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IN MEMORIAM

Shirley Hursey Sturm
joined her husband Bill
on Sept. 18. She was 87
years old and a cherished
wife, mother, grandmother,
great grandmother, friend,
educator, and larger than
life personality. Shirley
passed peacefully after a
progressive decline from
Alzheimer’s.

Shirley Hursey Sturm

School, received a bachelor of science in zoology
from Southeastern Louisiana University, a master of
science in physiology from
Louisiana State University,
and achieved 52 pre-doctoral hours from Oklahoma
University School of Medicine, while conducting research sponsored by the
National Institute of Health
and the State of Oklahoma.

In earlier times, Shirley
1933–2020
was happiest in animated
conversations with family
It was at OU that Shirley
and friends, exploring trails and national
met Bill, and forever changed his life with
parks with her bicycles or kayaks, travelher adventures. A quiet, unassuming ening the world, and standing front and cengineer, Bill was her rock and most adorter on the stage that made up her life, and
ing cheerleader, until his passing in 2012.
our collective lives, as she shared new adShirley a scientist and Bill an engineer,
ventures, met new people and explored
they logically supported each other’s caother cultures. She said to many, “I never
reers; his with NASA and hers, ultimately
stop, always look forward, and never look
with the Central Intelligence Agency.
back.” True to her spirit, she was a COVID- 19 survivor. She was a one of a kind
woman, and an inspiration to many. In
Dedicated to truth, Shirley’s expertise in
later times, she loved being with her famphysiology led her to the forensic detecily, talking about all her adventures, and
tion of deception. She was a past presitaking care of her Scottish Terrier, Ace.
dent and life member of the American
Shirley played basketball for Slidell High
Polygraph Association.
2
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She previously served as an associate
director of the Criminal Justice Center
at the University of Houston, a research
offcer and director of the Central Intelligence Agency Polygraph School and
chief of curriculum review for the Department of Defense Polygraph Institute. She
was an international consultant to polygraph training institutions and an expert
witness in the states of New York, Massachusetts and Texas, as well as the federal
court system. Selected by the Federal
Court of Special Claims, Offce of the Special Masters, she provided requirements
and guidance for a federally mandated investigative body within the Texas Department of Corrections, to address prison
reform. During her career, she provided
mentoring and education to thousands of
law enforcement, private and government
polygraph examiners and investigators.
Shirley was born March 6, 1933, in Slidell,
Louisiana, to the late Antoinette Louise

Agnes Winters and Leonard Hursey. She
is survived by her children, Patricia Miffin (Milton), Susan Pimentel (Christian)
and Erik Sturm (Diana); her grandchildren, Amanda Reed (Kade), Miles Miffin
(Tabitha), Melinda Payne, Courtney Payne,
and Jennifer Junaitis (Dallas); greatgrandchildren, Lucas, Remy, Hannah, and
Zachary. She was preceded in death by
her parents, her husband of over 50 years,
William Sturm; her twin brother, Sheldon
Hursey; her brother, Leonard Hursey; her
brother, Sidney A. Hursey; and sister, Connie Alexander.
Shirley was a woman of great intellect and
cast an indelible mark on all she touched.
The light in this world has grown dimmer,
but as Bill once said, “When someone you
love becomes a memory, their memory
becomes a treasure.” We are left with that
treasure and the thought that in the early
hours of Sept. 18, Bill said “What took you
so long, Love?” and she replied, “I’ve been
so busy, Bill.”
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A Tribute of Respect & Appreciation for
the Contributions of Shirley Hursey Sturm,
APA Past-President

By Eric J. Holden, M.A., L.P.C.
APA Past President

Upon learning of Shirley Sturm’s passing on September 18, 2020, at age 87
and reading the obituary in a local publication, I felt the need to remind younger
members of the American Polygraph Association (APA) about the indelible mark
Shirley Sturm left on this profession and
everyone whom she touched professionally. She was brilliant but humble about
the impact her guidance had on the polygraph profession.
I met Shirley in the early 1980s when she
was Chief Instructor at the Southwest
School of Polygraph in Houston owned
by Bob Musser, also an important figure in
Texas polygraph history. As Chair of the
APA’s Standards and Ethics Committee
overseeing the development of new accreditation standards for APA polygraph
basic schools, I conducted a site visit to
the Houston School. From the beginning
of my career in 1973 until introduced to
Shirley Sturm, I had not encountered any4
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where the intensity of her commitment
to teaching, to educational standards, to
holding examiners to the highest levels
of ethical and procedural accountability,
and to better understanding the relationship between adherence to standardized
procedures and test accuracy. Shirley declared it was her mission to help bridge
the significant gap existing at that time,
and to some degree today, between examiner performance and what science
references as best practices. Throughout her career, we remained friends and
colleagues, and I never failed to marvel
at her willingness to speak out about adherence to APA and Federal standards of
professional conduct.
In time, Shirley was lured from her academic interests to a leadership role in
the APA, and it was almost like “the right
person at the right time.” Most examiners
today do not recall the APA’s struggles to
counter the effect of United States Con-

MEMBERSHIP NEWS
gressional leaders in the 1980s, some
of whom were committed to the wholesale annihilation of virtually all polygraph
practices across Government, Law Enforcement, and Private sectors. While
this history is a topic unto itself, suffice
it to say the fight to restrict the effects
of that legislation, The Employee Polygraph Protection Act of 1988, initially was
led by then APA President William J. Scheve Jr. who passed the mantle to incoming President Shirley Sturm for her to
lead the way in minimizing the impact of
how the U.S. Department of Labor (DoL)
would interpret from EPPA the ‘intent of
Congress’. Shirley was as diligent in obtaining concessions from the DoL as she
was in demanding examiner compliance
with best practices testing. It was Shirley Sturm who, after U.S. District Judge
William Wayne Justice assumed control
of the Texas Department of Corrections
(TDC), convinced the Judge that it was in
the best interest of the Texas prison system to mandate the polygraph program
at TDC that exists today.
One humorous note before closing.
When the CIA assigned Shirley to the
Department of Defense Polygraph Institute (DoDPI), she stopped en route to
that assignment to attend the Colorado
Polygraph Association lecture I was giving. During the lecture I was reviewing
formats with the membership and put
up a slide titled, “The Bi-Zone.” From the
back of the room, Shirley came marching
down the aisle, and in front of the crowd
asked, “Rick Holden what in the world is a
Bi-Zone?” I reviewed the format, question
rotation, procedural applications, etc.;

she announced that she was very familiar
with all of that, and again demanded to
know what a Bi-Zone was. As the group
watched me struggling to answer, Shirley announced very loudly that there is
no such thing as a “Bi-Zone”, that what I
was referring to as a Bi-Zone was in fact a
Backster You-Phase; and she insisted on
knowing where I got that reference from.
I referred her to a document reportedly
from the DoDPI identifying that format as
a “Bi-Zone.” Shirley was en route from the
Seminar to her new post as DoDPI Chief
of Curriculum, and she announced to all
present, “Well, by Monday, they will know
that is a Backster You-Phase and they won’t
be calling it a Bi-Zone ever again!” and we
moved on.
When Shirley was elected to the office of
APA President, I do not recall a question
being raised by any member about her being a female, or a woman, or questioning
her capabilities. What I recall is that most
if not all members knew Shirley was the
best & right person to lead us through the
challenges that lay ahead for the field, and
for the APA to salvage the profession and
make it better. Unanimously, that person
was Shirley Sturm! People would do well
today to learn that lesson.
Rest in peace Shirley, enjoy being back
with Bill, and know that those of us down
here who worked with you those years
know your contributions and your leadership. Those who don’t are remiss if they
don’t take it upon themselves to learn
more about APA history and about the
sacrifices of many like Shirley Sturm. EJH
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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Examiner’s Best Friend: A Grim’s Tale
Lisa Ribacoff

The only theing growing faster in the MidAtlantic than Smith and Associate PreEmployment and Polygraph Services (established in 2013 and now servings nearly 50
different municipalities and conducting
thousands of polygraph exams yearly) is
the new office mascot, Grim, an already
65-pound six-month-old-German Shepherd/Belgian Malinois cross. We acquired
Grim at eight weeks old, and he has been
a faithful sidekick since then! He loves
coming to the office and hanging out with
SAPPS owner, and Grim´s “Da, ”Robert
Smith, who gave Grim his name.
With such a unique name, comes a unique
story. One of Mr. Smith´s contracts is
with a correctional-based agency in the
Tri-state area, conducting PSCOT Polygraphs (Post-Conviction Sex Offender
Testing) for parolees. One of the Probation Officers began, with great affection,
calling Mr. Smith the “Grim Reaper” due
to multiple sex offeders being caught in
deception during their polygraph examination and being ultimately persuaded
to tell the truth, sometimes resulting in
6
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arrest. When Mr. Smith made the plunge
and decided to get his furry friend, he determined the pup should carry his namesake and would become the mascot of
Smith and Associates.
This handsome pup looks tough, but the
loves his blanket and giant stuffed caterpillardragging them around the office. He
loves to play ball, although he struggles
with the part where he is supposed to
give the ball back! Grim is a goofy pup an
likes to “talk” a lot and often. For that reason, he is typically only at the oddice after
hours. Can´t have a large fur ball yapping
it up in the next room during testing! He
REALLY wants to be with his people-all
the time. This is something we are working on so Grim can really take on the role
of mascot at the Smith and Associates
Office. Grim´s dad is super busy building a new house and running a company,
so Grim is headed to a puppy boot camp
with Off Leash K9 Traning in Charlottesville, Virginia, in November. After this, he
will most likely be hanging out at the office with regularity, meeting and greet-

MEMBERSHIP NEWS
ing persons who wish to see him! He is a
master mascot in the making! Feel free to
follow Grim´s adventures on Instagram@

grimthepolygraphpup, and take a look at
www.sappstruth.com for all your polygraph needs.
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Basic Course
400 Hour

2020
September 8 - November 13

2021
January 11 - March 19
May 3 - July 9
September 7 - November 12

Advanced Course
40 Hour

2020
December 7 - 11 (in Lafayette, IN)

2021
March 29 - April 2
July 19 - 23
December 6 - 10 (in Lafayette, IN)

PCSOT Course
40 Hour

2021
March 22 - 26
July 12 - 16
Online Courses
Sign up now, take any time, anywhere!
PCSOT: Sexual Deviancy - 16 Hour
Utah COT 3 RQs Course - 8 Hour
How to Use the Directed Lie Screening Test (DLST) - 8 Hour
How to Use the Acquaintance Test - 8 Hour
Plethysmograph: How and Why - 8 Hour

Visit our website for more information and to register for our many courses.
info@peakcatc.com

www.peakcatc.com

Accredited by APA and recognized by AAPP, what makes the PEAK Credibility Assessment Training Center truly unique
is the passion and extensive knowledge by which each course is prepared. Our basic and continuing education courses,
led by Director Ben Blalock, are well known for presenting and simplifying challenging real world topics in order to best
prepare every student for a career in credibility assessment. PEAK C.A.T.C. is a subsidiary of Lafayette Instrument Company.

8
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Backstory :
The polygraph instrument cake
Herb Metzgar and his wife ordered the
cake for the Florida Polygraph Assn 50th
Anniversary.
Audrey Vigh (The cake Geek) made this
cake for a June 2014 FPA seminar that
My wife and I set up at a water front hotel
on San Key in Clearwater Florida. Every
thing on this cake is edible.
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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VOLUNTEERS MAKE A DIFFERENCE EVERY DAY
2020/2021
Committee Volunteer Sign-up Sheet
Please email your completed form to
manager@apapolygraph.org
Member Services Committee
Communications & Public Relations
Research & Development
Standards & Specialized Testing
Seminar Program

Please Print Name

Address

City
(

State

Zip-Code

)

Telephone Number
E-mail address:
PR (Private)
GO ( Feferal Government )
LE (Law Enforcement Agency)
10
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Credibility assessment is one of the oldest
and most important forensic sciences.
Credibility assessment is recognized by the
American Academy of Forensic Sciences.
Our select training is designed to meet the
courtroom challenges you will face.
Mentor support for polygraph students
following graduation.
Expert testimony and support for court
challenges on our interview training. *

Polygraph Examiner Courses &
Advanced Forensic Interview Training
Advanced Interview Training
• Personality Assessment Tools
• Learn valid diagnostic cues
• Behavioral Intervention for
eliciting information
• Defensible alternatives to
confrontational methods
3 and 4 day courses

•

Basic Examiner Course
Modern classrooms
Updated Backster Zone
Online classroom material
Support after graduation
Proficiency training
$5500/course
19179 Blanco Ste 105-812
San Antonio TX
(210) 377-0200
info@thepolygraphinstitute.com

• Case by case evaluation for case support.
Attending an accredited training is only one of the requirements for admissions to the American Polygraph Association. Please visit the APA
website to see what is required for school accreditation and which schools meet those standards .
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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TRAINING AND SEMINARS
AMERICAN POLYGRAPH ASSOCIATION
APA Accredited Programs
As of 09-30-2020
For an up to date list please visit:
https://www.apapolygraph.org/home

AMERICAN INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE
OF POLYGRAPH
Director:
Address :
Country:
Phone:
Email:
Website:

Charles E. Slupski
619 Highway 138 W Suite C
Stockbridge, GA 30281
USA
770-960-1377
aiipolygraph@aiipolygraph.comcastbiz.net
www.polygraphschool.com/

BACKSTER SCHOOL OF LIE DETECTION
Director: Allan Schierer
Address : 2263 Princess Street
Kingston, ON, K7M 3G1
Country: Canada
613-507-4660
Phone:
aschierer@limestonetech.com
Email:
Website: Backster.net
BEHAVIORAL MEASURES POLYGRAPH
TRAINING CENTRE, UK
Director: Don Krapohl
Address : Behavioural Measures UK c/o Paul
Connon Suite 24, Arms Evertyne
House Quay Road Blyth
Northumberland England NE24 2AS
Country: United Kingdom
Phone:
803-238-7999
Email:
donkrapohl@C3Acorp.com
Website: no website

CANADIAN POLICE COLLEGE POLYGRAPH
SCHOOL*
Director: Shaun Smith
Address : 1 Sandridge Dr.
Ottawa, Ontario K1G 3J2
Country: Canada
613-990-5025
Phone:
CPCregistrar.CFC_NCR.CFC_HQ@
Email:
rcmp-grc.gc.ca
Website: www.cpc-ccp.gc.ca/en/pec
CENTRO DE INVESTIGACION FORENSE
Y CONTROL DE CONFIANZA S.C.

Director: Jaime Raul Duran Valle
Address : Rodriguez Saro #523, Int. 501-A
Col. Del Valle
Del. Benito Juarez Mexico, D.F.
C.P. 03100
Country: Mexico
011-52-55-2455-4624
Phone:
informacion@el-poligrafo.com
Email:
Website: el-poligrafo.com
ESCUELA DE INTELIGENCIA Y CONTRAINTELIGENCIA:
Director: Lt. María Camila Jiménez Bayona
Address: Carrera 8A No. 101 - 33
Bogota
Country: Colombia
Phone:
-Email:
no email
Website: www.esici.edu.co/

*Admission is limited to government or law enforcement students only.
12
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ESCUELA NACIONAL DE POLIGRAFIA
Director: Raymond I. Nelson
Address : Barrio Guadalupe, Edificio Hermitage
Tegucigalpa, Francisco Morazon 11101
Country: Honduras
Phone:
Raymond.nelson@gmail.com
Email:
Website: no website

INTERNATIONAL ACADEMY OF
POLYGRAPH:
Director:
Address:
Country:
Phone:
Email:
Website:

Michele Hoff
1835 S Perimeter Rd Ste 125
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33309
USA
954-771-6900
dci@deception.com
www.deception.com/polygraph_
school.html

ESCUELA NACIONAL DE POLIGRAFIA,
NATIONAL POLYGRAPH SCHOOL*
Director: Ana Silvia Von Schmelling
Address: Calle Cuauhtemoc # 168
Colonia Tisapan de San Angel,
Mexico City, 01059
Country: Mexico
Phone:
011-52-555-616-6273
Email:
lg151@balankan.net
Website: no website

INTERNATIONAL POLYGRAPH STUDIES
CENTER

GAZIT INTERNATIONAL POLYGRAPH
SCHOOL:
Director: Mordechai Gazit
Address: 29 Hamered Street Industry
Building
Tel Aviv
Country: Israel
Phone:
972 3 575 2488
Email:
office@gazit-poly.co.il
Website: http://www.polygraph-school.com/
en

KOREAN SUPREME PROSECUTORS
OFFICE POLYGRAPH ACADEMY*
Director: Cheol Bang
Address: 105 NDFC Supreme Prosecutor’s
Office, 157 Banpodaero, Seochogu
Seoul, 06590
Country: S. Korea
Phone:
082-2-3480-2144
Email:
roomiron@gmail.com
Website: no website

Director:
Address:

Country:
Phone:
Email:
Website:

Raymond I. Nelson
Insurgentes Sur # 1877, Piso 2,
Oficina 204, Col. Guadalupe Inn
Del. Alvaro Obregón
Mexico D.F. 06700
Mexico
(55) 5533 7349
iptc@poligrafia.com.mx
www.poligrafia.com.mx

*Admission is limited to government or law enforcement students only.
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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LATINAMERICAN POLYGRAPH INSTITUTE
Director: Manuel Novoa
Address: Carrera 46 # 93-70
Bogota
Country: Colombia
Phone:
57-12369630
Email:
Dirgeneral@latinpolygraph.com
Website: www.latinamericanpolygraph.com
MARSTON POLYGRAPH ACADEMY:
Director: Gary Davis
Address: 390 Orange Show Lane
San Bernardino, CA 92408
Country: USA
Phone:
909-554-3883
Email:
info@marstonpolygraph.com
Website: www.marstonpolygraph.com
MARYLAND INSTITUTE OF CRIMINAL
JUSTICE:
Director: Billy H. Thompson
Address: 8424 Veterans Hwy Ste 3
Millersville MD 21108-0458
Country: USA
Phone:
410-987-6665
Email:
MDMICJ@aol.com
Website: www.micj.com
MICHIGAN STATE POLICE POLYGRAPH
PROGRAM*:
Director: Andrew Longuski
Address: 7320 North Canal Road
Lansing, MI 48913
Country: USA
Phone:
Email:
no email
Website: no website

MINDEF CENTRE FOR CREDIBILITY
ASSESSMENT*:
Director: LTC Kengadharan Kathiresu
(Interim Contact)
Address: Block 13, Mandai Camp 2
Mandai Road
Country: Singapore
Email:
kkathiresu@yahoo.com
Website: www.mindef.gov.sg/
NATIONAL CENTER FOR CREDIBILITY
ASSESSMENT*:
Director: Zach Vaughn; Ron Kiefer; Stephanie
Liles
Address: 7540 Pickens Avenue
Fort Jackson, SC 29207-5000
Country: USA
Email:
NCCARegistrar@dodiis.mil
Website: www.ncca.mil
NATIONAL POLYGRAPH ACADEMY
Pam Shaw
1890 Star Shoot Parkway,
Ste. 170-366 Lexington,KY 40509
Country: USA
859-494-7429
Phone:
shaw.national@gmail.com
Email:
Website: www.nationalpolygraphacademy.
com
NCTC POLYGRAPH INSTITUTE:
Director: Elmer Criswell
Address: c/o Dept. of Military & Veteran’s Affairs Building 8-64 Fort Indiantown
Gap Annville, PA17003-5002
Country: USA
Phone:
717-861-9306
Email:
register@counterdrug.org
Website: www.counterdrug.org
Director:
Address:

*Admission is limited to government or law enforcement students only.
14
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TRAINING AND SEMINARS
NEW ENGLAND POLYGRAPH INSTITUTE
Director:
Address:
Country:
Phone:
Email:
Website:

David J. Crawford
PO Box 825
Center Harbor, NH 03226
USA
603-253-8002
kacdc@worldpath.net
www.newenglandpolygraphinstitute.
com/

PEAK CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT
TRAINING CENTER
Director:
Address:
Country:
Phone:
Email:
Website:

Benjamin Blalock
1490 NE Pine Island Rd. Unit 7B
Cape Coral, FL 33909
USA
239-900-6800
info@peakcatc.com
peakcatc.com/

SCHOOL OF INTELLIGENCE AND
COUNTERINTELLIGENCE (THE NATIONAL
POLICE OF COLOMBIA)*
Director:
Address:
Country:
Phone:
Email:
Website:

Lt. Col. Fernando Guzman Ramos
TC Jorge Zenen Lopez guerrero
Transversal 33 No 47a-35 Sur
Barrio Fatima
Colombia
57-3203023049
programaacademicopoligrafiapc@
gmail.com
www.policia.gov.co

THE POLYGRAPH INSTITUTE
Director: J. Patrick O’Burke
Address: 19179 Blanco Road, Suite 105 #812
San Antonio, TX 78258
Country: USA
Phone:
210-377-0200
Email:
info@thepolygraphinstitute.com
Website: thepolygraphinstitute.com
TUDOR ACADEMY
Director:
Address:
Country:
Phone:
Email:
Website:

Charles Speagle
Cra. 66, No. 42-103
Medellin
Colombia
(57) (4) 436-4178
info@tudoracademy.com
www.tudoracademy.com

VIRGINIA SCHOOL OF POLYGRAPH
Director: Darryl DeBow
Address: 7885 Coppermine Rd. Manassas
Virginia
Country: USA
Phone:
703-396-7659
Email:
polygraph11@comcast.net
Website: http://virginiaschoolpolygraph.com
VOLLMER POLYGRAPH
Director: Michael B. Lynch
Address: 22600 Savi Ranch Parkway A-13
Yorba Linda, CA, 92887
Country: USA
Phone:
(800) 295-6041
Email:
inquire@vollmerinstitute.com
Website: www.vollmerinstitute.com

*Admission is limited to government or law enforcement students only.
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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FROM THE BOARD

President´s Message
Sabino Martinez Jr., President

Greetings colleagues:
I hope you and your entire family are remaining healthy during these unusual times. If
not, I hope you are recuperating quickly.
I wanted to let you all know I was sworn in as your new president through a virtual
meeting on September 18. This was very exciting for me, but somewhat disappointing
as well. Unfortunately, I did not have you all in the audience to enjoy it with me! I’d like
to take a moment to thank all of you again for your trust in me. At the seminar in Chicago next year, I hope to be able to thank you all in person.
During our first board meeting, I was able to get a summer seminar approved for 2021
in Latin America. This APA seminar is scheduled in June, and will be held in Colombia.
We hope to accomplish the seminar without any problems, specifically problems that
forced us to cancel New Orleans this year. I hope anyone who would like to travel to
Colombia will attend. Additional details will be posted on the website in the future.
During the board meeting, our newest member Chip Morgan, was appointment co-chair
with Jamie McCloughan to head an ad hoc committee to explore the viability of a forensic polygraph examiner certification. I welcome anyone with comments, questions
or concerns to contact Chip or Jamie .

APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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A vote also approved movement of a subcommittee known as Awards Committee to
Lisa Ribacoff who is the head of the Public Relations Committee. This will serve a better purpose and Lisa will do a great job heading off that committee as she has done so
in the past.
I strongly suggest that everyone read Handler and Nelson’s publication on Racial Intolerance and before making any conclusions, as Chip Morgan suggested read it again. I
will remind everyone that any publications are solely the opinion of the authors, and in
no way a stance or opinion of the APA. I encourage members that may have differing
opinions or input on any publications to feel free and submit your publication to the
editor. With the restrictions of COVID19 slowly being lifted, please be careful, safe and
use the recommended hygiene practices, I look forward to serving as your president,
and hope I can be of great service to the members as other past presidents have been.
Once again, thank you for your trust, and until next time.
We are sorry to announce the death of one of Texas polygraph icons, Shirley Sturm
A dedicated member and knowledgeable instructor. You will be remembered by many!
Estimados Colegas, espero que todos se encuentren bien y en caso de alguno de ustedes este enfermo le deseo una rápida recuperación.
Desafortunadamente debido a la emergencia sanitaria que vivimos actualmente a nivel
mundial, mi toma de protesta como presidente fue en línea, por lo que extrañe la compañía de todos ustedes que año con año atienden los congresos para compartir tal
honor; así mismo, agradezco su confianza y su voto para este logro. Quiero informarles
que en nuestra primera reunión virtual se aprobó un congreso para Latino América, con
sede en Colombia para junio del 2021, por lo que esperamos no tener problemas para
llevarlo a acabo; les estaremos informando sobre la organización del mismo, los procesos de registración, etc.; con la finalidad de volver a tener otro congreso Latinoamericano exitoso. También asigne a miembros de la mesa directiva para formar un comité
ad-hoc, el cual se encargara de indagar sobre la viabilidad de una certificación como
“Poligrafista Forense”, del cual esperamos tener noticias en diciembre. Por último, les
mando un saludo a todos y espero ver a varios de ustedes en Colombia.
Hasta la próxima y estamos en contacto.
18

APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)

FROM THE BOARD

Board of Directors’ Reports
Roy Ortiz

For distinguished achievements in polygraph research, teaching or writing.

The extremely challenging year of 2020
continues….

Tuvya has been one of the leading examiners in Israel and his work has been
critical to the security of his country. He
has published a number of important research studies and has contributed numerous articles in professional journals
in support of polygraph testing.

President Elect

Twenty Twenty
Even though the 2020 seminar was cancelled, the APA Board of Directors (BOD)
and volunteers continue to contribute
to the polygraph profession. The annual
seminar not only provides the latest polygraph developments and training, but
equally important a networking opportunity. The APA is a group of colleagues,
friends and family.
During these very trying times (COVID 19)
Every sector (Law Enforcement, government and private) of the association, has
their own unique challenges. Some solutions apply to everyone, do not forget to
share your ideas and challenges.

He has taught basic and advanced polygraph courses to various intelligence and
law enforcement agencies in Israel, Mexico, Ivory Coast, Guatemala and Poland.
Additionally, he has given hundreds of
presentations on polygraph related topics around the world.
Tuvya was nominated by Frank
Horvath.
Lisa Ribacoff

2020 APA Awards
John E. Reid Award - Tuvya Amsel

Al & Dorothea Clinchard Award: Honoring
extended, distinguished, devoted and unselfish service on behalf of the APA membership.
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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Lisa became a devoted and motivated
participant of the American Polygraph
Association while attending the Austin
APA Conference. It was at this time that
there was a recognized need for advancing the technological platform of the APA.
For all the committees to which she has
been assigned, or volunteered for, she
has made several advancements, including the nominations form. The need for
the APA to be brought into a technological age has been propelled by Lisa’s time
and dedication. There has been more
involvement with membership, more notification and awareness brought to associations that the APA recognize, and
stronger communication amongst members and directors. She is now the Chair
of the Communications and Public Relations committee.

recently she has become an active participant in the social media and seminar
program committees. At the APA Annual
Seminar, you can find her assisting board
members and the office manager with
registration and distribution of materials,
as well as assisting attendees with installing the mobile application.
Desiree was nominated by Lisa Ribacoff.
Mark Pszenny

Lisa was nominated by Erika Thiel.
Det. Desiree Wuthernow
Cleve Backster Award: Honoring an individual or group that advances the polygraph profession through tireless dedication to the standardization of polygraph
principles.

William L. and Robbie S. Bennett Memorial Award: Honoring unrelenting efforts
and display of ability in the interest of the
APA.
Desiree has served on numerous subcommittees on behalf of the APA. Most
20
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Mark is an experienced examiner in Federal service. He is currently detailed as
an instructor at NCCA, teaching test data
analysis. He has an ability to convey information effectively, see areas of potential strength and growth, move people
towards understanding and adopting
filed training solutions and field practices
standards that are aligned with today’s
challenges and goals. Mark’s contribu-
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tions to the training and standardization
of test data analyses are important and
valuable to the polygraph profession.

Mark was nominated by Pam Shaw.
Ashley Alicea

Mark was nominated by Raymond Nelson.
Mark Handler

Leonarde Keeler Award: For long and distinguished service to the polygraph profession.
Mark has been a polygraph examiner
for seventeen years. He has proven himself as a practitioner, teacher, advisor,
researcher, author, editor, expert witness
and much more. Most of all, he has been
a friend, team player a constant source of
help to everyone in the profession over the
years. Since 2015, he has served as the
editor of the APA Magazine and Journal.
Since 2008, he has provided his services
as an international lecturer and instructor
in credibility assessment.
He is a previous recipient of the David L.
Motsinger Award Horizon Award, Cleve
Backster Award and the President’s
Award.

David L. Motsinger Horizon Award: In recognition of a shining star in the polygraph
profession or association who early in
their career demonstrates loyalty, professionalism and dedication to the polygraph
profession (less than ten years)
As a member of the Center for the Treatment of Problem Sexual Behavior, Ashley
recognized that original leadership within the company was not following best
practices. Under new management Ashley quickly helped develop best practices
which included updated testing methods,
utilizing the ESS, and assisting in changing the polygraph client booklets to learn
information that is useful to treatment as
opposed to shameful to the client. This
all occurred in 2015. Since 2015, Ashley
has assisted in training polygraph examiners while in the field when the supervising manager was unavailable, has helped
redesign report styles and booklets, has
been the lead examiner amongst her
peers and has helped demonstrate the
difference between a strong, valid polyAPA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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graph and a poorly done, rushed exam.
She encourages discussion amongst her
coworkers and will also privately mentor
examiners when they are not comfortable
going to supervision with their questions.
Ashley may not have many publications,
but Ashley is a prime example of how a
team cannot survive off the back of just
one leader. She quietly helps raise the
PCSOT profession to elevated levels of
success by being an examiner who is always ensuring she is up to date on the research of polygraph, is administering the
most ethical polygraph exam possible
and helps teach other examiners how to
do so as well.
Ashley was nominated by Erika Thiel.

New Members
There is a steady increase in the number
of new members, from around the world.
I would like to remind our new members,
that the entire BOD welcomes your ideas
and questions. Our individual and unique
backgrounds all combine to make the
APA a better association. As polygraph
colleagues we have a mutual respect for
each other and open minds to new ideas.
Historical Past (Permission obtained:
LAPD Training Coordination Unit) Printed
with permission from the Field Training
Services Unit, Los Angeles Police Department.
E Pluribus Unum

BOD Meeting
The main take-a-way from the recent BOD
meeting was that everyone is still 100%
committed in keeping the APA as the premier polygraph association in the world.
President Sabino Martinez is now coordinating the future of the APA, there is no
doubt he is passionate about the APA.
This year, I was assigned as the “Chair”
for the Ethics and Grievance Committee. I
was extremely surprised and grateful for
the number of volunteers for the committee. The committee is well represented by
the three main sectors of the APA. Each
member has a wealth of knowledge and
experience that they bring to the table.
Our main guidelines: fair and impartial
decisions.
22
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Darryl Starks

Chairman of The Board
Greeting to my APA members and credibility assessment professionals worldwide. I pray this correspondence finds
you and your family doing well as well
move into the fall season. In spite of
continued modifications and/or cancel-
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lations of events this year, your Board of
Director’s continues to work diligently on
behalf of our professional association. I
am honored to now serve a Chairman of
the Board of Director’s and I look forward
to working with President Martinez and
the entire 2020-2021 board members, including our newly elected member Chip
Morgan.
Even though this year’s training seminar
in New Orleans had to be cancelled due to
COVID-19, the Board of Director’s still met
via video conference and board members
were sworn in. President Martinez has
made his selections and appointments
for standing committee chairs and work
for the 2020-2021 calendar year is off to
a great start. As always, I encourage all
of you to strongly consider volunteering
to serve on one of the many committees
of the APA. Committee work is truly the
life’s blood of the APA and your vast talents, knowledge and skills are needed.
As Chairman, I will continue my commitment to the highest standards of professionalism and adherence to the APA Standards of Practice and Code of Ethics that
are the Hallmark of our association. The
cancellation of the 2020 New Orleans was
a real “gut punch” to us all and I truly regret we missed the opportunity our seminar brings for fellowship and the sharing
of knowledge. Nonetheless, we move onward and upward, and I look forward to
what 2020-2021 has to offer for the APA.

Mike Gougler
Seminar Chair

APA 2021 Seminar Dates & Updates
55th ANNUAL SEMINAR AND WORKSHOP
Fellow Professionals,
Plans are moving forward for the 55th Annual APA Seminar to be held August 29
through September 3, 2021 in Chicago.
The conference will be held at the beautiful historic Palmer House Hotel. Help us
celebrate the 100th anniversary of polygraph in the United States.
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.
We are exploring several opportunities
for scheduled events. We will have a midweek event to a Chicago White Sox game.
A schedule of classes will be posted on
the APA website in January. The schedule
will be finalized at the APA winter board
meeting. 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
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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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.)
I would again like to thank all of our sponsors for their support.
See you in Chicago.

Donnie Dutton
Director

tee chairs and their committee assignments; I would like to encourage you to
find a committee you would be interested
in serving on and reach out to the chair
and volunteer.
Committee Assignments
President Martinez made the following
appointments:
* Communications and Public Relations Committee – Lisa Ribacoff
* Ethics and Grievance Committee –
Roy Ortiz

Greetings everyone,

* Member Services Committee –
Pam Shaw

I hope all of you are safe, COVID-19 free
and enjoying spending large amounts of
time with loved ones, I know I am.

* Research and Development Committee – Walt Goodson

I feel I missed out on one of the highlights
I have every year and that’s going to our
annual seminar. For me it is not only a
time to get some quality education but to
catch up with the folks that I never get to
see or talk to throughout the year. I am
already counting the days to Chicago and
have already spoken to friends who have
told me they will be there.
Since the new board did not have a
chance to meet in New Orleans we held a
virtual meeting instead. I am not a huge
fan of virtual meetings but must admit,
business got done, assignments made,
and committees are in the process of being filled. Below is a list of the commit24

APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)

* Education Accreditation Committee – Jamie McCloughan
* Professional Development – Chip
Morgan
* Standards and Specialized Testing
Committee – Ray Nelson
* Post-Conviction Sex Offender Testing Committee – Erika Thiel
Please consider volunteering for one of
the above.
In my last new article I alerted you that
I was to have been the moderator for a
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panel discussion in New Orleans but
since that wasn’t going to happen I was
going to post some of the questions, that
you the membership sent to me, for answers. I am hoping that you enjoy their
responses as much as I enjoyed them. I
sent some of the questions to the entire
board while some were sent to specific
members of the board due to their expertise on a particular topic. Enjoy!
This first question was addressed to the
entire board for comment:
Q. “There are some polygraph examiners that have been relieved from
their place of employment because
of unethical polygraph conduct, yet
they continue to find employment in
other federal agencies or local and
state law enforcement departments.
What is the appropriate role of the
American Polygraph Association
(APA) in identifying these unethical
examiners if they are APA members?
Doesn’t the APA have a professional
responsibility to prevent any unethical polygraph examiner from practicing irrespective the potential legal
implications?”
A1. APA’s role should be to act on grievances filed against the member and take
the appropriate action, if any, against
their membership. That is the limit of our
authority.
A2. It is a great question for sure. If a
grievance is filed, then it would be the
grievance committee’s responsibility to

bring a suggestion to the board and then
the board to vote on it. I think it also largely depends on what the unethical practice
was that was done and if this practice truly violates polygraph ethics or if it was a
company policy issue that was the cause
of termination. If a grievance is not filed,
there is no way for us to even know of the
situation itself.
A3. I concur with the comments provided by others. We (the APA) don’t exist for
the sole purpose of identifying or taking
action against unethical examiners. Our
mission is to promote, support, and uphold our profession’s best practices while
increasing our knowledge base. However,
should a grievance be filed, and we identify through follow up investigation that
unethical actions have taken place by a
fellow member, the APA can only take action on that member’s status within the
association.
A4. I agree with all of the above reasons
stated, that said, this sounds like a baited
question to me. I recall Walt telling us
that most of the grievances filed come
down to turf wars and attempts to kill
the competition. The way the question is
written is concerning. The person asking
the question purports to know these “examiners” and the reasons they were “relieved from their place of employment.”
I am not sure what that means but it is
concerning. How would they know? It
seems they would not be in a position to
know of multiple examiners “relieved” of
their polygraph employment.
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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A5. Great question for discussion. Every
compliant against an examiner at their
place of employment may have numerous
potential witnesses and whether they tell
the truth or not is usually unknown. Some
law enforcement agencies have and still
do give illegal orders to their employees.
The list is endless as to potential factors
that may confirm the complaint or exonerate the examiner. Do not forget that
the real possibility of the APA being held
liable for slander etc. Anyone can go to
Anti-Polygraph and find things about APA
members, including myself.
A6. I totally agree with everyone’s comments and to quote our website....” The
APA governs the conduct of its members
by requiring adherence to a Code of Ethics and a set of Standards and Principles
of Practice”........but as a condition of
“membership” only.
A7. All, I agree with other’s comments
and position. The APA is not the “Polygraph Police”. We should stick to Mission
Statement and promote Polygraph within
our Organization and Membership.
Here was another question that was
asked but only to specific members:
Q. Although I know the history behind it, why is the outcome of a diagnostic test labelled NDI and DI while
the outcome of a screening test NSR
and SR? Surely it would make more
sense if they were both NSR and
SR, which is what the test actually
shows, with determination of truth26
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fulness or deception reserved for the
conclusion and the examiner’s opinion? After all, it’s not a lie detector
is it?
A1. I would have to agree. When we developed ESS, we were actually able to
state the results were statistically significant or not statistically significant. As I
understand, the history around SR/NSR
is the federal programs testing scientists
and others for clearances wanted to “tone
down” the inference of the test result and
so rather say Deception Indicated they
watered it down and said the result was
significant. They were not stating it was
statistically significant, they just were
saying it was significant, rather than saying they were deceptive.
A2. I think this change occurred around
the time screening examinations became
popular in the Federal government. It
was my understanding that they wanted
to delineate between criminal testing
and screening testing. As I understood
it all specific issue test were labeled DI
and NDI due to the examination being
tested over a known event and concluding that the person was deceptive or not
to the known issue. Screening examination were labeled SR and NSR because
the individual was or was not showing a
specific response to a particular relevant
question. The reason for that response
was unknown but significant.
Q. At some local, state, and federal
agencies an applicant is REQUIRED
to SUCCESSFULLY complete a poly-
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graph screening examination to be
hired. Should a polygraph examination be the sole determinant is
whether an applicant is hired or not?
A1. Having been involved for over 25 years
in extensive pre-employment testing, my
experience has been that when using validated techniques and properly administered Exams, most Examinees who show
significant responses admit to some type
of deception during the posttest or in successive hurdles, follow-up testing. If an
Applicant will lie to get hired, what will the
Applicant do in other situations? Remember the best indicator of future behavior
is past behavior. In today’s Law Enforcement climate it becomes even more paramount to hire honest people to maintain
the integrity of Law Enforcement. I have
heard the argument of false positives preventing “good” Applicants from getting
hired, but I feel the very small percentage
is worth the loss to prevent hiring “bad”
Applicants who stand to further tarnish
the Badge.
Q. How can we as a profession reconcile that people were prosecuted
for varied crimes based on polygraph
test results that relied on techniques
and formats and their associated
test data analysis criteria that today
we know has no basis in science?
A1. The APA 2011 Meta-Analytic Survey
formally established a set of criteria for
validated polygraph techniques to more
alien the polygraph profession with the
established/accepted scientific princi-

ples and terminology. Terms like psychological set, which had no meaning outside
the polygraph community, were replaced
with the more accepted principle of salience (or differential salience). Previously used polygraph techniques and terminology that did not meet the new science
based standards of the meta-analytic survey were not deemed to have necessarily
produced incorrect results, they simply
did not meet the newly established validation standards desired by the APA moving forward.
I hope you enjoyed seeing what your
board thought about the above questions.
I hope to have more next time to share as
well. If anyone has any question that you
would like to ask the board of directors
please let me know and I will add it to the
list of questions that I already have. Be
safe and I truly hope that all of you are
making plans to attend the next seminar
which will be held in Chicago starting on
Sunday, August 29th through Friday, September 3rd, 2021.
Finally, two things for you to consider: Do
you know someone who should receive
an APA Award, please consider that person and nominate and how about folks
that want to become polygraph examiners and could benefit from receiving the
Yankee scholarship award, let them know
they should apply. Both the awards form
can be found on our APA webpage under
“About Us” and the Yankee scholarship
award can be found under the training
tab. Please visit www.polygraph.org for
the details of each.
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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Jamie McCloughan
Director

I hope all of my fellow truth seekers are
doing well during these unusual times.
Change has been thrusted upon society
and your American Polygraph Association has handled that in stride
As the continuing chair of the Education
Accreditation Committee (EAC), I can ensure you that your elected officials have
taken action to accommodate students
but guarantee they high standards are
held in place. From my experience, I believe every member of the Board of Directors holds education as the foundation of
our association.
The EAC is looking at new ways to streamline processes and innovate education and
training. The current education and training model has been around for decades.
That said, when something isn’t changing
it is dying, which isn’t what we want. The
EAC wants to be able to provide the same
high level of education and training to the
next generation of polygraph examiners
as those who came before them, but we
want to be able to provide it in a manner
that is fit for the next generation. If you
have any ideas or suggestions on how we
can better provide education and training,
please contact me.
On a different note, there has been an ongoing push for social media to the membership. If you have something you would
like to communicate, please reach out to
28
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us, so we can better serve you through
social media. Older people, well that is
me now, don’t often look at the impact of
social media. However, social media is
the new way to get a message out to your
colleges and those you care about.
If you have any questions or suggestions
on anything else APA or polygraph related, 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.

Chip Morgan
Director

As a newly elected Director, I was expecting to go the annual seminar in New Orleans, greet and socialize with many of
you and express my thanks that you voted for me. Instead, COVID-19 had a different idea and the APA board had to cancel
the seminar. Turns out that New Orleans
got hit with quite a bit of weather anyway,
so it just wasn’t meant to be.
I still want to thank each of you for your
vote of confidence to elect me as a Director in the APA. I consider it an honor; I will
work hard in this position and will not let
you down.
We held our Board of Directors meeting
via webcam and we all got the business
of the organization done, but we missed
the opportunity to reconnect with all of
you, the members.
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I have been tasked by APA President
Sabino Martinez with helping chair two
committees, one committee will be under
the Education Accreditation Committee
– Chair Jamie McCloughan. My subcommittee will be Professional Development.
I have selected some very talented people
to assist with this project. Professional
Development is a broad topic and I anticipate this might encompass both formal
education and continuing polygraph education. It will be very interesting.
The other committee will be a President’s
ad-hoc committee to explore the viability
of an International Forensic Polygraph
Certificate – Jamie McCloughan and Chip
Morgan, co-chairs. I have also asked other APA Directors and APA members with
experience teaching outside of the United
States to assist us in investigating this
concept.
I am excited to work on these committees
and to partner with Jamie McGloughan.
n the meantime, I welcome and really need
your input. If you have ideas or suggestions for the professional development of
our members or have suggestions about
establishing some form of International certification, please contact me and
share. My APA email is directormorgan@
polygraph.org and my personal email is
lieguy@gmail.com, either will get to me.

Raymond Nelson
Director

Greetings APA Members. Normally at this
time I would be congratulating everyone

on the annual conference. For now, perhaps it is enough to say congratulations
to the new Board of Directors and new
President Martinez. Everyone knows, by
now, that the APA conference that was
planned for New Orleans was canceled
due to the global pandemic – for which
the WHO declared a public health emergency on Jan. 31, leading the U.S. make
a similar public health emergency declaration on Feb. 2. By Mar. 11 the WHO began to describe COVID-19 as a pandemic,
and on Mar. 13 the U.S. had declared it
a national emergency. Also, in Mar. the
economic shut down and stay-at-home
orders began. So we are now six months
into the pandemic, and by this time it
may be reasonable to assume that every
APA members knows somebody that has
been seriously impacted by the pandemic, including people who have been ill or
are now deceased, and whose work and
livelihoods have been seriously disrupted. We’ve all become accustomed to seeing, and wearing masks – and even face
shields - in public. (And perhaps, as a result, we pay more attention to the details
of people’s eyes. Are they smiling? Fatigued? Sick?) We no longer shake hands,
and become concerned when people
stand too close in public. Communication
through plexiglass is a new kind of normal. And, most of us have observed some
form of over reaction to what would have
been viewed as simply coughing in public
in the past. After six month of pandemic
we are starting to get tired of it. Tired of
masks. Tired of social distancing. Tired of
not enough fun. But most importantly, it’s
not over yet, and so now is not the time
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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to get tired. This is the time to continue
to integrate universal precautions into
our routine professional and social interactions. Businesses and schools and
all agencies involved in public safety are
without doubt going to become experts, if
they are not already, in universal precautions. Universal precautions refers to the
practice, in medicine, of avoiding contact
with patients’ bodily fluids, by means of
the wearing of nonporous articles such
as medical gloves, goggles, and face
shields. (In other words: if it’s wet and
sticky and not yours then don’t touch it.)
This is likely to become even more important as we continue to resume normal
economic and social activity. And, as all
is arrived and colder weather is on its way
– at least for those of us in the northern
hemisphere – and there is less daylight
and pleasant weather for outdoor activities.
In thinking about the time and seasons,
I realized that last year at this time I was
writing and advising that there was perhaps about 9 months of work to do on the
algorithm comparison project. So, here is
a bit of insider information on projects
like this – those that involve a lot of data
wrangling, and a lot of statistical code,
and a lot of boring documentation and
writing. To get realistic estimates of the
time required for a project you take the
estimated time and double it. So, for example if someone estimates 3 days to
do a project, you can expect about 3 to
6 days. Or you can simply take the unit
of time measurement and increment it
to the next larger unit. So, if someone
30
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says 3 days, you simply know that it will
be a week. Or if they estimate 2 weeks,
you can plan on a month. In some cases
you do both: double the number and take
the next larger unit. When this is done
a 2 week project estimate will signify a
time of 4 months. You get the idea. So, I
was trying to estimate about how much
time to complete the computer algorithm
smack-down project, and the best estimate for now is about 6 to 9 months before the analysis and report may be complete. Of course, this is just an estimate.
I’m making steady progress on this each
week. For the moment the next challenge
wrestle some sample data into a form that
can be fed to and crunched by all the different algorithms. People who work with
data know that perhaps 80% of the time is
spent in abyss of data-munging – the rest
of the time is just sucked into the maw of
statistics, with the goal of finding some
coherence in the project report. Well, you
get the idea – among all the things to do,
this is one that just kind of makes its own
timeline. But I’m still thinking this will be
moving towards completion in about 6 to
9 months. Looking on the bright side of
things, one great thing about the shorter
days and Autumn season is that we can
start to put up the Halloween Tree.
Stay safe and stay well everyone.

Lisa Ribacoff
Director

Hello Fellow APA Members,
I hope above all that you and your families
are safe and healthy during these continued times.
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Because of these continued troubling
times, in lieu of meeting in person, the
Board of Directors held our first meeting of
the year via Google Meet two weeks ago.
It was at this time, President Martinez
tasked me with the privilege of continuing
to serve as Chair of the Communications
and Public Relations Committee as well
as tasked this committee with absorbing
the awards and nominations subcommittee. This past year, these committees
have accomplished so much with regards
to communication on our technological
platforms however, there is so much more
that is left to be done. We need the knowledge and expertise of our membership to
contribute to the association’s future. If
you are willing to make yourself available
to the Public Relations committee, please
reach out to me at your convenience so
we can move forward with our tasks.
Committee Sign Up
Committee member lists will be made
public in the next few weeks on the Facebook page as well as on the APA website.
This will allow for transparency to occur within the board of directors and the
membership. These individuals can serve
as another point of contact should you
maybe have questions regarding specific
matters. The form to sign up to volunteer
your time for an APA Committee has been
made available soon via email, in the APA
Magazine and on social media. This is
one way for you to get involved and serve
the APA. It’s the dedication and commitment of our membership that allows the
association to thrive. Thank you to all the
members who have previously served on

committees and to those who continue to
do so, we appreciate your help.
#APAChicago2021
As #APAChicago2021 seminar information becomes available, it will be posted
on the Facebook, Instagram and Twitter
accounts in addition to the website, so
please keep an eye out for that information. The Seminar Committee has been
hard at work to provide the best training
opportunity to our members. This year’s
seminar in Chicago is a very special one.
It is celebrating the 100th anniversary of
the modern polygraph!
Lastly, please continue to adhere to best
polygraph practices as well as best practices for the safety of yourself and others
during this time as we are all still facing
a pandemic and with flu season coming
around the corner, health and wellness is
priority number one.
All the best,
Lisa Ribacoff

Pam Shaw
Director

Hello fellow members,
Your 2020-21 Board of Directors recently
held a meeting via video/telephone to be
sworn in and receive their committee assignments from our new President, Sabino Martinez. For the year ahead, I have
been re-assigned as Chair of the Member
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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Services Committee. Typically, this committee works closely with the National
Office and assists with membership inquiries or related documents requiring
more in-depth review. Though the work
of the committee tends to center around
processing and reviewing applications
for membership, I would like to hear from
you any ideas you may have about how
this committee could better serve you
– our members. The very name of the
committee implies that our mission is to
serve YOU – so, please feel free to send
me your thoughts about what you think
the APA could do to increase the value of
your membership to your daily work, and
of course, to our entire profession. I also
would like to take a moment to thank the
volunteers that served with me on this
committee last year, and have graciously
agreed to serve again in the year ahead.
Committee members are Gamel Brimah,
Joseph Bradley, Robyn Bruning, Jonathan
Floyd, Jeff Lierly, and Derek Zimmel.
In previous board reports I have written
about an on-going computer algorithm literature review project that was assigned
by then APA President, Darryl Starks. I’m
pleased to report that the literature review
process was completed under his watch,
and it is hoped that an informational, summary document will be able to be provided
to each of you soon. This project required
consistent dedication and many hours of
hard work. The committee members that
volunteered and helped bring this project
to fruition were Donnie Dutton, Mark Handler, Joseph Stainback, and Skip Webb. A
big thank you to each of you!
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In the coming year, I will continue to serve
on the PCSOT Committee with Chair, Erika Thiel. She has been doing a great job
leading us in a thorough review and revision of the Model Policy. Keep an eye
out, but it looks likely that a revised Model
Policy will be available within the next 6
months.
As always, it is a pleasure to be able to
continue to serve you through the APA,
and I remain grateful for the trust you
place in each of us to guide our profession forward. Please stay safe as we continue to navigate COVID-19 and I look forward to hearing your ideas about how our
Association can better serve you.
All the best,
Pam Shaw

Erika Thiel
Director

Hello Everyone and happy autumn! Here
in Connecticut the leaves are starting to
turn beautiful shades of red, yellow, and
orange. This is surprising to me because
we are technically in a drought! However,
the trees do not disappoint with providing beauty during continued chaos in our
lives. I am sure many of you have heard
that we can learn a lot from trees. That
they are a constant reminder of the need
to purge and produce newness in our
lives. I think that is a reminder that is necessary for the year 2020. There has been
so much change. We have lost many
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lives among the polygraph community
as well as friends and family members.
Many practices have closed or had to be
shut down due to the lack of business. I
think in this time when the world begins
to purge what it grew throughout the year
we should reflect on this and the difficulties we have faced with the remembrance
that there will be time to grow again. Ensuring we are taking care of ourselves
and those in need is a great way to rebuild what we purge whether that purge
is in the form of getting rid of clothes in
our closets, updating furniture, or (and in
my opinion most importantly) purge of
negative stressors in our life. Let us all
be there for each other.
As for the PCSOT committee, we had our
first official vote on updates to the model
policy that we have been working on for
the last year and realized we were not in
unanimous agreement that it is ready to
be published. With that being said, we
are hard at work fixing the spots we have
found disagreement on and should hopefully have the document ready for the
board to review for the winter board meeting. The changes are insightful, current,
and necessary. The PCSOT committee is
intentionally diverse and with that being
said, I think it is more important that we
can unanimously agree that the model
policy is ready to publish since there are
so many perspectives that are being put
into the development of the updates. I am
looking forward to another few months of
some great minds coming together and
finishing this so that it is the best product
for all examiners to use. ¡Hola a todos y

feliz otoño! Aquí en Connecticut, las hojas comienzan a adquirir hermosos tonos
de rojo, amarillo y naranja. ¡Esto me sorprende porque técnicamente estamos en
una sequía! Sin embargo, los árboles no
defraudan al brindar belleza durante el
caos continuo en nuestras vidas. Estoy
seguro de que muchos de ustedes han escuchado que podemos aprender mucho
de los árboles. Que son un recordatorio
constante de la necesidad de purgar y
producir novedad en nuestras vidas. Creo
que es un recordatorio que es necesario para el año 2020. Ha habido muchos
cambios. Hemos perdido muchas vidas
entre la comunidad del polígrafo, así
como amigos y familiares. Muchas prácticas han cerrado o han tenido que cerrar
debido a la falta de actividad. Creo que en
este momento en que el mundo empieza
a depurar lo que creció a lo largo del año
deberíamos reflexionar sobre esto y las
dificultades que hemos enfrentado con el
recuerdo de que habrá tiempo de volver
a crecer. Asegurarnos de que nos estamos cuidando a nosotros mismos y a los
necesitados es una excelente manera de
reconstruir lo que purgamos, ya sea que
esa purga sea en forma de deshacernos
de la ropa en nuestros armarios, actualizar los muebles o (y en mi opinión lo más
importante) purgar de factores de estrés
negativos en nuestra vida. Estemos todos los unos para los otros.
En cuanto al comité del PCSOT, tuvimos
nuestra primera votación oficial sobre las
actualizaciones de la política modelo en
la que hemos estado trabajando durante
el último año y nos dimos cuenta de que
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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no estábamos de acuerdo unánimemente
en que está lista para ser publicada. Dicho esto, estamos trabajando arduamente para corregir los puntos en los que
hemos encontrado desacuerdos y, con
suerte, deberíamos tener el documento
listo para que la junta lo revise para la reunión de invierno de la junta. Los cambios son profundos, actuales y necesarios.
El comité del PCSOT es intencionalmente
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diverso y, dicho esto, creo que es más importante que podamos acordar unánimemente que la política modelo está lista
para su publicación, ya que hay muchas
perspectivas que se están poniendo en el
desarrollo de las actualizaciones. Espero
que pasen unos meses más en los que
algunas mentes geniales se unan y terminen esto para que sea el mejor producto
para todos los examinadores.
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PCSOT For Thought
Erika Thiel

In the last magazine article, Raymond
Nelson and Mark Handler published an
article about social injustice in polygraph.
If you have not read this yet, please do so
before continuing forward with this article. They write “It is our view polygraph
examiners and others who may interview
for information on social intolerance are
likely to be less effective at this task if
they lack adequate training and information, and if they are unaware of their
own potential biases.” (Nelson & Handler,
2020). With the definition of social intolerance being:
“a lack of tolerance for differences in
social behaviors, attitudes or beliefs.
Tolerance can be thought of as a willingness to allow, permit, or accept
actions, ideas, objects, or persons
who are different than oneself, or
with which one dislikes or disagrees.
In a broader sense, social tolerance
is the acceptance of persons, ideas,
and behavior that are different than
36
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one’s own. Unwillingness or refusal
to accept or respect beliefs or opinions that are different than one’s own
is intolerance in a nutshell.” (Nelson
& Handler, 2020).
Though this article may not have been
written with PCSOT examiners in mind, it
is fair to say that this is something that
PCSOT examiners must face everyday
within their job. What is not talked about
is how well PCSOT examiners are dealing
with this everyday in their job. There are
essentially two mentalities to PCSOT exams. One mentality is that it is the examiner’s role to find out all information about
the behaviors a person who has offended
in a sexual way in order to contain them
from the public. The other mentality is to
find out information about the behaviors
a person who has offended in a sexual
way for this information is used a tool for
treatment and supervision to help determine the needs of the client and whether
they should be contained or if they can
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successfully reintegrate back into society. Notice the lack of a label in both
mentalities? This is something that we
as PCSOT examiners can contribute to in
order to bring more social justice into our
practice. The term “sex offender” has a
stigmatizing label and yet the registry is
often times based on the persons inability to pay a lawyer to help them remain off
the registry. This is why there are a lot of
people who are on the sex offender registry who were seniors in high school and
had a romantic relationship with a freshman. As you read that you may think “this
is not the person I am afraid of living next
door to me” and you are not wrong in your
thinking. The reality though is the a lot of
times the person you may want to monitor a little more closely may not be on the
registry at all because they were able to
pay a good lawyer and potentially plea
out of a sex offense altogether.
Next is the acknowledgement that examiners are more than likely going to find
themselves being biased in a sense because they do not agree or accept what
the person has done to victimize others.
This is unavoidable but should never enter to your polygraph. The reality is that
we can disagree with everything they
have done in the past and acknowledge
that the person was meeting needs of
their own in a very different way then we
would meet our needs. That does not
change the fact though that we have de-

cided to test a population of people who
are for the most part trying to get better.
They are trying to figure out why the offended in the first place and learn how to
not do this again. As a PCSOT examiner,
this is absolutely something we should
be in agreement on. If you cannot be in
agreement with that then it may be time
to reconsider the type of examination you
are doing.
In order to truly consider social injustice
as PCSOT examiner we need to be able to
break away from the use of the term “sex
offender.” Though it may not feel like it,
this label really creates bias on social economic status and social class as in some
states this label is looked at as an unofficial social class all of its own. We need to
align ourselves with the idea that the person who is being tested is a human being who has done a bad thing or things in
the past, but is working on creating a new
life for themselves where they are more
accepted into society. When we can look
the person as a person, we can then truly
apply the concepts of social intolerance
and further ensure we are not conducting polygraphs in a manner that is intolerant of “gender, sexual orientation, race,
ethnicity, political affiliation, age, culture,
ethnicity, socioeconomic status or social
class, marital status, nationality, occupation, disability, and religion.” (Nelson &
Handler, 2020).
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Practical Polygraph: Triaging the Array of PCSOT Examination Types
Raymond Nelson

The APA Model Policy for Post-Conviction
Sex Offender Testing (PCSOT) defines several types of PCSOT examinations. These
include the instant-offense exam (IO), sex
history exam (SHE), and maintenance
exam (ME). Although each of these types
of PCSOT exams has a different purpose
– and a different set of complicating factors – PCSOT is, in the end, just basic
polygraph. All polygraphs, whether PCSOT or otherwise, are subject to the same
basic theory – that greater changes in
physiological activity are loaded at different types of test stimuli as a function of
deception and truth-telling in response to
relevant/target stimuli. All polygraphs are
subject to the same basic principles and
requirements for test administration, and
may be subject to the same types of limitations. These requirements begin with
the test a test structure that includes the
pretest interview, a review of all test questions, use of a practice or acquaintance
test, recording of physiological responses to several iterations of a test question
38
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sequence that includes relevant questions, comparison questions and other
procedural questions. All polygraphs will
include some form of analysis of the categorical and probabilistic test results, and
may include a posttest review in attempt
to resolve any remaining inconsistencies.
Similarities for PCSOT exams and other
types of polygraphs will include the basic
requirements for examinee suitability –
that a person is awake, coherent, and normally responsive, and also not suffering
any acute injury or illness at the time of
examination. PCSOT exams are subject
to same scientific limitations as other
polygraphs – including both psychological/attentional effects and statistical
multiplicity effects that complicate the
precision of multiple issue exams.
All polygraphs will include similar requirements for target selection and question
formulation. A good polygraph question
is some version of “did you do it?” Where
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the “do it” part is a behavioral action verb
that describes the examinee’s possible
behavioral involvement in an issue of concern to (i.e., relevant to) the referring professional. In addition to a requirement for
a behavioral action verb, good polygraph
questions should avoid professional and
legal jargon for which non-professional
persons may be confused or may impart
different nuances or generalities of meaning.
Despite all of the basic structural, procedural, theoretical, similarities between
PCSOT and other types of polygraphs,
there is one way in which PCSOT screening tests differ from other polygraph
screening tests. In other polygraph
screening contexts – such as publicsafety applicant screening, periodic or
surveillance testing, and operational/information security screening – virtually
all examinees in a cohort will receive the
same examination. In PCSOT, however,
the cohort of examinees can include persons at substantially different stages of
progress in treatment, and this may play
a role in the type of PCSOT examination
will best served the information needs of
the referring treatment and supervision
professionals.
No linear or hierarchical solution for the
sequence of PCSOT exams.
Although it would be convenient if there
were a simple linear or hierarchical solution for the different types of PCSOT exams – a solution that informs us about

which test to do first and when, and then
which test to do second and when, and
so on – reality is often not as simple as
one might wish. In the PCSOT context
every individual who is convicted of a
sexual offense can be expected to present with a constellation of factors and
issues that play some role in their problem sexual behavior, treatment needs and
supervision requirements. A desire for a
standard, one-size-fits-all, sequence of
PCSOT exam types is an understandable
and tempting solution that is known to be
ineffective and therefore unacceptable.
Uniform, or one-size-fits-all, requirements
have also tended to lose favor to individualized judgements in judicial decisions
that may affect a convicted person’s
rights and liberties.
This is not to suggest that there are no
similarities among individuals, and that
organizing our knowledge and our work
into sensible categories is un-helpful.
On the contrary, our ability to recognize
and appreciate patterns and similarities
can make us more efficient. Our ability to
generalize knowledge and experience to
similar situations is the basis for most, if
not all, human achievement, and prevents
us from having to re-learn everything every day and for every situation. Despite
the value and importance of structured
linear and hierarchical solutions in many
contexts, effective psychotherapy is necessarily a matter of assessing the readiness and needs of each individual at the
present moment in time.
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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The inclusion of therapy into post-conviction supervision programs is premised on
the notion that, of themselves, convicted
persons might not develop sufficient insight about themselves and others to
effect a satisfactory change in their behavior patterns. Therapy programs seek
to enhance each individual’s social, psychological and behavioral health with
the goal of reducing the risk of repeated
sexual offenses. An overly prescriptive
solution to the selection of PCSOT exams
will have the potential to become not only
insensitive to the therapeutic needs of individuals but also counterproductive. It is
for this reason that no linear solution exists as to the sequence and timeline for
the various types of PCSOT exams.
Different types of PCSOT examinations
exist to provide structure and consistency to the examination, in terms of what
type of things to address in the exam, and
also in terms of the precursory conditions
that make a particular type of exam more
advantageous than others at certain
times. An array of clearly defined types of
PCSOT exams will also help to avert and
reduce costly errors when economic and
systemic forces begin to prompt examiners to compromise in ways that have been
found – sometimes through unfortunate
past experience – to be problematic or
ineffective. More importantly, different
types of PCSOT examinations exist to answer information needs about different
types of problems. Selecting the correct
type of PCSOT examination for each individual is a matter of understanding each
individual’s situation and needs.
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To help understand the connection between each individual’s need and PCSOT
examination type it is useful to ask some
questions. What is the objective of the
instant offense exam if they are already
convicted? Why should be investigate
past allegations for which a person was
not charged or convicted? Why do we
care about a previous sex offense conviction for which a person presently denies
the offense? Does it matter if a person
has committed a sex offense, or multiple
offenses, for which they were never reported, charged, or convicted? How do
we know when a person is ready to do
the sex history exam? How do we know
when to investigate a person’s history of
contact sex offenses or history of sexually compulsive or sexually preoccupied
behavior that may include non-contact
offenses? How often or when should we
do a maintenance exam? Why do we do
maintenance exams? What is a monitoring exam and when do we use monitoring
exams?
One of the most important and interesting aspects of these questions is that
they are not simply rhetorical. That is,
they deserve thoughtful discussion. Another interesting aspect of these questions is that the discussion itself is not
simple. Nor are the answers simplistic.
In other words, it is not a simple matter
of lying-is-bad and people-who-lie-deserveto-be-punished. Punishment, it turns out,
has not been shown by psychological
and human-development researchers to
be the most effective way of correcting
maladaptive and unacceptable behavior.
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Also, it turns out that lying, though often
regarded as unacceptable, is somewhat
common. Lying is so common, in fact,
that social scientists might argue that it
falls within the normal limits of behavior
for people to sometimes withhold information that may make them look bad or
may bring consequences. And it may be
within normal limits for people to attempt
to present themselves in ways that maximize their opportunities. Despite these
interesting philosophical and social nuances, it is useful in a practical sense to
be familiar with the different types of PCSOT exams and their purposes.
Instant offense polygraph exam.
The instant-offense polygraph exam
(IOPE) can be used when a person who is
convicted of a sexual offense denies any
or all of the allegations of the offense for
which they were convicted. In the early
years of PCSOT denial of this type was
viewed as a potential barrier to treatment.
Persons who remained in denial about
the instant offense (the offense for which
they are presently serving a sentence or
subject to probation/judicial supervision
while living in the community), were at
risk for being terminated unsuccessfully
from treatment and returned to the court
for an alternative sentencing option.
Today it is known that risk assessment
and amenability to treatment is not a simplistic syllogism such as denial-equalsrisk, or denial-equals-untreatable. Nor does
a confession obtained under any form
of psychological manipulation equate to

progress in treatment. Instead, knowledgeable professionals will be aware that
denial is a dimensional, not linear, problem. Virtually every aspect of treatment
involves the reduction of some form of
denial and avoidance, and increasing a
sense of personal responsibility and selfefficacy. It is therefore not surprising that
denial is no longer viewed as a barrier to
treatment, but instead signifies potential
areas of needed treatment. Denial, of itself, has not been shown to be correlated
with risk for sexual recidivism. However,
responsibility for behavior is still viewed
as a desirable and worthwhile objective
and experienced treatment providers will
assess each individual’s level of denial
surrounding the instant offense, and referral for the IPOE remains common in many
supervision and treatment programs.
Determination of the potential usefulness of the IPOE is a matter of whether
the convicted persons denies any or all of
the allegations of the instant offense. It is
also a matter of whether some other form
of PCSOT exam is a more useful priority.
Some persons who are convicted of a
sexual offense have also been subject to
allegations of sexual offenses prior to the
instant offense, and it may at times be
useful to investigate these via polygraph
exam. As a matter of principle in the
treatment of persons who are convicted
of or known to commit sexual offenses,
the legal status of the prior allegation is
not a concern to the PCSOT examiner –
though it may be a concern to the individual, family and community members,
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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investigators, and to supervision and
treatment professionals. The complication to PCSOT examiners is that it will be
a difficult and complicated (read: inaccurate) endeavor to attempt to investigate
and resolve one’s history of unknown
and unreported sex offense history without first resolving any known allegations
or known incidents. For this reason, the
IOPE is sometimes used to investigate a
prior allegation.
When used to investigate an allegation
prior to the instant offense, the IOPE has
sometimes been referred to as a priorallegation-exam. Prior alleged sex offenses may or may not have resulted in
investigation, charges, conviction and
prior sex offense specific treatment. In
some cases, there has been no previous
report to authorities, though an alleged
offense may have been known among
family members or associates. In other
cases a person may have served a previous sentence, and may have previously
received treatment for sexual offending
behavior. Individuals can present with
variety of attitudes around prior alleged
offenses, ranging from complete admission to complete denial, and also including issues of denial surrounding the potentially complex meaning of a pattern or
history of alleged sexual offenses prior to
the instant offense.
Another potential use of the IOPE is to
attempt to test the limits of a convicted
person’s sexual abuse against the victim of the instant offense. This type of
PCSOT exam has been referred to as an
42
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instant-offense-investigative-exam As a
general rule, it should be considered an
impossibility that we can ever know everything that a convicted sex offender
has done to a victim of abuse. Indeed, it
might even become hurtful to victims of
abuse if professionals were to attempt to
claim, or assume, that we can know everything that was done to them. Also, because sexual abuse itself can be repetitive and complex activity – involving issues of manipulation, confusion, trickery,
intimidation, and control, in addition to
both covert and overt sexual behavior –
it is often impossible and unrealistic that
any non-present observer could somehow
know or understand everything that was
done. and because the effects of sexual
abuse can be pernicious, some of the effects of a past abuse may have not yet
occurred. For this reason, wise and conscientious professionals will forego an
impulsive and simplistic wish that we can
somehow know everything that was done
to a victim. Nevertheless, it is sometimes
useful to attempt to test the limits of a
known or alleged offense – such as when
planning for eventual reunification with a
victim who is a family member, and when
the courts have not terminated a family
relationship. This type of exam is best
used in the later stages of treatment, with
persons who present as accountable for
behavior and for whom reunification with
a victim may be a realistic possibility.
Sexual history polygraph exam.
The sex history polygraph exam (SHPE)
is used to investigate denial and secrecy
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around a convicted person’s history of
sexually abusive, sexually compulsive,
and sexually deviant behavior. The pretest interview for the SHPE can be broad
in scope, though the test itself can be
segmented into separate examinations of
contact offenses and other problem sexual behavior. The purpose of this exam is
both to rule and develop information that
may be of actuarial (related to management of risks and uncertainties via statistical methods) or phenomenological
(related to the unique experiences and
behaviors of the individual) interest to supervision and treatment professionals.
It has been suggested rhetorically that
the purpose of the SHPE is to identify persons who may be victims of sexual abuse
and who may benefit from help. However,
this has not occurred in practice due to
the variety of intersecting rights issues.
Instead, the SHPE is conducted in a manner that does not seek to identify reportable information such as the exact identify of victims of abuse or the exact jurisdiction in which an abuse has occurred. The
SHPE is in this way substantially different
from criminal investigation polygraphs.
Experienced professionals have, by this
time, moved well-beyond such pie-inthe-sky notions as completely-truthful or
full-disclosure – or full-sexual-history-disclosure – when discussing a convicted
person’s lifetime history of patterned, and
sometimes compulsive or preoccupied,
sexual behavior. It would be professionally naive to attempt to believe that a person has ever disclosed their full and en-

tire history of sexual behavior. Quite often
it is not humanly possible, nor is it necessary, to ever know everything. Realistically, our goal is not to know everything but
to know enough; to have enough information to potentially contribute to actuarial
risk model and evidence-based risk assessment methods. Equally important,
wise clinicians would today question the
need for such a thing as full and complete disclosure – and would hopefully
point out that there is potentially serious
harm to an individual’s behavioral and
mental health to attempt to achieve complete disclosure of immensely personal
information, that carries the potential
for both shame/stigma and life-altering
consequences, through a mechanism or
context that is not psychologically safe –
such as one in which the relationship is
fundamentally adversarial.
A common solution to satisfactorily resolve a potentially complex and involved
history of sexual behavior is sometimes
to conduct the SHPE in two parts – often
into contact or hands-on sexual offenses,
and non-context sexual offending behaviors (some of which can become issues
of compulsivity). As a practical matter,
it is often useful to begin the SHPE with
the resolution of contact offenses. For
persons whose instant offense or known
sexual history already includes any areas
of highly repetitive or compulsive sexual
activities the information from the polygraph is not likely to change what has already been determined as to the person’s
treatment and supervision needs. For
persons with no known history of probAPA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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lems with sexually compulsive, sexually
preoccupied or sexually deviant behavior
it is possible to include these topics in the
pretest interview discussion while working to resolve the person’s history of contact offenses.
Actual polygraph testing of non-contact
sexual offense behaviors such as voyeurism, exhibitionisms, public masturbation,
theft/use of undergarments/underwear
for masturbation or sexual activity (some
of which can begin to take on compulsive proportions) will be most useful for
persons who present as naysayers –
who completely deny any involvement in
these behaviors during the resolution and
polygraph investigation of their history of
contact sex offenses. For persons who
disclose or admit to involvement in repetitive or compulsive non-contact sex offenses there may be less to gain, in terms
of information that would change clinical
or risk assessment decisions, from attempting to test the limits of areas of admitted compulsivity.
There is potentially great value in helping
people achieve personal responsibility
for behavior. There is potentially equally
great controversy and doubt – at least
among clinical thinkers – as to whether
responsibility and accountability imposed
through manipulation and other external
motivations can achieve the same value.
Although the treatment of persons convicted of sexual offenses may often begin with an arrest and conviction, to be
successful it is important for treatment
providers to avoid over-reliance on exter44
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nal motivations and external controls as
indicators of growth and progress. With
all of this in mind, it may be that the actual value or goal of the sex history exam
is to rule out questions about unknown
risk-related behaviors (RRBs) that may
involve both unknown contact sexual offenses and unknown patterns of sexually
compulsive behavior. In the context of the
sex history exam, it may be that the most
important question is simply whether unknown RRBs can be easily ruled out. If
not, if unknown RRBs cannot be easily
ruled-out, the solution may not be to devote energy and resources to the Sisyphean task of full disclosure – an objective
that would be a set-up for failure.
Polygraph examiners have historically
placed great emphasis on the need for
confessions. Pretest admissions and
posttest confession have, at times, been
discussed as the primary or even singular
value of the polygraph test. This unfortunately relegates the polygraph test to
nothing more than a bogus-pipeline prop,
for which any unscientific gimmick would
suffice. At other times, the priority on confession has been explained as intended
to “validate” a test result – which is, of
course, a misunderstanding of the notion
of scientific validity. A scientific test is
valid with or without a confession. Also,
a scientific test can be valid even if some
test results are incorrect. Validity is a scientific question that is not dependent on
the results of any individual exam.
The polygraph test, and by extension the
SHPE is intended to be a valid scientific
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test. This means that the test result, of itself, has to be perceived as a valued and
valid objective – with or without a confession. This requires an ability to understand
and discuss test results as probabilities
(because the purpose of any scientific
test is to quantify a phenomena of interest that cannot be subject to direct physical measurement or perfect deterministic observation). Equally important in the
PCSOT context, there is reason to doubt
that a confession obtained in a polygraph
interrogation can, of itself, be a valid clinical indicator of progress toward the goal
of personal responsibility for behavior. Instead the solution to deceptive polygraph
test results is more likely a clinical task
– one that requires a therapeutic alliance.
A therapeutic alliance can be thought of
as both noun (a thing) and also a description of effective clinical rapport between
a mental/behavioral health treatment
provider and a person in treatment. To be
effective at facilitating the kind of honest discussion that can develop increase
insight into one’s own behavior, and increased empathy for others, a therapeutic
alliance is necessarily based on authenticity and concern for each individual. A
therapeutic alliance requires psychological safety, and this requires both consistency and an absence of manipulation
(which is not the same as an absence of
authority).
A therapeutic alliance, and clinical rapport, differs significantly from polygraph
rapport - which is based on an illusion of
rapport with the objective of obtaining in-

formation in the moment. Clinical rapport
is not simply a matter of winning a battleof-wits over undisclosed information. It
requires, among other things, context of
concern for the individual that prioritizes
emotional and psychological safety, and
personal growth – fundamental to the development of healthy living and healthy
relationships – and the ongoing viability
of the therapeutic relationship and rapport, over the timeliness of information.
Fortunately there is often no urgency for
the resolution of a convicted person’s
polygraph examination results, as there
is in a criminal investigation. Supervision
and treatment professionals can often
devote the time necessary to help each
individual through the social and psychological obstacles that may prevent them
from the goal of personal responsibility
for behavior – for which there may also be
important clinical and philosophical discussion about social accountability. With
this approach the accuracy and precision
of the polygraph test result (i.e., whether
or not unknown RRBs can be reasonably
ruled-out) becomes a priority that equals
or exceeds that of simply obtaining more
information.
Maintenance polygraph exam.
The maintenance polygraph exams (MPE)
is perhaps the most common and useful
type of PCSOT exam. It is used to investigate behavioral compliance with rules
intended to enhance safety and healthy
lifestyle skills, and to manage and reduce
the potential for problem behavior and
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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sex offense recidivism among persons
who have been convicted of a sexual offense are who are residing in the community. Herein exists a common and easy
misunderstanding about PCSOT – that a
goal of polygraph testing is to determine
whether a person has committed a new
sexual offense. In fact, the goals of PCSOT are same as those of treatment and
supervision professionals – to prevent the
occurrence of a new sexual offense. Waiting to catch a person after a new offense
is waiting too long. With this in mind, it
is easy to understand that MPE target issues will primarily involve the convicted
person’s compliance with supervision
and treatment rules, often as stipulated
in supervision and treatment contracts.
Supervision and treatment rules may vary
for different programs and for different individuals, but will often involve a variety
of general and special conditions pertaining to a combination of restrictions and
requirements for accountability. The content of treatment and supervision rules
can address a range of behaviors, including: sex behaviors and sex relations,
pornography use, electronic and internet
communications, contact with children,
minors or other vulnerable persons, alcohol and drug use and sometimes including masturbation behaviors and masturbatory fantasies. By extension, investigation target issues and relevant questions
for the MPE can address a similar array of
behavioral concerns.
The details of a convicted person’s supervision and treatment contract rules,
if adhered to diligently, would preclude
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an opportunity for – and therefore the
occurrence of – sexual recidivism. Optimistically, the objective of the MPE is
to confirm that a convicted persons has
abstained from problem behaviors and
rule violations during a recent period of
time. That time period can vary for different programs and jurisdictions but is
most often in the range of a few months
to one year. A related objective MPE will
be to identify and intervene around areas
of problem behavior before a new offense
has occurred. For these reasons, the PCSOT MPE is primarily used as a test about
behavioral compliance. Of course there
is always some degree of risk surrounding each individual, and this is premised
on the notion that past behavior is one
of the most important indicators of future behavior. The mitigating factors in
this equation are the convicted person’s
capacity for self-control and cooperation
with behavioral boundaries and rules.
As with the SHPE, when a person has
difficulty producing non-deceptive (i.e.,
truthful) results in the MPE, polygraph
examiners may attempt to resolve the
inconsistencies immediately during the
posttest review, but it will ultimately be
a clinical task to begin to delineate the
possible reasons for that difficulty. Those
reasons are often complex and can often
involve dimensional aspects of a person’s
behavioral and mental health, in addition
to their social and developmental history,
for which the determination of simplistic
categories of cannot or will-not are beyond the scope, role, and training of the
polygraph examiner.
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Although primarily used as a test of compliance with supervision and treatment
rules, another potential use of PCSOT is
to investigate whether a person – who is
already known to have committed a sexual offense, and is already convicted and
sentenced to supervision and treatment
in the community – has committed a new
sexual offense. Some jurisdictions may
define this type of polygraph as distinct
from the MPE, using the term monitoringexam to differentiate it. Other jurisdictions may regard this type of exam as a
variation of the MPE. There is reasonable
argument for both solutions. Some offenders may benefit from the potential deterrent effect of including sexual offense
questions in the MPE – and this may be
more important for persons whose sexual
offenses include elements of sexual compulsivity or preoccupation. Regardless of
the reason for consideration of the inclusion of sexual re-offense questions into
the MPE, there are inherent complexities
involved in using these questions. Those
complexities begin with the fact that
there are inherent complications when
attempting to test the limits of any pattern or repetitive behavior. Put simply, it
may be unrealistic to attempt to assume
that we could ever know everything, or
that a persons could account for everything, when the topic involves sexually
compulsive activities. Other complications surrounding the use of sex offense
monitoring questions include differences
in base-rates for reoffending behaviors vs
non-compliance behaviors, in addition to
differences in potential consequences.

There are also potential differences in legal rights and constitutional protections
pertaining to re-offense questions vs behavioral compliance questions.
A final area of concern surround the use of
sex offense monitoring questions is that
the investigation of any allegation or incident is outside the scope of PCSOT, treatment and supervision, and must be left to
the appropriate authorities. Conducting
a parallel investigation may run the risk
of contaminating a criminal or social services investigation. For this reason, it is
a principle of PCSOT to refrain from interfering with the investigation of known
or alleged incidents. Despite all of these
complications it is occasionally useful
to include questions about sexual recidivism in the MPE. The question is ono of
when to do so? A cautious solution to this
question is to limit the use of sex offense
monitoring questions to circumstances
in which there is an acute change in the
person’s risk level or opportunity for reoffense, though there is no known allegation or incident. The variety of possible
details that can lead to such an acute
change will vary for each individual and is
beyond the scope of this discussion.
A final note: hen there is reason to believe
that a convicted person, due to their behavioral and mental health disorder, presents a high likelihood of continuing to engage in problem sexual behavior that is
unlawful and harmful to others, if allowed
to live in the community, many states
have implemented programs to restrict
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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a person’s access to residing in the community even after criminal conviction and
the completion of criminal sentence. It is
intended that a sentence that involves supervision while living in the community
is premised on a pre-sentence investigation that has advised the court that a
persons has some capacity and motivation to comply with supervision rules and
to make use of therapy to improve their
behavioral / mental health and lifestyle.
However, it is not expected that each person will possess a completely adequate
level of judgement or self-control at the
onset. The MPE is primarily intended to
ascertain compliance with rules, and to
alert supervision and treatment professions to areas of necessary intervention
that will improve the person’s functioning and help to ensure the safety of other
members of the community.
Triaging the types of PCSOT exams in
field practice.
PCSOT, perhaps more than other types of
screening polygraphs, is a dynamic process that involves a number coordinated
and strategic decisions about the type of
exam, target issues and question formulation. Unlike other polygraph screening
contexts, in which all persons with a program are likely to receive what is fundamentally the exact same test, examinees
in PCSOT program may each receive a
different type of examination, each with
slightly different objectives. When different individual receive the same type of
exam the target questions themselves
can vary substantially for each individual.
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The number of decisions can at times
seem burdensome for both PCSOT examiner and referring professionals, and
this has, on occasion, led to misguided
attempts to program the sequence of
PCSOT exams in a formulaic or uniform
sequence, with the hope of satisfying
a linear supervision and treatment process. Unfortunately, treatment and supervision are often not linear processes
– with progress often occurring in the
form of two-steps-forward-one-step-back,
in addition to dimensional considerations
around families, children, other relationship, health, injuries, employment, economic factors, and other normal real-life
events [pandemic, fires, and hurricanes].
Attempting to force a linear or sequential
hierarchy onto the PCSOT context is likely
to fail to meet the needs of the convicted
persons and the referring professionals.
A useful alternative if for PCSOT examiners to develop an ability to triage each referral and each individual case for the various types of PCSOT exams. In the medical context the term triage refers to the
determination or assignment of degrees
of acuity and urgency of each wound or
illness in a context in which there may be
a large number of patients. In the PCSOT
context we can borrow the notion of triage
to determine the potential value or use of
each of the different types of PCSOT exams, when the referral context is unclear
or uncertain about the most advantageous course of action. A useful way of
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operationalizing the triage process is to
formulate and ask a strategic set of ques-

tions about each of the options. Table 1
shows an example of PCSOT questions.

Table 1. Triage question for PCSOT referral.
Table 1. Triage question for PCSOT referral.
Type of PCSOT Triage question
IOPE

Does the convicted person deny any or all of the allegations of the instant offense?

Prior Allegation

Are there any unresolved prior allegations? Is the instant offense satisfactorily resolved?

Investigative

Has the person made substantial progress towards reunification with a victim who is a family member?

SHPE

Has the person completed a written sexual history disclosure? Are known allegation resolved?

Non-contact

Is the person a nay-sayer re any history of non-contact sex offenses? Are contact offenses resolves?

MPE

Has the person had time and opportunity, in the community, to violate rules?

Monitoring

Has there been an acute change in risk or opportunity for sexual re-offense? (no allegation or incident)
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Chart Scoring Practice
Donald J. Krapohl1

Here are the charts for the September –
October scoring practice. It is a mixedissue Air Force Modified General Question Test (AFMGQT) variation 2 with two
screening relevant questions. The comparison questions are probable lies.
While all polygraph schools teach scoring of the breathing, electrodermal and
cardiograph tracings, some examiners
who attended polygraph school many
years ago may not have been exposed to
scoring the photoplethysmograph (PPG)
channel. Here is a short description of
how that is done. The scoring feature is
the constriction in the pulse amplitude.
The greater the change in pulse amplitude the stronger is the reaction. It is not
just the absolute size of the constriction,
but how much it changed. The response

onset window is from 2 seconds to 9 seconds after question onset. A response
onset is described as the first constricted
pulse of any three progressively constricted pulses in the response onset window.
For all derivatives of the 7-position scoring system (e.g., 3-position scoring, ESS)
the possible scores are -1, 0 and +1. On
average 60% - 70% of the scores will be
0. For a full description of the PPG, see
“The use and benefits of the photoelectric
plethysmograph in polygraph testing” by
Handler and Krapohl published in Polygraph in 2007. If you are not a PPG user
and would like to know how it might help
you in your testing, see the recent article
by Jared Rockwood titled “Science: In the
polygraph suite (part II)” that appeared in
the May – June issue of the APA Magazine.

1
Director, Educational Services, Capital Center for Credibility Assessment (C3A). Questions, comments, and suggestions
can be directed to the author at APAkrapohl@gmail.com.
The views expressed in this column are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the American
Polygraph Association or the Capital Center for Credibility Assessment.
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Now for the school solution to the July –
August scoring practice. That case was
called No Significant Responses (NSR).
The school solution for the charts in the
current article will be announced in the
November – December issue of the APA
Magazine. The answer can also be found
on the APA website (www.polygraph.org)
or by writing the author directly. All recommended decisions are based on the
Empirical Scoring System.
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The APA Magazine is published in PDF format. To change the size of the charts you
can click on the symbols
at the top
of the screen, or at the menu bar click on
View > Zoom > Zoom To and then choose
the level of magnification you prefer. To
rotate the charts, click on View > Rotate
View and then choose either clockwise or
counterclockwise.
Good luck.
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Five Minute Science Lesson: Reproducible Analytic Results is a
Standard of Science
Raymond Nelson

The purpose of science is to understand
reality and the universe. What exists?
What is it? What can we do? (Ignoring for
now the broader and deeper questions:
where did it come from? What does it
mean? How does it end? And of course,
what is the point?) A traditional rationalist and empiricist view of reality and the
universe – the view that made possible
the development of science, engineering,
the industrial revolutions and modern society – is that reality exists in one way
(more or less) and that it is our role to try
to understand it and make use of it. There
are, of course, other perspectives on reality, and they can make for deep and interesting discussion. But a requirement for
empirical evidence and the development
of methods for data analysis have, on balance, made more observable contribution
to to human progress and advancement
than others.
Reliability, repeatability and reproducibility have become foundational standards
56
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to anchor the validity of scientific conclusions, both at the level scientific research
and scientific testing. Validity refers, in a
general way, to whether the exact details
of our descriptions and conclusions about
reality are, or are not, actually consistent
with reality. In contrast, the scientific concepts of reliability, repeatability and reproducibility refer to whether our scientific conclusions would be consistent with
our own scientific conclusions if we were
to, at another time, start again and repeat
the same process that we used to achieve
a conclusion the first time. In a nutshell,
our conclusions about reality cannot be
valid if they are not first reliable, repeatable and reproducible.
So let’s assume, for the sake of convenience, that reality exists in only one way.
(Setting aside for now that pesky business about quantum superpositions and
Schroedinger and the dead cat, and all
that, or was it a live cat...) In this paradigm, realty itself is not subject to ran-
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dom variation. Our measurements, however, and conclusions about reality and
the universe are subject to some degree
of uncontrolled variation – referred to as
random measurement error. How then
can our scientific conclusions be useful
in any practical way?
The answer is to this riddle exists in an
aphorism known to scientists, and attributed to statistician George Box “all models are wrong, but some are useful.” What
this says is that our attempt to characterize or model reality in mathematical and
statistical equations may forever fall short
of representing the entire universe with
complete accuracy – it’s a big universe,
and somewhat complicated – but may
still be sufficient for practical purposes
and small-scale (relative to the universe)
problems. The only real problem is that
our measurements and scientific conclusions about reality and the universe –
and even our small-scale problems – will
be of little value to us or anyone else if
they are subject to too much random or
uncontrolled variation. Aside: the study
and practice of frequentist statistics was
developed out of need to understand random measurement error while attempting to understand physics such as gravity
and momentum sufficiently to calculate
the locations of objects in the solar system. But just as soon as we have completed our calculations and made our
conclusions about some object (where
is is, and what is it?) it moves – because
the universe is, you know, expanding, and
everything is spinning like a bad dream
– and our conclusions will always have

some degree of error. In reality, our measurements and conclusions about reality
and the universe can be useful – despite
some inherent random variation – if they
move our conclusions about reality closer to reality. But everything we think we
know about reality is, in the end, a probability. It’s mind-bending.
Although perfection may be an impossible ideal, it is nevertheless important to
continue to make progress and to make
use of the best available technologies,
methods and ideas – that is, if we want
to use the principles of science in pursuit
of our practical and mundane objectives.
Reliability, replication and reproducibility
are among the most important scientific
concepts that we should make use of.
Reliability
Reliability is a term commonly used with
regard to scientific test results, and refers
to the likelihood that a similar result will
be observed if a test or groups of tests is
repeated. Reliability has been historically
discussed in two ways. Test-retest reliability, or simply retest-reliability, refers to
the repetition of a testing procedure with
the same subject or subjects. Retestreliability refers to the collection of new
data, and to the question of whether similar results will be observed. Inter-rater-reliability, also inter-scorer-reliability, does
not involve the acquisition of new but,
but refers instead to whether the same
data will produce a similar result when
analyzed by different persons – presumably using the same method. For reasons
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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that should be obvious, re-test reliability,
whether we can get the same result with
different data, will be moot point if it is
not possible to get the same result from
two different analysis of the same data.
Unreliable scientific conclusions are one
of the hallmarks of pseudoscience.
A couple of interesting things about reliability. First, many people in the public
and the media (and sometimes even in
the legal system) will use the term incorrectly – they are sometimes talking about
validity when they say the word reliability.
This is sometimes done in a deprecatory
context: such as when suggesting that
a polygraph test is unreliable. What they
mean is that a polygraph test is not valid.
The complication here is that a test can be
reliable but not valid, but cannot be valid
if it is not reliable. To say the same thing
in a different way: a test – such as the
polygraph test or any other test – cannot
be valid if it is not first reliable. In other
words: a test cannot be valid if you cannot get the same results again and again.
Or: a test cannot be valid if you can get
two different results from the same method. But, ultimately, everything is, in reality – or at least all of our knowledge and
conclusions about reality – is a probability. Scientists sometimes say it this way:
the reliability of a test will set the upper
limit for its validity. In other words: a test
can be no more valid that it is reliable. But
it is still possible for a test to be reliable
and not valid. So, in the end, we have to
be concerned about both reliability and
validity (and we have to understand these
concepts if we wish to claim any kind of
expertise in science and testing).
58

APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)

The old-time solutions to reliability problems were to reduce potential variation
by simplifying the analytic methods to
the most basic solutions that will complete the practical task – though these
may offer only limited answer to scientific questions – and also to increase the
requirements for training, supervision,
quality control and continuing education
– though these are expensive solutions
in terms of financial economics, physical
resources and human activity. Moreover,
there will always be some variability in
human activity. Some degree of human
variation will always be uncontrolled.
And some degree of human variation will
always be attributable to human bias
or human interests. In critical decision
contexts – when decision will affect the
lives and futures of one or more persons
– some effort must be made to reconcile
differences in analytic results. Some organizations will solve this need through a
simple hierarchy – who’s the boss? This
may resolve the organizational problem,
but does not solve the scientific problem.
When we begin to decide answers to scientific questions based on role, person or
personality, it may be an indication not
only of pseudoscience but of guruism.
When increased reliability and increased
reproducibility of analytic results become
a priority that is couples with a desire for
reduced or reasonable economic overhead, automated computational methods
may begin to become the best analytic
solutions.
In the past, prior to the advent of powerful and inexpensive microcomputers, at-
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tempting to achieve reasonably adequate
inter-rater-reliability was often a central
concern to scientific test developers.
Retest-reliability was sometimes almost
a secondary concern. Polygraph testing
is an example of this. Reliability metrics
for manual scoring of polygraph test data
has almost uniformly addressed questions about inter-scorer reliability. Also,
some types of tests – such as academic
achievement tests that may be administered to children at the beginning and end
of an academic year – are not intended
to give the same result, but are instead
intended to be sensitive to change. For
these types of test inter-rater reliability is
the only issue of concern when discussing test reliability.
Today, the availability of inexpensive and
powerful microcomputers has almost
completely relieved test developers of inter-rater reliability problems in scientific
testing – including when relying on complex mathematical and statistical methods. Developers of new scientific tests
will tend to assume that analysis will be
computational, and will be focused on reliability in test administration – which is
also an area where computers and automation can be of some help to improve
reliability (but this starts to get closer to
the point of the robot-apocalypse, so we’ll
leave that alone for now).
Replication and replicability
Replication and replicability is a standard
in the scientific method, used to address
questions about the strength of reported

scientific results, conclusions, and knowledge. Replication activities involve the
conduct of a new scientific experiment to
address the same question as already described and reported. Replication may or
may not always follow the exact reported
methods to obtain new data, and may or
may not always use the exact same reported procedures to analyze the data. Effects or results that can be replicated are
considered more robust than those that
do not replicate. However, as with reliability, replication does not, of itself, guarantee that reported conclusions are correct.
Nor does a single failure to replicate a reported effect provide conclusive evidence
that a reported conclusion is incorrect.
As it often occurs, it is the convergence of
evidence that ultimately matters; results
that cannot be replicated are weak and
are of little, if any, scientific value.
Perfect replication is often difficult, and
results can vary due to a variety of unknown or undiscovered differences in
both data acquisition and data analysis.
Replication result can vary – due to uncontrolled or random variation – even
when a replication effort attempts to use
the same exact procedures for data acquisition and analysis. Random measurement (sampling) variation is what led us
to the development of frequentist statistical methods. This problem has increased
substantially with big data – the availability of larger and more complex (i.e., high
dimensional) datasets. Many datasets today – and for this reason many research
studies today – will be difficult or impossible to replicate. For example replicating
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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a longitudinal sample may require years
of planning and years of data collection.
Or replicating an opportunistic or convenience sample may be impossible. In
business analytics and big data, replication of data is often unrealistic. Difficulties in replication – along with the often
impossible scientific gold-standard of the
double-blind-placebo-control-group-longitudinal-field-study, together with the need
to integrate the analytic results from numerous smaller studies in ways that are
reliable and objective – is the problem
that led to the development of the methods of meta-analysis (but that is another
story).
Reproducibility and reproducible analytics
Reproducibility, also referred to as reproducible analytics and reproducible
research, refers to whether consistent
output or results can be obtained using
the same input data and the same analytic methods. Reliance on computers
has enabled us to use complex and sophisticated analysis methods that are difficult to document and describe in complete detail using unambiguous human
language. This is the reason we use the
structured languages of mathematics,
logic and computer code for the analysis.
Human language, it turns out is just inherently somewhat ambiguous (have a nice
day) and dependent upon both imagination and context (which is why literature
and songs and jokes are sometimes fun).
Ambiguity in data analytics is something
to be avoided like politics at Thanksgiv60
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ing. Although replication remains an important standard by which we evaluate
new scientific knowledge and information, some research today will be difficult
or impossible to replicate. So, what do we
do? And how do we make correct use of
computational machines? Answer: we prioritize an ability to understand completely the (complex) analysis process, so that
we can be satisfied that what was done
was reasonable. Reproducible analytics
and reproducible research is part of the
answer at this time.
Reproducibility depends upon transparency and documentation, and these have
become important considerations in reproducible research. Just imagine attempting to reproduce an analytic result,
or attempting to ascertain the strength
and generalizability of scientific conclusions based on analytic results with no
information about how the analysis was
done. No information about what features
were extracted from the data? How were
those features transformed to numerical
values for analysis? What was done to reduce the data to a smaller set of numerical values? What transformations and
calculations were done, and why? What
reference model was the data compared
to? And what can be reasonably said,
in human language, about the practical
meaning of the numerical and statistical
results?
When analytic methods become very
complex, and when datasets become
large and high-dimensional, it can become very difficult to fully understand all
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aspects of the analysis and the influence
of the large number of decisions and
judgements that must be made in the development of the analytic process. When
this happens the methods section of a
scientific paper can become inadequate
as a form of documentation. For this reason, reproducible research practices have
sometimes begun to include the practice
of making analysis code and data available for others to inspect and use.
The old-time way of doing research was
for the scientist or human expert to propose a hypothesis (and a null-hypothesis),
obtain some data, and analyze the degree
to which the data is not explained by the
null hypothesis. Another, more Bayesian,
approach is to suggest multiple hypothesis and analyze the strength of information for each. The science of data analysis has progressed significantly in recent
years. Today, computational machines
can not only analyze the information for
a set of hypotheses, but can also begin
to suggest its own hypotheses or solutions for analysis. This the why statistical
learning theory is also as machine learning and artificial intelligence (aside from
the fun terminology), the machine itself
seems to “learn.”
When a data analysis method may be
complex or require burdensome calculations, the most sensible solution today
is to develop and automated algorithmic
process. The alternative will be to limit
data analysis methods to only those that
can be accomplished with pencil and paper. Or, even more limited, to procedural

methods with only opaque connection
to statistical classification and decision
making. In the scientific testing context,
non-reliance on automated computational solutions will result in an increased
number and variety of human skill levels,
along with a corresponding increase in
opportunity for human error and uncontrolled variation. Automation can help
us. But reproducibility is an important
consideration when we begin to rely on
automated computational analysis – especially when the information and results
may be used to inform decisions that will
affect other people’s lives.
The dark side of all this is that computational algorithms can become complex
and not well-understood by humans – especially when not adequately documented. The most serious manifestation of this
problem would be the “Skynet problem,”
in which the machine begins to think it’s
alive, and then decides that humans are a
problem, and then sends the robots to kill
us (we’ve all seen the movie). Fortunately,
this has not yet happened in reality. But
the metaphor is worth considering, and
it is considered increasingly important –
if we are going to rely on computational
analytics to make decisions that affect
the futures of other humans – that we
both capable of and permitted to have an
adequate understanding of what exactly
happens in the analytic process. Whenever information and analytics involves
people, it not only a scientific concern but
also and ethical consideration that the
analysis is not a black-box process for
which we have no actual knowledge. DeAPA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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cisions about people need to be made by
professionals, who are expected to be responsible for and accountable for those
decisions.
To use an analogy: reproducibility is to
computational analysis as reliability is
to manual methods of data analysis. Reproducibility has become an important
standard in science and data analysis –
especially when data sets are very large,
and therefore very expensive in terms of
time and human activity, and when relying on computational analysis methods
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for which the details of feature extraction,
data transformation and data reduction
are executed by machine. In a general
way, the notion of reproducible analysis
can be applied to both scientific research
and to scientific testing. When a computational analysis method cannot be reproduced, and we cannot therefore have any
opportunity to know if a similar result can
be achieved again, and when the process
to achieve a result is inscrutable, reported
conclusions should be viewed with caution.
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Effect of Verbal Response Type on Psychophysiological Detectability
Tuvya T. Amsel. PhD

Raisa was a 61 year old bank clerk, a new
immigrant from an ex-Soviet Union Muslim Republic, who struggled daily with a
new language and a totally different mentality and social code of her homeland.
Raisa complained that David, a young
colleague of hers, touched her buttocks
on two different occasions. At first, she
thought that it was accidental but when
he touched her breast, she realized that
she is a victim of sexual harassment.
David denied the allegation and both of
them were sent to undergo a polygraph
test. The examiner was requested to ask
Olga the following question: “Are you lying in your statement that David touched
your breast?”. In the pretest the examiner
noticed that the question phrasing was
confusing to Raisa (she was translating
the question to her mother tongue). Yet,
in spite of Raisa’s confusion the examiner did not rephrase the question due to
his training that a denial produces more
significant psychophysiological responses than a confirmatory answer.

Does it really matter? Does the examiner’s persistency to a “no” answer surpass
the risk of a false positive outcome as a
result of the examinee’s misinterpretation
of the question and uncertainty?
“Polygraph testing is a straightforward
Stimulus-Response paradigm … the stimuli are the test questions (not the examinee’s answer) and physiological arousals are the responses.”i In order to avoid
examinees’ confusion, the relevant questions MUST be of a single issue/incident
(verb), have a single meaning, be as short
as possible, avoid legal terms, avoid presumption of guilt, be simple and direct
and be clear and understandable and
avoid intentions.
A common mistake in polygraph “lore” is
that the relevant questions should always
be answered with a “no” answer because
the physiological response to the “no” answer is stronger and more accented than
with a “yes” answer. The legend was partAPA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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ly fueled by Gustafson & Orne (1965)ii and
Horneman & O’Gorman (1985)iii studies
that claimed a “No” response is associated with a better detection rate than other
responses.
A review of the research addressing verbal responses
Gustafson & Orne (1965b)iv studied the
effects of the of verbal response on the
physiological responses. Eighty-three
subjects who were given a Peak Of Tension (POT) – Card Test, and were randomly assigned to one of three groups: one required to make no response (mute group),
the second required to answer “no” to
every card (“no” group), and the third required to provide free associations an-

swer to the card (association group). After picking a card out of seven cards, each
subject was given two different tests: a
relevant-irrelevant test (RIT) format and
a POT test format in order to detect the
chosen card. Only the EDA data were analyzed and considered in the results. The
authors stated the following results: “The
number of successful and unsuccessful
detections for the three groups are presented in Table 1. For both the POT and
RIR methods of stimulus presentation,
the x^ values were significant at the 0.02
level, indicating that the different verbal
response tasks had a significant effect on
the rate of detection. In both cases more
successful detection occurred in the “no”
response group than in either of the other
2 groups. In both cases the “association”
group was least often detected.”.

Table I Detection rate for each group and for each test format.

As per the low detection rate of the association group it is assumed by the authors that:
“It would appear that this added task,
rather than making it more difficult to
control their physiological responsivity, permitted them to concentrate on
the required chain of verbal responses so that they paid little attention to
the actual numbers presented”.
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Kugelmass et al. (1967)v examined the
role of lying behavior, as the basis for
experimental psychophysiological detection of deception. Twenty-seven subject were asked to choose a card out of
six cards. Then they were subject to two
POT – Card Test tests, utilizing only the
EDA channel. In the first test the subject
was require to say “no” to every question.
While in the second test the subject was
required to answer “yes” to every ques-
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tion. In the “no” condition the subjects
“lied” about the actual card chosen and
told the “truth” about the other five cards.
In the “yes” condition the subject told the
“truth” about the chosen card and “lied”
about the rest of the cards.
Analysis of the tests results (number of
the detection or no detection of the cho-

sen card) showed that the number of correct detections in both conditions was
significantly different from chance (a <
0.001). A test for the significance of the
difference groups (“no” and “yes”) showed
that the difference in detection efficiency
between the two conditions was not significant. The results are displayed in the
following table:

Table II Detection rate for each group

In Horneman & O’Gorman (1985) the
subjects (n = 164) who were not informed
that it is a detection of deception test,
were instructed to to select one card out
of of six cards, write down their selection
on a piece of paper and seal the paper in
an envelope. Then they were given a POT
Card Test in were they were presented
with the numbers of the cards (including
the number they chose) and they were
instructed to answer in one presentation
“No” to all the numbers. In the second

presentation “Yes” to all the numbers and
in the third presentation to avoid answering and remain “Mute”. Each presentation
was repeated twice totaling six presentation to each subject.
The results of these experiment indicated that detectability was highest when
subjects answered “No”, then came the
“Mute” answer and last were the “Yes” answer. All answer types detection rate was
below chance.

Table III Detection rate for each gro

APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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An important observation was made by
the authors regarding the detection rate
between the “No” answer and “Yes” answer”:
One result which was not as expected on
the basis of Orientation Response (OR)
Theory (the basis for Recognition Tests)
was the superiority of the “No” condition
in terms of both the magnitude of the
EDA elicited and the detection rate obtained. Comparison of the EDA to the critical card indicated significant differences
between all three conditions, and not, as
expected from an OR interpretation, only
between the conditions requiring a verbal
response and the mute condition. The
superiority of the “No” condition implies
that the content of the subject’s response
is important, contrary to the data on EDA
to the non-critical cards and to the expectations from OR theory”.
Elaad & Ben Shakhar (1989)vii studied
the effect of motivation to deceive and
the type of verbal response on the psychophysiological detection using a GKT.
Their study consisted of two independent
experiments: a field subjects (n=72) and
a laboratory study (n=160). Both groups
were assigned to the same conditions.
On a sheet of paper six of the examinees’
personal items e.g., parents’ names, date
of birth, street of residence) plus five irrelevant items were the questions presented in the GKT. The high motivational examinees (half of the subjects) were told
that the experiment was designed to test
68
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how well they could conceal the relevant
information and avoid detection. The subjects were told that the task was difficult
and that only people with superior intelligence, strong will, and emotional self
control could succeed in it. In addition,
a monetary reward was promised if they
were successful in preventing at least
three out of the six personal items from
being detected. The low motivation group
were told that the experiment was designed to test new equipment developed
for the polygraph. They were asked to try
to prevent the personal items of information from being detected, but they were
not promised a reward.
The subjects in each motivational group
were further divided into four equal
groups The four groups were instructed
to respond with one of the following answers: repetition—subjects were instructed to repeat each item they heard; “yes”—
to respond “yes” to every item; “no”—to
respond “no” to every item; mute —to remain silent.
The conclusion of both experiments is:
higher motivation to deceive the polygraph yielded a better detection efficiency. As per the type of verbal response:
“no” response has the highest detectability rate in both high motivation and no
motivation groups, and the position of the
rest of the verbal responses are displayed
in table IV. EDA emerged as more efficient
than either respiration or the cardiovascular measure.
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Table IV EDA detectability ranking

Research Conclusion

ly indicate the superiority of the “no”

The findings of these studies regarding the most effective response, clear-

answer as displayed in the following
table:

Table V Ranking of most effective response type

The conclusion of these studies may suggest that: the “no” answer produces the
strongest psychophysiological response
thus it is the most effective answer for
detection of information, following by
the “mute” or no response. Yet, it should

be noted that almost all of these studies
were in laboratory conditions, most of
them used only one channel (EDA), and
all of them applied the recognition tests
formats (POT & GKT). These conditions
differ from most common field practice,
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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the CQT. The recognition test and the CQT
are based on a different rationale. While
the recognition test is a knowledge-based
(i.e. information recognition test) the CQT
is a deception-based test (i.e. anxietybased test or emotional test). Thus, with
no research background it would be premature to deduce from one to the other.
Krapohl & Dutton (2020) claim that: “Polygraph testing is a straightforward Stimulus-Response paradigm … the stimuli are
the test questions (not the examinee’s
answer) and physiological arousals are
the responses”xiii then the type of verbal
response should not affect the detectability rate, yet the results of the above
researches do not support this claim.
Maybe Elaad et al. (1989) assumption
may be a plausible explanation:
“… it is proposed that the demand for
a verbal response is associated with
more attention directed to the relevant stimulus than remaining silent,
which allows a strategy of ignoring
that stimulus; Furthermore, a variable verbal response to the different
stimuli may require more attention
than a standard response to all stimuli. A standard response may allow
subjects to respond mechanically
without a meaningful processing of
the stimuli, thus avoiding detection”
Misunderstandings,
and more

misinterpretations

The notion that questions should be
phrased with a “no” answer leads exam70
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iners in some instances to rephrase a
simple question into a twisted manner
that requires the examinee to engage in
brain exercising. Instead of simply asking
for example ”On the night of the burglary
have you turned the safety alarm on?”
which call for a “yes” answer they will ask
“Do you lie when you say that on the night
of the burglary you have turned the safety
alarm on?” which call for a “no” answer.
Communication fails because of language barrier: will it be a foreigner who
does not speak your language, a foreigner
who does speak your language but translates it to his mother tongue, locals who
are not educated enough to understand
what they were told but due to shyness
or embarrassment they refuse to admit
it, and last but not least, use of regional
expressions may be misinterpreted or in
some instances even considered offensive e.g. “ass” in British English refers to a
donkey while in American English it refers
to buttocks. “Pissed” in British English refers to a drunken person while in American English to an angry person.
In addition, many words have more than
one meaning e.g. shell – as a seashell or
as in bombing. In the process of communicating, one delivers a spoken message
which in many times contains unspoken words, gestures, as well as common
knowledge. When communicating with a
local these sub contextual messages will
probably be understood, which is not the
case with a foreigner or an outsider who is
deaf to the sub context. A good example
is found in Robert Heinlein’s sci-fi book
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“Stranger in a Strange Land”xivwhich tells
the story of a human who was born and
raised in the planet Mars. During his first
visit to the planet Earth he is being asked
one morning: “… feel like some breakfast?” which makes him wonder how can
one “feel like” breakfast.
All of these examples lead to Osmo Wiio’s
Murphy Law’s style communication maxims:
• If communication can fail, it will.
• If a message can be understood in
different ways, it will be understood
in just that way which does the most
harm.

• There is always somebody who
knows better than you what you
meant by your message.
Conclusion
Questions should be phrased in a manner that is clear, concise, behaviorally
descriptive and are easily understood.
They should not put a cognitive load on
the examinee while processing and trying
to understand its’ meaning. Even if the
examinee explained the meaning of the
question, the risk that in test the question
interpretation will cause a cognitive load
which later will be analyzed by the examiner as an indication of lying, still exist.
Therefore, questions phrasing should be
kept as simple as possible irrespective of
the answer.

APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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Personal (versus Personalized and Super-Personal) Directed Lies
Mark Handler, Raymond Nelson & Dale Austin

Directed lie comparison questions (DLCQs), according to Menges (2004), have
been in use by some government agencies since the late 1960s, and have been
described in polygraph research since at
least 1981. Although polygraph field practices have historically emphasized the
probable lie comparison question (PLCQ),
the consensus of studies, summarized by
Blalock, Nelson, Handler & Shaw (2012)
has trended towards the conclusion that
there is little, if any, real difference in effect size between DLCQs and PLCQs. Additionally, there may be some advantages
to the DLCQ approach in terms of standardization, ease of use, transparency,
ease of explanation in the legal, judicial,
scientific and media contexts, as well as
the ethics of their use and administration. Most of these advantages are centered around the fact that DLCQs, unlike
PLCQs, do not rely on psychological manipulation. Despite their ease of use and
straightforward nature, there are some
potential areas of difficulty with how DLCQs are used.

One of the challenges sometimes encountered with the DLCQ, is that the training
of some “seasoned” examiners placed an
almost singular emphasis on “fear of detection” and “fight-flight-or-freeze” as a
paradigm to understand the differential
loading of reactions to different question
types. This may lead to a difficulty in understanding and explaining the psychological processes that underlie observed
and recorded physiological responses.
The deficiency here is not with the DLCQ
itself but with the completeness of our
psychological vocabulary – and our fluency as to what to say when asked a
most basic question: “How does it work?”
In simple terms, both DLCQs and PLCQs
work as a function of basic psychological principles involving a combination of
mental activity, emotion, and behavioral
experience. [Refer to Nelson, Handler,
Prado & Blalock 2020 for a more complete
discussion on the psychological basis of
DLCQs.]
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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Another concern may be a form of sense
of uncertainty about whether a DLCQ is
adequate – will it work? – Will it induce a
differential loading of changes in physiological activity for an innocent person?
Experienced examiners know that using
PLCQs requires effort. Some skilled examiners will be attentive for “control material” disclosed during the pretest interview. These subtleties are then exploited
during development of the comparison
questions. In contrast, DLCQs are so easily administered that some experienced
examiners transitioning from the PLCQ to
the DLCQ have expressed doubts about
whether they had put enough effort into
the task. Experienced field examiners,
even those with many years of practice
with PLCQs, will sometimes benefit from
learning to refrain from an impulse to
overwork their DLCQs. It is our observation that doubts about effectiveness disappear, and expert level intuition about
the process and effort required to use
DLCQs effectively, are a simple matter of
correct training and instruction together
with carefully supervised experience.
Another potential problem area with DLCQs is that of complacency – working
with the assumption that the text of the
question will do the job for us. Of course,
it will not. DLCQs work as a function of
how they are introduced and used. We
know this from Horowitz, Kircher, Honts
& Raskin (1997) who showed that trivial
DLCQs, those for which the content is basically that of a neutral/irrelevant question (e.g., “Is today Monday?”) are less
effective than personal DLCQs. Related
74
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to this is the hazard that the length and
grammatical complexity of the DLCQs will
itself be so substantially different from
the relevant questions (RQs) that this
might account for some of the observed
difference in the loading of physiological
responses (e.g., “Did you ever tell a lie?”).
Effective, well-balanced DLCQs, will be of
similar length and grammatical complexity with the RQs, and will be personal, so
as to invoke psychological functions involving a combination of psychological
mechanisms that may include cognition,
memory, attention, emotion and behavioral experience.
The need for personal DLCQs brings us
to a final area of difficulty – one that is
possibly related once again to the similarities and differences between DLCQs
and PLCQs. Traditional use of PLCQs assumes a context in which the examinee is
presumed naive as to how the polygraph
works – a condition that is much less
common in the age of the internet. And
PLCQs were used in a manner intended to
make them appear to the examinee to be
relevant to the task of passing the polygraph. For this reason, traditional use of
the PLCQ involves the selection of PLCQ
content that is topically similar to the content of the RQs. PLCQs were, in this way,
personalized so as to induce satisfactory
reactions from truthful examinees. The
use of highly personalized discussion
and introduction, although necessary for
PLCQs to be effective, is also a source of
concern and criticism as to the lack of
standardization of polygraph procedure.
Different people require different levels of
effort to manipulate them into perceiving
and responding correctly to the PLCQs.
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In contrast, the effectiveness of DLCQs
requires neither overt psychological manipulation nor an assumption of naivete.
DLCQs, therefore, are more easily standardized than PLCQs. To be effective,
DLCQs should be personal, but do not require the same type of personalization as
PLCQs. Perhaps the greatest hazard with
personalized DLCQs is that of the hyperpersonal or super-personal DLCQ, in which
the examinee is prompted to recall some
personal history or experience. This may
contribute to an elevated risk of falsenegative error. In practical terms, DLCQs
should be personal, though not personalized or hyper-personal.
One of the authors was consulted recently and asked to review a test that had legal implications. While reviewing the test
and questions, he noted the comparison
questions were odd. One of the comparison questions was, “Did you receive a
speeding ticket in Fort Lauderdale, Florida
in March of 2010?” Another was, “Did you
have a seventh grade teacher named Mrs.
Jones?” From the text of these questions
it is obvious that they are intended to be
personalized for the examinee, and that
the examinee would have been encouraged to provide details for which they will
be instructed to answer incorrectly.
These DLCQs are inconsistent with those
in the published studies on the DLCQ.
Upon inquiry, the examiner explained they
had attended a state polygraph association APA approved training seminar where
the presenter had instructed them to “personalize” the DLCQs. It is our opinion that

this may be a misunderstanding of the
findings of Horowitz, Kircher, Honts, and
Raskin (1997) who described differences
in effect for trivial and personal DLCQs.
[See the lists of personal and trivial DLCQs from that study below.]
Menges (2004), a federal instructor and
expert in, among other things, the use of
DLCQs, citing personal communications
with Fuse, Horowitz, and others wrote the
following:
DLCs were constructed to ensure
personal involvement and they were
normally related to minor transgressions that almost any examinee could
acknowledge (Fuse, 1982). In fact,
in a study of comparison questions,
Horowitz, et al., (1997) found that
DLCs where personal involvement
was present, e.g., Did you ever…?, produced greater accuracy than DLCs
with no personal involvement, e.g.,
Are the lights on? DLCs were specifically not intended to be embarrassing or significantly emotion-evoking.
Hitchcock, Dubiel and Fuse (1982)
stressed the critical nature of the pretest interview when using DLCs (P.
C. Dubiel, personal communication,
February 3, 2003 and L. H. Hitchcock,
February 5, 2003). As noted previously, DLCs were not intended to provide a
strong, emotion-evoking distraction for
the truthful examinee.
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (5)
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Fuse (1982) described DLC question introduction wherein the examinee was asked
to recall an incident or event to be used in
the DLC question. This basic instruction is
occasionally taken a step further by some
examiners who feel that comparison questions must be strong, emotion evoking questions. If an examiner comes from a background of using PLCs, and one wherein
those PLCs were expected to balance an
examination involving a specific allegation, this belief is understandable. In routine screening type examinations, where
no allegation exists, no previous interrogation has taken place, and no suspect is
being tested, the atmosphere should be
less emotional and less threatening to an
examinee. If DLCs are “pushed” or made
too strong, one might expect the resulting tracings to reflect exaggerated physiological activity similar to what might occur when countermeasures are being employed. In fact, MI (Military Intelligence)
examiners being indoctrinated in the DLC
technique were warned early on in their
internship about the effects of what was
affectionately termed “DLC Breathing.”
More recently Nelson, Handler, Prado and
Blalock (2020) provided a framework for
the process of introducing both types of
comparison question and discussed the
concept of Ironic Process Theory as it applies to the use of DLCQs. They wrote:
In the DLC approach, the examiner
instructs the person to answer NO
to the CQs. The subject is told that it
is important for the examiner to observe the normally expected physi76
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ological responses to the DLCs, otherwise the test will be inconclusive
(Raskin & Honts, 2002), which will
mean that they won’t pass the test.
A note here: many people will simplistically accept that answering NO
to a DLC is a lie. Although the NO answer is incorrect, it is not actually a
lie. A lie is an attempt to deceive another, to convince another to believe
some statement or information that
is factually inconsistent with reality.
Examinees answer NO to DLC questions because they are instructed to
do so. (It should be noted, however,
some examiners, including two authors, instruct their DLC examinees
to provide “a lie answer.” We view this
detail as largely inconsequential.)
The DLC question is simply a procedure – for which the name of the procedure is directed-lie – used to elicit
physiological responses for comparison with physiological responses to the RQs. Notwithstanding this
philosophical and epistemological
nuance, examiners will, as part of
the DLC procedure, explain to the examinee that, in fact, DLC questions
are equally as important to the test
results as are the questions about
the investigation target issue. Examinees will increase their risk of not
passing the test if they do not attend
to, and respond properly, to the DLC
questions.
In the text, Fundamentals of Polygraph
Practice, Krapohl and Shaw (2014) de-
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scribe the following general rules for DLC
questions. They should:

3. Have you ever lied to make yourself look good to someone else?

1.Not be confused with the relevant
topics.

4. During the past three months, have
you deliberately broken any traffic
regulations?

2. Involve minor transgressions most
people commit.
3. Not embarrass the examinee.
4. Not be “set” as are PLCs.

Honts and Raskin (1988) described the
use of this DLCQ:
1.Have you ever told a lie even one
time in your life?

5. Encompass the examinee’s entire
life.

Raskin and Kircher (1990) used these DLCQs:

They then go on to provide a number of
examples such as:

1.Before 1990, did you tell even one
lie?

1. Did you ever commit a minor traffic violation?
2. Did you ever lose your temper?
3. Did you ever cheat at a game?
4. Did you ever brag about yourself?
5. Did you ever tell a lie?
We further reviewed a number of published studies or training materials and
found the following examples for DLCs.
Barland (1981) used the following DLCQs:
1. Have you ever driven a car after using an alcoholic beverage?
2. Have you ever lied to your parents?

2.Prior to the age of (subject’s age
minus 2), did you ever break a rule or
regulation?
DoDPI Research Staff (1995a; 1995b) provided the study examiners with this list of
approved DLCQs:
1.Did you ever take government/
company supplies for your personal
use?
2.Did you ever violate a traffic law?
3.Did you ever say something derogatory about another person behind
their back?
4.Did you ever violate a software
copyright law?
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5.Did you ever say something you
later regretted?

Kircher, Packard, Bell and Bernhardt
(2001) used these DLCQs:

6.Did you ever lie to a previous supervisor about anything?

1.In your entire life did you ever tell
even one lie?

7.Did you ever borrow anything and
forget to return it?

2.Have you ever broken a rule or regulation?

8.Did you ever say anything in anger
you later regretted?

3.Did you ever make a mistake?

9.Did you ever brag about yourself to
impress others?
10.Did you ever lie to a coworker
about anything?
Horowitz, Kircher, Honts and Raskin
(1997) compared personal and trivial DLCQs using the following:
Personal DLC:
1. Have you ever told a lie?
2.Have you ever broken a rule or regulation?
3.Have you ever made a mistake?
Trivial DLC:
1.Is there a curtain on the wall in
front of you?
2.Does 2 plus 2 equal 4?
3.Is Hawaii an island?
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Bell, Kircher and Bernhardt (2008) used
the same DLCQs:
1.In your entire life did you ever tell
even one lie?
2.Have you ever broken a rule or regulation?
3.Did you ever make a mistake?
Craig, Raskin and Kircher (2011) used
these DLCQS:
1.Before today have you ever told a
lie?
2.Have you ever done something
your parent told you not to do?
3.Did you ever do something at
school you were not supposed to do?
Honts and Reavy (2015) used the same
questions as both DLCQ and PLCQ, while
varying the manner of introduction from
the manipulative PLC approach to the
procedural DLC method:
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1. Prior to 2008, did you ever lie to
someone who trusted you?
2. Prior to 2008, did you ever do anything that was dishonest or illegal?
3. Prior to 2008, did you ever lie to a
person in a position of authority?
An important aspect of all of these example DLCQs is that they are qualitatively
similar and any difference in time of reference is an inconsequential matter. And
they are personal, while also being nearly
universal. Universality, in social psychology, means that a very large portion of
all persons will have some similar experience. In practical terms, universality
means that DLCQs are easily standardized. In science, standardization is a good
thing – it is fundamental to our ability to
make reasonable judgments about correct procedure and realistic calculations
of the probabilities of correct and incorrect classifications.
Another important aspect of these example DLCQs is that they are not trivial,
as described by Horowitz, Kircher, Honts,
and Raskin (1997). Trivial DLCQs – those
that are qualitatively similar to neutral/
irrelevant questions – are less effective
than personal DLCQs. Personal DLCQs
are, as shown by Honts and Reavy (2015),
qualitatively similar to PLCQs, developed
around the general topic of lying, honesty,
and integrity. We can hypothesize that
the reason for the observed difference in
effect for trivial and personal DLCQs is
that trivial questions invoke less mental

activity, emotion and behavioral experience than personal DLCQs. Here again
are the Personal DLCQs and Trivial DLCQs
from Horowitz et al., (1997) that were previously listed:
Personal DLC:
1.Have you ever told a lie?
2. Have you ever broken a rule or regulation?
3. Have you ever made a mistake?
Trivial DLC:
1. Is there a curtain on the wall in
front of you?
2. Does 2 plus 2 equal 4?
3. Is Hawaii an island?
One of the authors has extensive experience with DLCQs as a Federal Government employee. He used DLCQs while
testing for three Federal Agencies, he
trained hundreds of Federal Examiners
in the application of Directed Lies, and he
also participated in Federal Quality Assurance Inspections of Federal Polygraph
Programs. In all cases, this author’s experience was with DLCQs that had all been
reviewed and approved by both the individual agencies and the Federal Polygraph School. It was neither permitted
nor suggested that the DLCQs be personalized. In fact, one reason certain DLCQs
were approved over others was that the
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questions needed no modification to be
effective. Examiners encouraging this
alteration might not fully appreciate that
which drives physiological responses at
the Directed Lies.
Conclusion
The advantages of Directed Lies over
Probable Lies are several. Among the
most important is the potential for standardization – the development of comparison questions that have nearly universal value. Another useful advantage
is the potential for a more standardized
pre-test interview with less reliance on
manipulation than with PLCQs.
In a 2012 personal communication with
researcher and NCCA Division Chief Dr.
Stuart Senter, it was suggested to one of
the authors that it is an examinee’s “vigilance for the directed lies” that produces
the physiological response. Examiners
whose experience has been exclusively
limited to Probable Lies, may, understandably, presume both comparison question
types require a degree of emotion to be
effective. Today, our knowledge and discussion of the psychological basis of
both PLCQs and DLCQs involves a combination of emotion, mental effort or
cognition, and behavioral experience or
behavioral conditioning. The pre-testing
of Directed Lies requires the Examiner to
condition the Examinee to both stay focused and to attend to the test questions
during the examination. The result of this
conditioning is that the truthful examinee will respond to the Directed Lies. With
80
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these understandings, it is our view – and
our experience – that “personalizing” DLCQs in an effort to add emotion, or spark
a specific memory, is unnecessary. Again,
one might hypothesize that this process
could produce comparison question responses that yield false negative results.
The most effective DLCs are already sufficiently personal, because they ask about
involvement in some form of transgression in which virtually all persons have
participated. “Personal” should be defined
such that it has the potential to invoke
some combination of emotion, mental
activity, and behavioral experience for virtually any examinee. But we draw a distinction with the notion of personalized
DLCQs. It does not suggest that some
unique personalized detail needs to be included in the question. The Federal Government’s 50 years of experience with
DLCs has demonstrated these CQs do not
require the solicitation or inclusion of additional detail that some examiners might
feel essential.
Based on a summary of the published
studies and the authors’ collective experience, it is our view that the notion of
personal DLCQs as exemplified in development and validation studies (see especially Horowitz, Kircher, Honts, & Raskin,
1997) differs from personalized DLCQs.
Personal DLCQs are consistent with the
published information. Personalized DLCQs are inconsistent with published information from both the scientific community and the U.S. Government. The great-
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est risk, in our view, apart from the lack of
standardization and need to intrude into
discussion of personal details that may
be outside the scope of a required investigation, is that personalized DLCQs may
in fact be hyper-personal (they go beyond
personal experience of a universal nature) and are instructive to a degree that
may result in an unknown risk of falsenegative error. For these reasons, it is our
recommendation that DLCQs should be
personal though not personalized.

Examiners whose procedures and methods are similar to those shown in this literature review will have an advantage, in
that much is known about the expected
effect sizes. In contrast, trainers and field
practitioners who suggest experimental
modifications to these proven procedures
will invoke potential for unknown problems and criticism. These concerns will
remain until such time as the experimental modifications have a substantial basis
of scientific evidence that has a greater
weight than the existing published literature.
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