process prior to expiration of accreditation, keeping all filing
timelines in mind.
4.7.7.
If a program’s accreditation is denied, the program may either reapply or
appeal the denial of accreditation. Programs electing to appeal must follow
4.9.
4.7.8.
If a “Provisional Remedy’ is granted, the program will be notified as
above, and the notification will include all steps necessary, including a
timeline, for the BOD to entertain the review of any evidence of
compliance (with its requirements in the notice) to make a final
accreditation decision.
4.7.8.1.
The EAC will facilitate the process as directed by the BOD.
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4.7.8.2.

4.8.

If accreditation is denied, the program may initiate an appeal under
4.9.

Accreditation Cycle
4.8.1.

After initial accreditation, the education and training program will be
required to be inspected and accredited every three years from the
anniversary date of its last accreditation.
4.8.1.1.
Failure to do so will result in the expiration of the program’s
accreditation.
4.8.2.
As stated above, to avoid a lapse in accreditation, program faculty should
initiate the accreditation process prior to expiration of accreditation,
keeping all filing timelines in mind.

4.9.

Denial of Accreditation Appeal
4.9.1.

If electing to appeal the BOD decision of denial of accreditation, a
program must complete and submit an Appeal of Denial of Accreditation
Form, along with any other information deemed pertinent for BOD
review, to the BOD within 30 days of that date it was notified, in writing,
of such action.
4.9.1.1.
The date of notification will be the date of delivery of the mailed
notification.
4.9.2.
Once the form is received by the BOD, it will review the program’s
request for appeal and consider whether to grant or deny the request for an
appeal at its next regularly scheduled BOD meeting.
4.9.2.1.
If a program’s request for an appeal is granted, the BOD will
consider written and / or oral arguments regarding the appeal at the
next regularly scheduled BOD meeting or, for good cause, at a
later BOD meeting.
4.9.2.1.1. A program may elect to be represented by legal counsel at
its own expense.

4.10.

Revocation of Accreditation
4.10.1.

The American Polygraph Association BOD retains the right to revoke an
education and training program’s accreditation at any time on
recommendation of the EAC or on its own motion, by a majority vote, to
approve such revocation of accreditation.
4.10.1.1.
The effective date of revocation is at the sole discretion of the
BOD.
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4.10.1.2.

Such revocation is subject to appeal by the program as set out in
4.9.
4.10.2.
A polygraph education and training program is ineligible for APA
accreditation for five years if its owner(s), director(s) or other
individual(s) associated with the program were formerly affiliated with,
and had a direct or indirect financial interest in, a polygraph program that
had its APA accreditation revoked due to failure to meet APA
accreditation standards.
4.10.2.1.
The five-year period of ineligibility begins on the effective date of
the revocation.

4.11.

Amendments and Changes
4.11.1.

EAC Recommended Changes

4.11.1.1.

Amendments or changes to the accreditation standards herein shall
be made to the BOD upon recommendation of the EAC or upon a
petition for amendments or changes submitted by the EAC.
4.11.1.2.
The EAC conducts ongoing reviews of all accreditation criteria to
determine their appropriateness and effectiveness. The EAC, based
on its ongoing reviews, may recommend changes and amendments
to the BOD.
4.11.1.3.
Recommendations for amendments or changes to these standards
may be presented to the EAC, in writing on the form(s) prescribed
by the EAC, by any APA member in good standing, any accredited
program faculty or staff, or any other interested stakeholders or
their representatives (e.g., licensing or certification authorities).
4.11.1.3.1.
Within 60 days of receipt of any properly filed
recommendation for changes or amendments submitted to
the EAC by a stakeholder, the EAC will notify the
stakeholder of its (the EAC’s) intent to make such a
recommendation to the BOD.
4.11.1.3.2.
Should the EAC refuse to make the recommendation for
changes or amendments to the BOD, the recommendation
for changes or amendments may be made by petition.

4.11.2.

Petition-based Recommended Changes

4.11.2.1.

The EAC shall process a valid petition for amendments or changes
to these standards in the same fashion it processes and submits its
own recommendations.
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4.11.2.1.1.

4.11.2.2.

4.11.3.

Procedures for Comments

4.11.3.1.

4.11.3.2.

4.11.3.3.
4.11.3.4.

4.11.3.5.

4.11.4.

All EAC or petition-based recommendations for substantive
changes or amendments will be sent, via email, to all current
program directors and known stakeholders (e.g., licensing
authorities) for review and comment for at least 30 days prior to
consideration by the BOD.
Petition-based or EAC recommended changes or amendments will
also be posted on the APA website for public comment for at least
30 days prior to consideration by the BOD.
Comments to proposed changes or amendments must be made to
the EAC as prescribed by the EAC.
The EAC will review all comments and provide a summary of the
comments, which may include the raw comments themselves, to
the BOD prior to its vote on any proposed changes or amendments.
After review of all comments received, the EAC may amend its
initial recommendation to the BOD on any portion of the
recommendations for changes or amendments to the standards.

Effective Date and Notification of Approved Changes

4.11.4.1.
4.11.4.2.

4.12.

A petition shall be deemed valid if it is presented to the
EAC with the reasonably verifiable signatures of
stakeholders equal to at least fifty percent, plus 1 (50% + 1)
of the then number of accredited programs.
Upon submission to the BOD, the EAC shall, in writing, articulate
why it opposes the changes, or, if persuaded by the information
gained during the comment period, why it recommends the
changes or amendments.

An amended accreditation requirement takes effect on the date set
by the BOD.
The BOD will notify all education and training programs that are
either APA accredited or in the process of seeking APA
accreditation of such changes electronically or in writing.

Waivers
4.12.1.

Waivers for any of the accreditation requirements set forth herein may be
requested by an educational institution to the EAC on an APA Waiver
Request Form.
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4.12.1.1.
4.12.2.
4.12.3.
4.12.4.
4.12.5.
4.12.6.

4.13.

The EAC will make recommendations to the BOD regarding any
request for a waiver.
The BOD may waive any accreditation requirements for good cause by
motion and majority vote for approval.
The BOD may grant, deny or provide for provisional waiver on the basis
and requirements and for such time as determined by the BOD.
Decisions by the BOD regarding requests for waiver are not appealable.
Each standard for which a waiver is requested must be filed separately.
Upon the recommendation of the EAC, the BOD may set a fixed fee for
the filing of a waiver request generally, or it may set a schedule of fees for
specific types of waiver requests.

Notices, Mailings
4.13.1.
4.13.2.

4.13.3.
4.13.4.

All filings and notices amenable to electronic filing may be filed
electronically as required by the EAC.
Any notices set out herein to be provided to the education and training
program are to be made to the primary email or physical address set out in
the Application for Accreditation unless a written change of address is
provided to the APA.
Undeliverable electronic notices will be sent to the program’s physical
mailing address.
Any notices set out herein to be provided to the APA or EAC are to be
made to the APA National Office as directed by the EAC.

5. Appendix
5.1.
5.2.

Appendix references the forms.
Forms will be produced by the EAC as necessary to carry out its functions.

Non-substantive revisions / corrections:
03/27/2018: Numbering corrected (3.8.1.1.2.2.5-3.8.1.1.1.2.2.6 & 3.9.1.1.4-3.9.11.5)
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1.

Model Policy. This Model Policy should be considered a description of recommended bestpractices for polygraph professionals who engage in Post-Conviction Sex Offender Testing
(PCSOT) activities. This Model Policy is intended to provide a basis for local programs
developing or updating their PCSOT regulations, and does not attempt to address all
aspects of PCSOT activities or policy implementation at the local level.
1.1.

Compliance and local authority. Examiners should acquaint themselves with and
adhere to all legal and regulatory requirements of their local jurisdictions. In case of
any conflict between the Model Policy and any local practice requirements, the
local regulations should prevail. Examiners who work in jurisdictions and programs
without local regulations should refer to this Model Policy as a guide.
1.1.1. Compliance with this Model Policy. Examiners whose work varies from the
recommendations of this Model Policy should be prepared to provide
justification for doing so.
1.1.2. Compliance with professional standards. Unless prohibited by law,
regulation or agency policy, all members of the American Polygraph
Association (APA) shall comply with the APA Standards of Practice.

1.2.

2.

3.

Periodic review and modification. This Model Policy should be reviewed and
amended periodically in order to remain consistent with emerging information from
new empirical studies.

Evidence-based approach. To the extent possible, this Model Policy relies on knowledge
and principles derived from existing research pertaining to polygraph testing, risk
assessment, risk management, and behavioral/mental health treatment of persons convicted
of a sexual offense. Examiners should be cautious of field practices based solely on a
system of values or beliefs. Some elements of this Model Policy are intended to promote
reliability and professionalism through the implementation of standardized field practice
recommendations in the absence of data from empirical studies.
2.1.

Face-valid principles. When an evidence-based approach is not possible, the Model
Policy emphasizes face-valid principles pertaining to polygraph testing, field
investigation principles and related fields of science. These include psychology,
physiology, mental health treatment, forensic threat assessment, signal detection,
decision theory, inferential statistics, and predictive analytics.

2.2.

Evolving evidence. In the event that evidence from future empirical studies reveals
that the practice recommendations of this Model Policy are inconsistent with
empirically based evidence, the evidence-based information should prevail.

PCSOT program goals. The primary goal of all PCSOT activities should be to increase
public safety by adding incremental validity to risk-assessment, risk-management, and
treatment-planning decisions made by professionals who provide supervision and sexoffense specific treatment to persons convicted of a sexual offenses.
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4.

3.1.

Multidisciplinary collaboaration. Examiners who engage in PCSOT activities
should emphasize a multi-disciplinary or multi-systemic containment approach to
the supervision and treatment of persons convicted of a sexual offense. This
approach involves a collaborative effort among professionals from varying
disciplines and systems including treatment providers, supervising officers,
polygraph examiners, medical and psychiatric professionals, childprotection/family-services workers, and other professionals.

3.2.

Operational objectives. Any or all of the following operational objectives should be
considered a reasonable and sufficient basis to engage in PCSOT activities:
A.

Increased disclosure of problem behavior that will be of interest to
professionals who work with persons convicted of a sexual offense;

B.

Deterrence of problem behavior among persons convicted of a sexual
offense by increasing the likelihood that engagement in such behaviors will
be brought to the attention of supervision and treatment professionals; and

C.

Detection of involvement in or abstinence from problem behavior that
would alert supervision and treatment professionals to any escalation in the
level of threat to the community or potential victims of sexual abuse.

Decision-support. Psychophysiological Detection of Deception (PDD) (polygraph) testing
of persons convicted of a sexual offense should be regarded as a decision-support tool
intended to assist professionals in making important decisions regarding risk and safety.
Polygraph testing should not replace the need for other forms of behavioral monitoring or
traditional forms of supervision and field investigation.
4.1.

Professional judgment. Polygraph testing and polygraph test results should not
supplant or replace the need for professional expertise and judgment. When used as
a basis of information for professional decision-making, polygraph test results
should be used with consideration for their probabilistic value of the test.

4.2.

Successive hurdles. Examiners may use a successive hurdles approach to testing to
maximize both the informational efficiency and sensitivity of multi-issue (mixedissue) screening polygraphs and the diagnostic efficiency and specificity of eventspecific/single-issue exams. Screening, exams in PCSOT are conducted in the
absence of known allegations or known incidents. Follow-up examinations should
employ a single-issue technique whenever increased decision accuracy is required.
Increased overall decision accuracy can be observed when tests are blind,
independent and when results are conclusive. Successive-hurdles activities may
include the use of mixed-issue or single-issue screening polygraphs followed by
additional polygraph testing or other activities, including posttest discussion,
additional field or background investigation. Follow-up examinations may be
completed on the same date as the initial exam, or they may be scheduled for a later
date.
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4.2.1. Screening exams. Examiners should use multi-issue polygraph
techniques only in the absence of a known incident, known
allegation, or a particular reason to suspect wrongful behavior.
Screening exams may at times be narrowed to a single target issue
of concern. However, most PCSOT screening exams will involve
multiple target issues for which it is conceivable that a person could
be involved in one or more behavioral issues and uninvolved other
behavioral issues of concern.
4.2.2. Event specific diagnostic exams. Event specific
diagnostic/investigative exams are conducted in response to known
allegations or known incidents for which there is reason to suspect
the involvement of the examinee. Examiners should use single issue
polygraph techniques for follow-up exams conducted in response to
a previously unresolved multiple issue screening exam, and
whenever a screening test can be reduced to a single issue of
concern.
4.3.

Confidentiality and mandatory reporting. Except as provided by law, information
from the polygraph examination and test results (outcomes) should be kept
confidential and provided only to those professionals involved in the multidisciplinary supervision and treatment of persons convicted of a sexual convicted
of a sexual offense.
4.3.1. Examiners and mandated reporting. Examiners should follow local and state
mandatory reporting laws.
4.3.2. Other professionals and mandatory reporting. Examiners should remain
aware that other professional members of the multi-systemic containment
team may be subject to mandatory child-abuse reporting or other mandatory
disclosure requirements.

5.

General principles. Examiners who engage in PCSOT activities should adhere to all of the
generally accepted principles that pertain to polygraph testing, including, but not limited to
the following:
5.1.

Rights and dignity of all persons. Examiners should respect the rights and dignity
of all persons to whom they administer polygraph examinations. Examiners should
conduct all polygraphs with sensitivity and awareness to diversity.

5.2.

Polygraph examiner as part of the supervision and treatment team. Examiners
should consider themselves to be an integral part of the multidisciplinary
supervision and treatment team. Contact with supervision and treatment team
should be on a regular basis as needed, though contact with an examinee will be
periodic (i.e., the examiner will not maintain routine contact with the examinee
between examinations).
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5.3.

Non-interference with ongoing investigations. Examiners who engage in PCSOT
activities should not interfere with or circumvent the efforts of any open or ongoing
investigation of a new criminal allegation.

5.4.

Known and unknown allegations. Examiners who engage in PCSOT activities
should investigate and attempt to resolve, if possible, known allegations and known
incidents before attempting to investigate or resolve behavioral concerns that do not
involve a known allegation or known incident.

5.5.

Confirmatory testing. PCSOT activities should be limited to the
Psychophysiological Detection of Deception (PDD). Confirmatory testing
approaches involving attempts to verify truthfulness of partial or complete
statements made subsequent to the issue of concern should not be utilized in
PCSOT programs. Truthfulness may be inferred when it is determined that the
examinee has not attempted to engage in deception regarding the investigation
targets.

5.6.

Ethical and professional roles. Examiners who possess multiple types of credentials
(i.e., examiners who are also therapists, probation officers, or police officers)
should be limited to one professional role with each examinee and should not
conduct polygraph examinations on any individual whom they directly or indirectly
treat or supervise.

5.7.

Number and length of examinations. Examiners should not conduct more than five
examinations in a single day,
5.7.1. Length of examination. Examiners should not plan to conduct examinations
of less than 90 minutes in duration from the start of the pretest interview
through the end of the post-test interview. Examiners should not conduct a
complete polygraph examination in less than 90 minutes absent exigent
circumstances such as when an examinee is not suitable for testing, an
examinee refuses to continue with the examination, or when the issue under
investigation is resolved prior to collection of data.
5.7.2. Number of exams per examinee. Examiners should not conduct more than
four separate examinations per year on the same examinee except where
unavoidable or required by law or local regulation. This does not include retesting due to a lack of resolution during an initial or earlier examination.

5.8.

Examination techniques. Examiners should use a recognized comparison question
technique for which there is evidence of validity and reliability, including estimates of
sensitivity and specificity, published in the Polygraph journal or other peer-reviewed
scientific journal. There should not be more than four (4) relevant questions per test series.
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6.

Operational definitions. Examiners should ensure that every behavior of concern to the
multi-disciplinary supervision and treatment team will be anchored by an operational
definition that describes the behaviors of concern. Operational definitions should be
common among all referring professionals and should use language that is free of vague
jargon. It should be easily understood by the examinee. Examples of operational definition
include the following:
A.

Physical sexual contact: refers to rubbing or touching another person's sexual
organs (i.e., breasts, buttocks, genitalia) whether over or under clothing, if for the
purpose of sexual arousal, sexual gratification, sexual stimulation or sexual
“curiosity.” This includes having, allowing, or causing another person to rub or
touch one's own sexual organs, whether over or under clothing, for purposes of
sexual arousal, sexual gratification, sexual “curiosity,” or sexual stimulation. This
does not include parental contact with children's private areas in the form of
diapering, wiping, bathing, dressing, or changing, unless done for the purpose of
sexual arousal or stimulation.

B.

Sexual contact: includes the above definition, and also includes non-contact sexual
behaviors such as exhibitionism, voyeurism, public masturbation, child pornography, or other non-contact sexual behaviors.

C.

Force (real or implied violence): includes any form of real or implied violence;
physical restraint to prevent a victim from leaving, escaping or moving away from
the assault; or threats of harm against a victim's family members or pets.

D.

Coercion (non-violent): includes any non-violent means of gaining the compliance
of a victim who expresses his or her reluctance to comply (e.g., bribery, threats to
end a relationship, etc.).

E.

Grooming (child grooming): includes any means of building trust or exploiting a
relationship such that a victim tolerates an offense with a perception of complicity.

F.

Manipulation: includes any means of trickery to gain the compliance of a victim
who is unaware of the sexual motives of the offender (e.g., wrestling, horseplay,
tickling or other trickery).

G.

Relative (family member): includes aunts, uncles, nieces, nephews, children,
grandchildren, parents, grandparents, brothers, sisters, cousins, or any person
related by blood, marriage, or adoption, or where a relationship has a legal
relationship or the appearance of a family relationship (e.g., a dating or live-in
relationship with the person(s) natural, step or adoptive parent).

H.

Minor, child, youth, and underage person: refers to anyone who has not yet reached
the age of majority or adulthood (usually 18). Adolescence, though it refers to
older/teenage children, is included in this broad category.
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7.

I.

Incidental contact: refers to any brief or unanticipated contact, typically concerning
minors, including any greeting (e.g., waving, or smiling), interaction (i.e., verbal),
or incidental physical contact (e.g., shaking hands, hugging, patting the head,
bumping into, exchanging money or merchandise, etc.).

J.

Physical contact: includes shaking hands, hugging, patting the back or head,
bumping into, exchanging money or merchandise along with other forms of
physical contact including sitting on one's lap, holding, wrestling or athletic
activities, etc.

K.

Alone or unsupervised with minors: refers to any contact or activity with minors in
a location where one cannot be seen or heard, and where others are not aware of
one's presence or activity with a minor, and in which the activity cannot be
monitored or observed.

L.

Pornography: refers to the explicit depiction of sexual subject matter for the sole
purpose of sexually arousing the viewer, sometimes referred to as X-rated or XXX
material, though there is no formal rating system that includes these designations.
Minors cannot purchase pornographic materials in most, if not all, jurisdictions.

M.

Sexually stimulating materials/erotica: refers to the use of sexually arousing
imagery, especially for masturbation purposes.

N.

Sexual fantasy/erotic fantasy: refers to thoughts or patterns of thoughts, often in the
form of mental imagery, with the goal of creating or enhancing sexual arousal or
sexual feelings. Sexual fantasy can be a developed or spontaneous story, or a short
mental flash of sexual imagery. .

O.

Masturbation: refers to sexual stimulation of one's genitals, often, though not
always, to the point of orgasm. Stimulation can be over or under clothing, either
manually or through other types of bodily contact, through the use of objects or
devices, or through a combination of these methods. Although masturbation with a
partner is not uncommon, masturbation for the purpose of this Model Policy refers
to self-masturbation.

Examination questions. Examiners should have the final authority and responsibility for
the determination of test questions and question language, which must be reviewed with
the examinee. Examiners should advise the supervision and treatment professionals to
refrain from informing the examinee of the exact test questions and investigations targets,
or coaching the examinee in the mechanics, principles or operations of the polygraph test.
Technical questions about polygraph should be directed to the examiner at the time of the
examination. Examiners should advise community supervision team members and
treatment professionals that it is appropriate to inform the examinee of the purpose or type
of each examination.
7.1.

Relevant questions. Relevant questions should pertain to a single frame of
reference, which refers to the type of PCSOT examination. (See section 8.)
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7.2.

7.1.1

Content. Relevant questions should address behaviorally descriptive topical
areas that have a common time of reference, which refers to the time-period
under investigation. Content should bear operational relevance to actuarial
or phenomenological risk assessment, risk management and treatment
planning methods. Examiners should exercise caution to ensure they do not
violate any rights of examinees regarding answering questions about
criminal behaviors.

7.1.2

Structure. Relevant question construction should be...
A.

answerable by a “NO” without unnecessary mental exercise or
uncertainty;

B.

behaviorally descriptive of the examinee’s direct or possible
involvement in an issue of concern and, whenever possible, not
indirectly addressing that issue by targeting a subsequent denial of
it;

C.

simple, direct and easily understood by the examinee;

D.

time-delimited (date of incident or time of reference);

E.

free of assumptions of guilt or deception;

F.

free of idiosyncratic jargon, legal terms; and

G.

free of references to mental state or motivational terminology except
to the extent that memory or sexual motivation may be the subject of
an examination following an admission of behavior.

Comparison questions. Comparison questions should meet all common
requirements for the type comparison question being applied.
7.2.1. Content. Comparison questions should address broad categorical concerns
regarding honesty and integrity and should not be likely to elicit a greater
physiological response than deception to any relevant question in the same
test.
7.2.2. Structure. Comparison questions should be structurally separated from
relevant questions by either frame of reference or time of reference. Nothing
in this Model Policy should be construed as favoring exclusive or nonexclusive comparison questions or as probable or directed lie comparison
questions.
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8.

Types of PCSOT examinations. Examiners should utilize five basic types of PCSOT
examinations: instant offense exams, prior-allegation exams, sexual history disclosure
exams, maintenance exams, and sex offense monitoring exams. These basic types of
examinations provide both a frame of reference and a time of reference for each
examination. Examiners should not mix investigation targets from different frames of
reference (examination types) or times of reference within a single PCSOT examination.
8.1.

Instant offense exams. Examiners should use two basic types of examinations to
investigate the circumstances and details of the instant offense for which the
examinee was convicted: The Instant Offense exam and the Instant Offense
Investigative exam. These exams should be conducted prior to victim clarification
or reunification in order to reduce offender denial and mitigate the possibility of
further traumatizing a victim. These circumstances might result when an offender
has attempted to conceal the most invasive or abusive aspects of an admitted
offense or whenever the multi-disciplinary community supervision team determines
that accountability for the circumstances and details of the instant offense represent
a substantial barrier to an examinee's engagement and progress in sex offense
specific treatment.
8.1.1. Instant offense exam. Examiners should conduct the Instant offense (IO)
exam as an event-specific polygraph for examinees who deny any or all
important aspects of the allegations pertaining to their present sex offense
crime(s) of the conviction.
8.1.1.1.

Instant offense – examination targets. Examiners, along with the
other members of the community supervision team, should
select the relevant investigation targets from the circumstances
of the allegation that the examinee denies.

8.1.1.2.

Instant offense – testing approach. Examiners should conduct
this exam as an event-specific diagnostic exam. However,
nothing in this Model Policy should be construed as to prohibit
the completion of the Instant Offense exam in a series of singleissue exams when such an approach will lend to more accurate
or satisfactory resolution of the investigation targets.

8.1.2. Instant offense investigative exam. When necessary, examiners should use
the Instant Offense Investigative (IOI) exam to test the limits of an
examinee's admitted behavior and to search for other behaviors or offenses
not included in the allegations made by the victim of the instant offense.
This should happen prior to victim clarification or reunification.
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8.1.2.1.

8.1.2.2.

8.2.

Instant offense investigative – examination targets. Examiners,
along with the other members of the community supervision
team, should select relevant targets from their concerns
regarding additional or unreported offense behaviors in the
context of the instant offense. At the discretion of the examiner
and the other professional members of the community
supervision team, examination targets may include the
following:
A.

Number of offense incidents against the victim: when the
admitted number of offense incidents is very small.

B.

Invasive offense behaviors: when the examinee denies
intrusive or hands-on offense behaviors against the
victim of the instant offense.

C.

Degree of physical force or violence: when the examinee
denies use of violence, physical restraint, threats of harm,
or physical force against the victim of the instant offense.

D.

Other sexual contact behaviors: when not included in the
allegations made by the victim of the instant offense, at
the discretion of the community supervision team.

Instant offense investigative – testing approach. Examiners
should conduct this exam as a multi-facet or multi-issue (mixedissue) screening exam. However, nothing in this Model Policy
should be construed as to prohibit the completion of the Instant
Offense Investigative exam in a series of single-issue exams (i.e.,
in the absence of an allegation involving the behavioral
examination targets) when that approach will lend to more
accurate or satisfactory resolution of the investigation targets.

Prior allegation exam. Examiners should use the Prior Allegation Exam (PAE) to
investigate prior alleged sex offenses (i.e., allegations made prior to the current
conviction) before attempting to investigate and resolve an examinee’s history of
unknown/unreported sexual offenses. This exam should be considered identical in
design and structure to the Instant Offense Exam, except that the details of the
allegation stem not from the present crime of conviction but from an allegation
prior to the conviction resulting in the current supervision and treatment. This
examination may be conducted irrespective of whether or not the examinee was
charged with or convicted of the prior alleged offense. Examiners should exercise
caution to ensure they do not violate any rights of an examinee regarding answering
questions about criminal behaviors.
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8.3.

Sexual history exams I and II. Examiners should use two basic types of Sexual
History examinations to investigate the examinee's history of involvement in
unknown or unreported offenses and other sexual compulsivity, sexual preoccupation, or sexual deviancy behaviors. Information and results from these
examinations should be provided to the professional members of the supervision
and treatment team to add incremental validity to decisions pertaining to risk
assessment, risk management and treatment planning.
8.3.1. Sex history document. Examiners should work with the community
supervision team to require that examinees complete a written sexual
history document prior to the conduct of a sexual history polygraph. The
sexual history document should provide operational definitions that
unambiguously describe each sexual behavior of concern. The purpose of
the document is to help examinees review and organize their sexual
behavior histories. It aids in familiarizing examinees with the conceptual
vocabulary necessary to accurately discuss sexual behaviors; it can assist
examinees in recognizing sexual behavior that was abusive, unlawful,
unhealthy, and identify behaviors that are considered within normal limits.
8.3.1.1.

Prior review of the sex history document. Examiners should
request that each examinee review the sexual history document
with his or her community supervision team and treatment group
prior to the examination date. The examiner does not need to
review this document prior to the examination date, though the
content should be reviewed during the structured or semistructured pretest interview.

8.3.1.2.

Examiner authority. It should be the examiner's discretion to
administer an alternative form of PCSOT examination if an
examinee has not completed and reviewed the sexual history
document prior to the examination date.

8.3.2. Sexual history exam I – unreported victims. When requested, examiners
should conduct the Sex History Exam I (SHE-I) to investigate the
examinee's lifetime history of sexually victimizing others, including
behaviors related to victim selection, victim access, victim impact, and
sexual offenses against unreported persons. These target issues provide a
summary of several tangible signal issues that may provide usable
information about victim-age, victim-profile, victim-selection, victimcontrol/access, and victim-silencing behaviors. SHE-I examinations may
also provide information about the examinee's capacity for grooming,
manipulation, violence, relationship-building and relationship-exploiting in
addition to the capacity to offend in the absence of a relationship. Gathering
information in these areas is additive to forensic risk assessment and risk
management efforts. Ruling out matters in these SHE-I areas may permit
the justification of a lower assessed risk level.
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8.3.2.1.

Sexual history exam I – examination targets. Examiners, along
with the other members of the community supervision team,
should select investigation targets that provide operational
relevance to actuarial and phenomenological risk/threat
assessment protocols pertaining to recidivism, victim selection,
and risk management decisions. Examples include the following:
A.

Sexual contact with underage persons, (refer to local
statutes) including sexual contact with persons younger
than age 15 (or applicable local statute) while the
examinee was legally adult, or sexual contact with
persons 4 or more years younger than the examinee (or
applicable local statute) if the examinee is a juvenile.

B.

Sexual contact with relatives, whether by blood,
marriage, or adoption, or where a relationship has a legal
relationship or the appearance of a family relationship
(e.g., a dating or live-in relationship with the person(s)
natural, step or adoptive parent).

C.

Use of violence to engage in sexual contact, including
physical force/physical-restraint and threats of harm or
violence toward a victim or victim's family members or
pets through the use of a weapon or any verbal/nonverbal means.

D.

Sexual offenses against persons who appeared to be
unconscious, asleep, or incapacitated, including touching
or peeping against persons who were asleep, severely
intoxicated, impaired due to drugs, or who were
mentally/physically helpless for other reasons.

8.3.2.2

Sexual history exam I – time of reference. The time of reference
for the Sex History Exam I may be restricted to the period of
time prior to the current court supervision order that mandated
the present treatment program when there are concerns about 1)
potential differences in consequences for pre-treatment or preconviction acts and those acts occurring post-conviction or after
treatment onset, or 2) examinee rights pertaining to the
behavioral targets after conviction while under the supervision of
a court or in a treatment program.

8.3.2.3

Sexual history exam I - testing approach. Examiners should
conduct this examination as a screening examination. However,
nothing in this Model Policy should be construed as to prohibit
the completion of the Sex History I Exam in a series of more
narrowly focused exams if this approach lends to more
satisfactory resolution of the behavioral target issues.
13
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8.3.3. Sexual history exam II – sexual deviancy, compulsivity, and preoccupation.
When necessary, examiners should conduct the Sex History (SHE-II)
examination to investigate the examinee's lifetime history of sexual
deviancy, preoccupation, and compulsivity behaviors not including those
behaviors described in the Sex History Exam I (Section 8.3.2). This
examination may be most important with examinees who substantially deny
involvement in sexual deviancy, compulsivity and preoccupation behaviors.
8.3.3.1.

Sexual history exam II - examination targets. Investigation
targets for the Sexual History exam II should bear operational
relevance to actuarial and phenomenological risk/threat
assessment protocols pertaining to sexual deviancy, sexual
compulsivity, and sexual preoccupation behaviors. Investigation
targets may include any of the following:
A.

Voyeurism/sexual peeping activities, including attempts
to look into someone's home, bedroom or bathroom
without the person’s knowledge or permission, in an
attempt to view someone naked, undressing/dressing, or
engaging in sexual acts. Voyeurism activities include
attempts involving the use or creation of a hole or
opening to view others for sexual arousal, including all
attempts to use any optical technology optical devices
(e.g., cameras, mirrors, binoculars, or telescope) to view
others for sexual purposes.

B.

Exhibitionism/indecent exposure, including all attempts
to intentionally or to have appear to have “accidentally”
exposed one's bare private parts to unsuspecting persons
in public places. Exhibitionism may include wearing
loose or baggy clothing that allows one's sexual organs to
become exposed to others or other acts of exposure in
public if done for sexual purposes.

C.

Theft or use of underwear/undergarments for sexual
arousal or masturbation, including taking or keeping
undergarments (including other personal property or
“trophies”) from relatives, friends, sexual partners, or
strangers for masturbation or sexual arousal. This may
also include incidents of wearing another person's
underwear or undergarments without that person’s
knowledge or permission, in addition to incidents in
which underwear, undergarments, or personal property
was returned after use for masturbation or other use for
sexual arousal.
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D.

8.3.3.2.

Frottage/sexual rubbing, including attempts to sexually
rub or touch others without their knowledge or
permission, by standing or walking too close in public
locations (e.g., work, stores, school, or other crowded
places), or during any form of play, horseplay,
wrestling/athletic activities, or other similar activities.

Sexual history exam II – additional investigation targets. Other
possible investigation targets for the Sex History Exam include
but are not limited to the following:
A.

Child pornography, including any history of ever
viewing, possessing, producing, using, or distributing
pornographic images of minors (i.e., infants, children or
teenagers under age 18) who were engaging sexual acts.

B.

Sexual contact with animals, refers to all sexual
behaviors (including attempts) involving pets, (those
belonging to the examinee or others) domesticated
(farm/ranch) animals, or wild animals, whether living or
deceased, and whether whole or dismembered.

C.

Prostitution activities, including ever paying anyone or
being paid for sexual contact (including erotic massage
activities) with either money, property, or any special
favors. It also includes ever employing or managing
others who were paid to engage in sexual activities.

D.

Coerced sexual contacts, including bribing, tricking,
manipulating, lying, misuse of authority,
badgering/pestering, wearing-down boundaries, or not
accepting “no” for an answer.

E.

Stalking/following behaviors, including all incidents of
following someone to his or her home, workplace or
vehicle, or following others around a store, aisle, parking
lot, workplace/school, campus, or community for sexual
or aggressive/angry reasons. It also includes all other
efforts to monitor or observe another person's behavior
without that person’s knowledge or permission,

F.

Use of a computer to solicit minors for sexual activities,
including ever using a computer, the Internet, or any
electronic communication device in attempt to solicit an
underage person for sexual contact. It also includes ever
engaging in online sex-chat or cyber-sex activities via
IRC, Instant Messaging, Web Chat, email and/or any
other electronic method.
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G.

Masturbation or sexual acts in public places where one
could be seen by others such as a vehicle, hiding place,
standing outside someone's home or window, or
anywhere one could watch others without their
knowledge or permission. It also includes masturbation
or sexual acts in workplace/school locations, public
restrooms, or adult entertainment businesses.

H.

Online sex activities, including sex-chat, sex-games, and
webcam sex activities; as well as on-line masturbation
and/or tele-dildonic activities.

8.3.3.3.

Sexual history exam II – time of reference. The time of reference
for the Sex History Exam II may be restricted to the period of
time prior to the current court supervision order that mandated
the present treatment program when there are concerns about 1)
potential differences in consequences for pre-treatment or preconviction acts and those acts occurring post-conviction or after
treatment onset, or 2) examinee rights pertaining to the
behavioral targets after conviction while under the supervision of
a court or in a treatment program. The time of reference should
be included in the test questions unless clearly established during
the pretest interview.

8.3.3.4.

Sexual history exam II - testing approach. Examiners should
conduct this examination as a multi-issue (mixed-issue)
screening examination. However, nothing in this Model Policy
should be construed as to prohibit the completion of the Sex
History Exam II in a series of more narrowly focused exams
when that approach lends to more satisfactory resolution of the
behavioral target issues. Nothing in this Model Policy should be
construed as to require the investigation of all or any of the
suggested investigation targets, or as to preclude the selection of
alternative targets pertaining to sexual behavior that would assist
the supervision and treatment team in determining and
responding to the examinee's supervision and treatment needs.

8.3.3.5.

Testing the limits of admitted sexual compulsivity or sexual
preoccupation. Examiners should attempt to prioritize the
investigation of behaviors in which the examinee denies any
involvement. It may not be realistic to hope to know everything
when an examinee admits to substantial involvement in sexual
behaviors that may be an expression of sexual compulsivity or
sexual preoccupation.
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8.4.

Maintenance exam. Examiners should conduct the Maintenance Examination (ME)
to investigate, either periodically or randomly, the examinee’s compliance with any
of the terms and conditions of probation, parole, and treatment rules.
8.4.1

Maintenance exam - scheduling. Maintenance Exams should be completed
approximately each six to 12 months. Examiners should discuss with
multidisciplinary team members the possible deterrent benefits of randomly
scheduled maintenance exams for some examinees.

8.4.2. Maintenance exam - examination targets. Investigation targets for the
Maintenance Exam should bear operational relevance to an examinee's
stability of functioning and any changes in acute risk level as indicated by
compliance or non-compliance with the terms and conditions of the
supervision and treatment contracts. Any of the terms and conditions of the
probation or treatment may be selected as examination targets. Investigation
targets for Maintenance Exams should emphasize the development or
verification of information that would add incremental validity to the early
detection of an escalating level of threat or to the community or to potential
victims.
8.4.2.1.

Unknown allegations. Maintenance Exams should not address
known allegations or known incidents, which are properly
investigated in the context of an event-specific polygraph exam.

8.4.2.2.

Compliance focus. Maintenance Exams should emphasize target
questions about compliance or non-compliance with supervision
and treatment rules. Questions about unlawful sex acts or reoffense behaviors may be included in the examination as long as
circumstances related to rights against self-incrimination as
listed in the section dealing with Sex Offense Monitoring
Examinations (section 8.5) do not exist. An elevated level of
concern regarding re-offense should warrant a Sex Offense
Monitoring Exam (SOME) – not a Maintenance Exam.
Examiners should exercise caution to ensure they do not violate
any rights of an examinee regarding the answering of questions
about new criminal behaviors.

8.4.2.3.

Examination targets. Examination targets should include, but are
not limited to the following:
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A.

Sexual contact with unreported persons of any age,
including any form of rubbing or touching of the sexual
organs (i.e., breasts, buttocks, or genitalia) of any person
not already known or reported to the supervision and
treatment team, either over or under clothing, for the
purpose of sexual arousal/stimulation, sexual
gratification, or sexual “curiosity.” It also includes
causing or allowing others to touch or rub one's own
private parts either over of under clothing, for the
purpose of sexual arousal/stimulation, sexual
gratification, or sexual “curiosity”; and sexual hugging
and kissing activities.

B.

Use of pornography, if prohibited. Pornography use
includes viewing or using X-rated (or “XXX”), nude, or
pornographic images or materials (e.g., pornographic
magazines, pornographic movies on cable television,
including scrambled television programming,
pornographic movie theaters, pornographic video
arcades, videotape, CD/DVD, or other recorded media
including pornographic images or materials via computer
or the Internet, iPod, cell phone, video games, or any
electronic messaging system, or computer
communication interaction system if used for sexual
arousing imagery). It may also include using nonpornographic erotica (nude or non-nude) images or
materials for sexual stimulation or masturbation purposes
(e.g., sexually objectifying entertainment magazines,
bikini or car magazines, nudity or erotic scenes in nonpornographic movies, sexually oriented stories in
magazines, novels, or Internet/computer resources,
and/or anything at all on television). This target may be
restricted to using pornographic or sexually stimulating
materials for masturbation purposes.

C.

Physical contact with underage persons, which can
include purposeful activities such as hugging, shaking
hands, or playing together, and may also include
unplanned or incidental physical contact. Examinees may
or may not be subject to restrictions and reporting
requirements in this area. Question should address these
restrictions as directly as possible. When there are no
restrictions this target should be omitted. When a target
involving contact with minors is used, examiners should
select from either 8.4.2.3.C or 8.4.2.3.D to avoid an
imbalanced loading of test target issues.
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D.

Being alone or unsupervised with underage persons,
refers to prohibited activities in which others cannot see,
hear, monitor or observe the activities, or for which
others are unaware of an activity involving the examinee
and one or more underage persons.

E.

Sexual offenses while under supervision, including
forced, coerced or violent sexual offenses, sexual
offenses against underage persons, incest offenses, or
sexual contact with unconscious persons. It may also
include sexual deviancy/compulsivity/preoccupation
behaviors such as voyeurism, exhibitionism, theft of
undergarments, public masturbation or other behaviors.

F.

Use of alcohol, illegal drugs or controlled substances,
including tasting or consuming any beverage containing
alcohol (if prohibited), or consuming any product
containing alcohol for the purpose of becoming
intoxicated, inebriated, drunk, “buzzed,” or “relaxed.” It
also includes any use of marijuana (whether inhaled or
not) or any other illegal drugs. This target also includes
any misuse of controlled prescription medications,
whether borrowing, sharing, trading, loaning, giving
away, or selling one's own or another person's
prescription medications or using any medication in a
manner that is inconsistent with the directions of the
prescribing physician.

G.

Use of electronic communication devices for sexual
purposes, including computers cell phones, tablets and
other devices such a cameras or surveillance and
recording systems to observe, interact, or access others
for sexual arousal or sexual contact.

H.

Masturbation activities and masturbatory fantasies which
may refer to any involvement in masturbation activities
when the examinee is prohibited from those activities or
it may refer to problematic forms of masturbation such as
masturbating in a public location or where one could
view or be viewed by others. It may also include
voluntary or involuntary/intrusive thoughts or fantasies
of a minor or past victim while masturbating or
masturbation due to stress, boredom, anger, or other
negative mood.

19

Return to TOC

8.4.3. Maintenance exam - time of reference. Maintenance Exams should address
a time of reference subsequent to the date of conviction or the previous
Maintenance Exam, generally not exceeding one year and only exceeding
two years in rare circumstances. All investigation targets in a test series
should have a common time of reference. The time of reference may be
described generally as the six-month to a year period preceding the
examination; although, there may be reasons for lengthening or shortening
the time of reference for some exams.
8.4.4. Maintenance exam - testing approach. Examiners should conduct this
examination as a multi-issue (mixed-issue) screening examination.
However, nothing in this Model Policy should be construed as to prohibit
the completion of the Maintenance Exam in a series of more narrowly
focused exams when that approach will lend to more accurate or
satisfactory resolution of the investigation targets.
8.5.

Sex offense monitoring exam. Examiners should conduct the Sex Offense
Monitoring Exam (SOME) to explore the possibility the examinee may have been
involved in unlawful sexual behaviors including a sexual re-offense during a
specified period of time. Other relevant questions dealing with behaviors related to
probation and treatment compliance should not be included.
8.5.1. Sex offense monitoring exam - scheduling. Sex Offense Monitoring Exams
should be completed whenever there is a specific request from a supervision
or treatment professional to investigate the possibility of a new offense
while under supervision. Alternatively, this exam may be used when 1) the
likelihood of sexual offense or other sexual crime is elevated because of
information received by any member of the team including the examiner, or
2) following a previously unresolved maintenance examination that
included a relevant question about sexual offense behavior. Whenever the
results of a maintenance exam indicated the need for further testing to
obtain a more diagnostic conclusion, a single-issue test format will be
utilized. A single-issue Sex Offense Monitoring Exam can be expected to
have improved diagnostic accuracy over a multi-issue (mixed issue) exam.
8.5.2. Sex offense monitoring exam - examination targets. Examiners should
select investigation targets for the Sex Offense Monitoring Examination that
pertain to new sex crimes while under supervision based on concerns
expressed by the multidisciplinary supervision and treatment team.
8.5.3. Sex offense monitoring exam - time of reference. Sex Offense Monitoring
Exams should refer to a time of reference generally following the date of
conviction or a previous Monitoring Examination. The time of reference
should be clearly stated in the test questions and may include all or any part
of the time that the examinee is under supervision or in treatment, including
a specific date or restricted period of time. The time of reference should
emphasize the investigation of possible unlawful sexual acts or sexual reoffense during the most recent period of months prior to the Sex Offense
Monitoring Exam.
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8.5.4. Sex offense monitoring exam - testing approach. Examiners should conduct
the Sex Offense Monitoring Exam as a multi-issue (mixed-issue) screening
examination. However, nothing in this Model Policy should be construed as
to prohibit the completion of the Sex Offense Monitoring Exam as a
narrowly focused exam when that approach will lend to more accurate or
satisfactory resolution of the investigation targets. Examiners should use a
single-issue technique when the Sex Offense Monitoring Exam is used to
follow-up on a previously unresolved Maintenance Exam.
9.

Suitability for testing. Suitable examinees should, at a minimum, be expected to have a
capacity for;
A.

Abstract thinking;

B.

Insight into their own and others' motivation;

C.

Understanding right from wrong;

D.

Telling the basic difference between truth and lies;

E.

Anticipating rewards and consequences for behavior; and

F.

Maintaining consistent orientation to date, time, and location.

9.1.

Medications. Examiners should obtain and note in the examination report a list of
the examinee's prescription medication(s), any medical or psychiatric conditions,
and any diagnosed acute or chronic medical health conditions.

9.2

Trauma and dissociation. Examiners should consult with other professional
members about a client’s history on trauma and dissociation and proceed with
caution.

9.3.

Unsuitable examinees. Examiners should not test examinees who present as clearly
unsuitable for polygraph testing at the time of the examination.
9.3.1. Psychosis. Persons who are acutely psychotic, suicidal, or have unstabilized or severe mental health conditions, including dementia, should
not be tested.
9.3.2. Age. Persons whose chronological age is 12 years or greater should be
considered suitable for polygraph testing unless they are substantially
impaired. Polygraph testing should not be attempted with persons whose
Mean Age Equivalency (MAE) or Standard Age Score (SAS) is below 12
years as determined by standardized psychometric testing (e.g., IQ testing,
and adaptive functioning).
9.3.3. Level of functioning. Persons whose level of functioning is deemed
profoundly impaired and warranting continuous supervision or assistance
may not be suitable for polygraph testing.
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9.3.4. Acute injury or illness. Persons suffering from an acute serious injury or
illness involving acute pain or distress should not be tested.
9.3.5. Controlled substances. Persons whose functioning is observably impaired
due to the influence of non-prescribed or controlled substances should not
be tested.

10.

9.4.

Team approach. Examiners should consult with other professional members of the
multidisciplinary supervision and treatment team, prior to the examination, when
there is doubt about an examinee's suitability for polygraph testing.

9.5.

Incremental validity. When there are concerns about an examinee's marginal
suitability for testing, examiners should proceed with testing only when the
multidisciplinary supervision and treatment team determines that testing would add
incremental validity to risk assessment, risk management, and treatment planning
decisions through the disclosure, detection, or deterrence of problem behaviors.

Testing procedures. Examiners who engage in PCSOT activities should adhere to all
generally accepted polygraph testing protocols and validated principles.
10.1.

Case background information. The examiner should request and review all
pertinent and available case facts within a time frame sufficient to prepare for the
examination.

10.2.

Audio-visual or audio recording. Examiners should record all PCSOT polygraph
examinations. The recording should include the entire examination from the
beginning of the pretest interview to the completion of the posttest review. The
recording should be maintained for a minimum of three years. The recording
documents the quality of the conduct of the testing protocol; documents the content
and authenticity of the content of the information provided by the examinee, thus
precluding possible future denials; and facilitates a comprehensive quality
assurance review when necessary.

10.3.

Pre-test phase. Examiners should conduct a thorough pre-test interview before
proceeding to the test phase of any examination. A thorough pretest interview will
consist of the following:
10.3.1. Greeting and introduction. Examiners should introduce themselves by their
names and orient examinee to the examination room.
10.3.2. Brief explanation of procedure. Examiners should ensure examinees have
some information about the ensuing procedure and scope of testing prior to
obtaining the authorization and release to complete the exam.
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10.3.3. Informed consent. Examiners should obtain an examinee’s informed
consent to complete the polygraph test. This may be completed in writing
and/or on the audio/video recording, to a waiver/release statement. The
language of the statement should minimally include 1) the examinee's
voluntary consent to take the test, 2) that the examination may be
terminated at any time, 3) a statement regarding the examinee’s assessment
of his or her mental and physical health at the time of the examination, 4) a
statement that information will be provided to the examinee about the
polygraph test 5) a statement that all information and results will be
released to professional members of the community supervision team, 6) an
advisement that admission of involvement in unlawful activities will not be
concealed from the referring professionals and, 7) a statement regarding the
requirement for audio/video recording of each examination.
10.3.4. Biographical data/determination of suitability for testing. Examiners should
obtain information about the examinee’s background including
marital/family status, children, employment, and current living situation in
addition to a brief review of the reason for conviction and length/type of
sentence. Examiners should obtain, prior to and at the time of the
examination, information pertaining to the examinee's suitability for
polygraph testing.
10.3.5. Explanation of polygraph instrumentation and testing procedures. The
testing process should be explained to the examinee, including an
explanation of the instrumentation used and the physiological and
psychological basis of response. Nothing in this Model Policy should be
construed as favoring a particular explanation of polygraph science. In
general, an integrated explanation involving emotional attributions,
cognitive theory and behavioral learning theory may be the best approach.
10.3.6. Structured interview. The examiner should conduct a thorough structured or
semi-structured pre-test interview, including a detailed review of the
examinee's background and personal information, any applicable case facts
and background, a detailed review of each issue of concern, and an
opportunity for the examinee to provide his or her version of all issues
under investigation. For event-specific diagnostic/investigative polygraphs
of known allegations or known incidents, a free-narrative interview is used
instead of a structured or semi-structured interview.
10.3.7. Review of test questions. Before proceeding to the test phase of an
examination, the examiner should review and explain all test questions to
the examinee. The examiner should not proceed until satisfied with the
examinee's understanding of and response to each issue of concern.
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10.4

In-test operations. Examiners should adhere to all generally accepted standards and
protocols for test operations.
10.4.1 Environment. All examinations should be administered in an environment
that is free from distractions that would interfere with the examinee’s ability
to adequately focus on the issues being addressed.
10.4.2 Instrumentation. Examiners should use an instrument that is properly
functioning in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications.
10.4.2.1.

Recording sensors. The instrument should continuously record
the following during the test: thoracic and abdominal movement,
electrodermal activity, cardiovascular activity, and activity
sensors. A channel that detects vasomotor responses or other
validated data channels may also be recorded.

10.4.3 Data acquisition. The conduct of testing should conform to all professional
standards concerning the data quality and quantity.

10.5.

10.4.3.1.

Number of presentations. Examiners employing a comparison
question technique should conduct a minimum of three
presentations of each relevant question. It is acceptable to
conduct a fourth or fifth presentation in order to obtain a
sufficient volume of interpretable test data.

10.4.3.2.

Question intervals. Question intervals should allow a reasonable
time for recovery. For comparison question techniques, question
intervals from stimulus onset to stimulus onset should not be less
than 20 seconds. It is suggested that a time period between 25
and 30 seconds would be superior to the minimum time of 20
seconds.

10.4.3.3.

Acquaintance test. An acquaintance test should be administered
during the first examination of each examinee by each examiner.
Examiners are encouraged to use an acquaintance test during the
conduct of other tests as appropriate.

Test data analysis. The examiner should render an empirically-based interpretation
of the examinee's responses to the relevant questions based on all information
gathered during the examination process.
10.5.1. Scoring methods. Examiners should employ quantitative or numerical
scoring for each examination using a scoring method for which there is
known validity and reliability, which has been published and replicated.
10.5.2. Results – diagnostic exams. Test results for event-specific
diagnostic/investigative tests should be reported as Deception Indicated
(DI), No Deception Indicated (NDI) or Inconclusive (INC) / No Opinion
(NO).
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10.5.3. Results – screening exams. Test results of screening exams should be
reported as Significant Response (SR), No Significant Response (NSR) or
Inconclusive (INC)/ No Opinion (NO).
10.5.5. Interpretation of the test results. Examiners should render a professional
opinion using published and established decision rules to achieve a
categorical interpretation of the probabilistic test result. Examiners should
render an opinion that the examinee was deceptive when the test results are
SR or DI for any of the investigation targets. Examiners should render an
opinion that the examinee was truthful when the test results are NSR or NDI
for all of the investigation targets. Examiners should not conclude an
examinee is deceptive in responses to one or more investigation targets and
non-deceptive in responses to other investigation targets within the same
examination.
10.5.6. Non-cooperation. Examiners should note in the examination report
whenever there is evidence that an examinee has attempted to falsify or
manipulate the test results and whether the examinee was forthcoming in
explaining his or her behavior during the test. An opinion that the examinee
was Purposefully Non-Cooperative (PNC) is appropriate when there is
evidence that an examinee was attempting to alter his or her physiological
response data. Examiners reporting an examinee was PNC are not precluded
from rendering an opinion that the examinee was deceptive (SR/DI) when
the numerical scores support a conclusion that there were significant
reactions to one or more relevant questions. Examiners should not render an
opinion of truthfulness (NSR/NDI) when there is evidence that an examinee
has attempted to falsify or manipulate the test results.
10.5.7. Data quality. Examiners should not render a conclusive opinion when there
is insufficient data of adequate quality and clarity to allow a minimum of
three interpretable presentations of each of the investigation targets.
10.5.8. Computer algorithms. Computer scoring algorithms should not be used to
score examination data that is of insufficient quality for manual scoring.
10.6.

11.

Posttest review. The examiner should review the initial test results with the
examinee, advise the examinee of any significant responses to any of the test
questions, and provide the examinee an opportunity to explain or resolve any
reactions or inconsistencies. The posttest interview may be done in collaboration
with other treatment and supervision professionals.

Examination report. Examiners should issue a written report containing a factual and
objective account of all pertinent information developed during the examination, including
case background information, test questions, answers, results, and statements made by the
examinee during the pre-test and post-test interviews.
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11.1.

Dissemination of test results and information. The polygraph examination report
should be provided to the professional members of the multidisciplinary
supervision team who are involved in risk assessment, risk management, and
treatment/intervention planning activities.
11.1.1. Dissemination to other authorities. Reports and related work products
should be released to the court, parole board or other releasing agency, or
other professionals at the discretion of the community supervision team or
as required by law.
11.1.2. Communication after the exam. Following the completion of the posttest
review, examiners should not communicate with the examinee or
examinee's family members regarding the examination results except in the
context of a formal case staffing.

11.2.

Scope of expertise. Examiners should not attempt to render any opinion concerning
the truthfulness of the examinee prior to the completing the test phase and test-dataanalysis. Examiners should not attempt to render any opinion regarding the medical
or psychological condition of the examinee beyond the requirement to determine
suitability for testing at the time of the examination. Post-test recommendations
should be limited to need for resolution of the behavioral targets of the examination
within the scope of the examiner’s professional capabilities.

12.

Records retention. Examiners should retain all documentation, data, and the recording of
each examination for a period of at least three years or as required by law.

13.

Quality assurance. To ensure examiner compliance with these recommendations and other
field practice requirements and to sustain the quality of the testing process, an independent
quality control peer-review of a portion of each examiner's work product should take place
annually.

14.

Examiner qualifications. Examiners whose work is to be considered consistent with the
requirements of this Model Policy shall have completed a basic course of polygraph
training at a polygraph school accredited by the APA or meet other training, experience and
competency requirements for professional membership in the APA.
14.1.

Specialized training. Examiners shall have successfully completed a minimum of
forty (40) hours of specialized Post-Conviction Sex Offender training that adheres
to the standards established by the APA.

14.2.

Continuing education. Examiners shall successfully complete a minimum of thirty
(30) continuing education hours that are recognized by the APA every two (2)
years.
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