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MEMBERSHIP NEWS

IN MEMORIAM

Walter Frank Atwood
OfJacksonville, FL died July 18, 2020.
He rest in peace at the Jacksonville National Cemetery, Jacksonville, FL next to
his wife Betty, who is inurned there.Walter was the eldest of eight children - four
brothers and three sisters. Preceding him
death are his brothers Marion, Dean, Raymond and Ted as well as his twin sisters,
Edith and Ethel. Survivors include his
daughter, Janice of Jacksonville, FL; son,
Kirk of Prosperity, SC; son, Bob of Iowa
City, IA; and his sister, Floy who lives in
Pratt, KS. He has six grandchildren and
eight great-grandchildren.

Steve G. Theodore
Steve G. Theodore, beloved husband for
58 years of Diane; devoted father of David L. (Judy) Theodore, Richard G. (Teresa) Theodore, Deanne Theodore and
the late Donald (Kris) A. Theodore; loving
grandfather of Stacy Fusilier, Sara Frisch,
Stephanie Eckblade, Keith Theodore, Rachael Theodore, Kara Wierenga, Nathan
Theodore, LiSette Shaw, Alex Shaw, Kati
Husenica and Kari Husenica; proud great
grandfather of Makenzie, Colbie, Jace,
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)

1

MEMBERSHIP NEWS
Steve G. Theodore, beloved husband for
58 years of Diane; devoted father of David L. (Judy) Theodore, Richard G. (Teresa) Theodore, Deanne Theodore and
the late Donald (Kris) A. Theodore; loving
grandfather of Stacy Fusilier, Sara Frisch,
Stephanie Eckblade, Keith Theodore, Rachael Theodore, Kara Wierenga, Nathan
Theodore, LiSette Shaw, Alex Shaw, Kati
Husenica and Kari Husenica; proud great
grandfather of Makenzie, Colbie, Jace,

Hayden, Frankie, Bentley, Gavin, Parker,
Miles, Grace Kelly and John Richard; dear
brother of Irene (the late Peter) Theodoreakis.
Steve was a Honorary Lifetime Member
of the Indiana Polygraph Association, and
a member of the Illinois Polygraph Society, American Polygraph Association and
American Association of Police Polygraphists.

Erratum
In the APA Magazine 53.5, we erroneously listed
the name of the person who nominated the recipient of the John E. Reid award, Tuvya Amsel. Dr.
Frank Horvath nominated Tuvya for this award.

2
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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
Covid Safety Compliance
Updated Backster Formats
Online Study 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 .
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MEMBERSHIP NEWS

American Polygraph Association
Committee Volunteer List for 2020-2021
Communications and Public Relations: Lisa Ribacoff, Chair
Committee Members: Donald Cargill, Desiree Wuthenow, Timothy Benson
Ethics and Grievance: Roy Ortiz, Chair
Committee Members: Tuvya Amsel, Steven Adang, Donald Cargill, William Gillespie, Eric Holden, Christopher Lombardi, Rick Minnick, Corne Els, Anthony Reistroffer, Robert Smith, Todd Vande Zande, David Willoughby
Member Services: Pam Shaw, Chair
Committee Members: Gamel Brimah, Joseph Bradley, Robyn Bruning, Jonathan
Floyd, Jeff Lierly, Derek Zimmel, Timothy Benson
Research and Development: Walt Goodson, Chair
Education and Accreditation: Jamie McCloughan, Chair
Program Manager: Barry Cushman
Committee Members:Dan Violette, Charles Hubler, Christopher McMaster, William
Gillespie, Kevin Corcoran
Inspection/Site Evaluators: Benjamin, Escalante, John Galianos, Desiree Wuthenow, Roy Ortiz, Donnie Dutton, Hector Ruiz, Charles Hubler
Standards and Specialized Testing: Ray Nelson, Chair
Post Convictions Sex Offender Testing: Erika Thiel, Chair
Committee Members: Donnie Dutton, Ray Nelson, Mark Handler, George Dietchman, Pam Shaw, Michael Gougler, Don Grubin, Joseph Stainback IV
Seminar Chair: Michael Gougler, Chair
Committee Members: Lisa Jacocks, Gordon Vaughan, Sabino Martinez, Walt
Goodson, Lisa Ribacoff, Roy Ortiz, Desiree Wuthenow, Joe Bradley, Luz del Carmen Diaz Galindo, Jonathan Floyd, Bill Gillespie, Anthony Gribben, Eric Holden,
Richard Riddle, Benjamin Sweeney, Ana Von Schmeling, Hector Ruiz
4
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TRAINING AND SEMINARS
AMERICAN POLYGRAPH ASSOCIATION
APA Accredited Programs
As of 12-01-2020
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:
803-463-1096
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.
6
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TRAINING AND SEMINARS
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 (6)
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TRAINING AND SEMINARS
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: Tiffany Franzosi-Watson
Address: 7320 North Canal Road
Lansing, MI 48913
Country: USA
Phone:
Email:
no email
Website: no website

MINDEF CENTRE FOR CREDIBILITY
ASSESSMENT*:
Director: Terence Leow
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.
8
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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, Bogota
Colombia
57-3203023049
programaacademicopoligrafiapc@
gmail.com
www.policia.gov.co

THE POLYGRAPH INSTITUTE
Director: J. Patrick O’Burke
Address: 8546 Broadway Suite 225
San Antonio, TX 78217
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 (6)
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FROM THE BOARD

President´s Message
Sabino Martinez Jr., President

Esteemed colleagues:
Whether you were able to spend time with your loved ones and friends, or if circumstances had you isolate, I hope were able to enjoy your Thanksgiving holiday. Although
this year has been challenging to say the least, we all have many things to be thankful
for. Christmas is approaching quickly, and I hope all your wishes for the holiday are
fulfilled.
I know this year has been challenging, and business may have been slower than you
hoped. The New Year will be here before we know it! Please keep an eye out for information and updates for our 2021 conference in Chicago, in order to make plans to attend our annual seminar.
In our previous newsletter, I addressed articles that had been submitted regarding racial intolerance. This was a subject no one was talking about. A couple of our members
submitted an article addressing possible testing procedures regarding racial intolerance. I will remind everyone that at no time did the APA take a stance as an association
for or against what was written in the article. I understand that not everyone will agree
with the subject material in every article submitted, but it is the right of every member
to be heard. If any of you write an article, be prepared to accept rebuttals or criticism.
Not every member has the same opinion as you. We must be reminded that not one
person or a group of persons may be right all the time. As a professional association,
we must all agree it is acceptable to disagree.
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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FROM THE BOARD
A reminder that any of you interested in running for office as a board member or president elect to be vigilant as to the specific dates surrounding the elections.
The board unanimously voted to move the Latin American Seminar in Colombia to fall
2022. Our hope is that Covid will not hinder our members, instructors, or board members to travel to Colombia. We believe that it better serves and supports our South
American membership and peers if we can conduct this seminar in person.
I am aware there may be many examiners, as well as their family members, whose lives
and health have been affected by Covid. I hope we all continue to do what is necessary
to remain healthy. During the second week of November, one of our board members
became ill. Thankfully, they have since made a 100 percent recovery.
Once again, at the beginning of next year, our 2021 seminar registration will begin.
Please prepare to register and hopefully all our plans will come to true and we will get a
chance to see one and other next year. I pray that everyone continues to remain in good
health as we finish the year, and look forward to a more prosperous year in 2021.
Merry Christmas and Happy Holidays to everyone, and have a very Happy New Year.

Estimados Colegas,
Espero que todos ustedes se encuentren bien y más ahora que estamos a punto de
finalizar este año, por lo que aprovecho para desearles una feliz navidad y todos los
mejores deseos para este nuevo año. Por otra parte, quiero recordarles que empezando
2021 se abrirá el registro para el próximo seminario en Chicago, Illinois, les recomiendo que se mantengan informados de los procesos de registro tanto para el seminario
como para el hotel.
Recordaran que en la publicación anterior de nuestra revista, los anime a que escribieran algún artículo concerniente a su experiencia o investigaciones en nuestro campo, así mismo, entiendo que en ocasiones el temor a una crítica severa por parte de
nuestros más prominentes expertos en el campo de la investigación puede generar
duda de reportar una perspectiva diferente, no obstante, estas nuevas ideas son lo que
enriquece nuestra práctica diaria y sobre todo refresca nuestra forma de visualizar
12

APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)

FROM THE BOARD
ciertas situaciones, problemáticas o temáticas, dando como resultado nuevas líneas
de investigación. Por otra parte debemos hacer énfasis que como comunidad poligráfica todos tenemos oportunidad de ser escuchados y aportar ideas que enriquezcan
nuestra práctica diaria y que al mismo tiempo seamos retroalimentados a través de la
crítica constructiva, cuya finalidad es mejorar en beneficio mutuo.
Para finalizar, les comento que la mesa directiva y su servidor, decidimos mover el seminario Latino Americano que se llevara en Colombia para el otoño de 2022, debido a
los estragos y cambios continuos derivados de la emergencia sanitaria que continua,
además de considerar la importancia de tener un seminario en persona en vez de uno
virtual.
No olviden que con la entrada del nuevo año también se aproximan las votaciones para
nuevos miembros de nuestra mesa directiva y un presidente electo. Manténganse informados en nuestra página web de los días en que se llevaran estos eventos.
Les mando un gran saludo a todos y una oración pidiéndole a Dios que los mantenga
saludable y firmes en la profesión.

APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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Board of Directors’ Reports
Roy Ortiz

President Elect

3. Pongal - India
4. August Moon Festival - China

E Pluribus Unum

5. Erntedank Fest- Germany

Due to the confidential nature of allegations of possible misconduct, it is not
permissible to use past or current allegations as examples of what not to do. On
the other hand, the next recommendation
would probably prevent the majority of allegations of misconduct.

6. Homowo Festival - Ghana

Recommendation: Practice what you were
taught in your Basic Polygraph Course. If
you have any doubt about a “procedure”,
contact your school director or anyone on
the APA’s Board of Directors.

7. London’s Harvest Festival - United
Kingdom
8. Tet Trung Thu Festival - Viet Nam
9. Chuseok - Korea
10. Sukkot - Israel
11. Cerelia - Italy
12. Thanksgiving - United States

Twenty Twenty
Throughout the year APA members and
their families celebrate their own unique
cultural holidays. Unfortunately COVID
19 restrictions have downsized celebrations, but people use their imaginations
to overcome these challenges. No matter
how and what you celebrate, APA members remain colleagues in the polygraph
profession.
World- Wide celebrations
1. Jour de l’Action de Grace - Canada
2. Crop Over - Barbados
14
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Twenty Twenty- One
Seminar Preview
I will be presenting “Ethics” with a philosophical theme. My presentation will in-

FROM THE BOARD
clude audience participation….
Self Improvement
Five steps to develop a new skill or improve an existing skill.
1.Read one book per month
2. Internet research
3. Develop a mentor
4. Establish a QC cadre
5. Widen your networking world: local, state, regional, national level and
foreign countries.
Number One Goal
I hope that 2021 brings you and your
family a healthy and prosperous new
year.
Stay safe…..

Darryl Starks

Chairman of The Board
Greeting my fellow APA members around
the world,
Season’s Greeting! I pray this correspondence finds you and your loved ones doing well, staying safe and enjoying another holiday season. Christmas 2020 will
surely be like none we have experienced
in our lifetime, for obvious reasons. I
hope you will not allow that to dampen

you spirits or focus on the reason for the
season.
The Board of Director’s continues to successfully manage the daily business of the
association amidst the continued challenges presented by COVID-19. We’ve all
had to make adjustments to our normal
operating conditions, to account for new
health standards necessary to operate in
a safe environment. The same rules have
applied to the Board of Director’s. We
continue to make plans for 2020-2021 activities in consideration of current health
and safety concerns.
As Chairman, I and the entire Board of
Director’s remain committed to moving
forward with the business of the association. Always feel free to send me correspondence @ Chair@polygraph.org with
your questions, concerns or recommendations for the board.
Onward and Upward!

Michael Gougler
Seminar Chair

APA 2021 Seminar Dates & Updates
55th ANNUAL SEMINAR AND
WORKSHOP
A message from our Seminar Chair Mike
Gougler
Fellow Professionals,
Plans are moving forward for the 55th Annual APA Seminar to be held August 29
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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FROM THE BOARD
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
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.
16
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Chip Morgan
Director

A Cautionary Tale
Since February, 2020, I have engaged in
safe practices in my polygraph businesses. The threat of COVID-19 was concerning and I wanted to operate in as safe an
environment as possible. To be honest,
I was one of those people who believed
that a) I probably wouldn’t catch COVID,
or b) even if I did, it was nothing more
than the Flu.
During the Phase 1 lockdown, when everything was closed, our polygraph business was deemed an “essential” function,
so we never closed the business. Testing
went on as usual.
Here is what I was doing:
• We wore masks during the pre-and
post-test phases and the examinees
could wear masks the whole time.
Examinees usually wanted to take
their masks off and I permitted this,
at their option.
• I asked each examinee if they had
been diagnosed with COVID and/or
had symptoms.
• I cleaned the testing room extensively before and after each appointment with Lysol and other disinfectants.
• I tried to maintain a 6’ separation
during the pre and posttest phases,
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but of course was unable to do so
during the application of attachments.
• I cleaned the polygraph instrumentation and my computer with alcohol
after each examination.

body normally releases chemicals
into the bloodstream to fight an infection. Sepsis occurs when the
body’s response to these chemicals
is out of balance, triggering changes
that can damage multiple organ systems.)

On November 12, 2020, I was testing like
any other day. I noticed that during the afternoon, I was feeling run down and just
tired. As I completed the last test of the
day and the accompanying report, I was
flat worn out. I also had the beginnings of
a headache.

I was admitted to the ICU and put on Oxygen. I also was placed on the drug Remdesivir with corticosteroids to combat the
virus and associated inflammation. This
was a 5 day course of treatment of an
hour long infusion each day via I/V.

Two hours later, I was feeling worse. By
then, I was so tired I had a hard time getting up and walking around and by now
my headache was splitting. I talked it over
with a friend and she suggested that I get
tested for COVID that night.

It is a very sobering thing to enter the E/R
for a simple test and within the hour be
sitting down with doctors discussing “advanced directives” about what life saving
measures you authorize them to take to
save your life.

• Pneumonia (a particular kind of
pneumonia associated with COVID)

I received excellent care in my COVID
isolation room at the hospital. Extreme
PPE was used by all medical personnel,
including “positive airway” breathing
packs worn by the staff when entering
my sealed room. In spite of these extreme
precautions, every single one of the medical personnel that treated me had been
diagnosed previously with COVID. Some
had been out of work for a week before
returning, some were out two months.
These people are heroes; they all came
back to work after they recovered to care
for others.

• Sepsis. (Sepsis is a potentially lifethreatening condition caused by the
body’s response to an infection. The

I was discharged from the hospital 6 days
later, with a full complement of medical
equipment, monitoring devices, oxygen,

I drove to a nearby Urgent Care facility, which referred me to the Emergency
Room of the local hospital. At the hospital, they questioned me, examined me
and gave me the COVID test. An hour later,
the test came back positive…I had COVID.
I also presented at the hospital with the
following:
• Acute respiratory failure with hypoxia (my 02 level was 81%).
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enough prescriptions to start a pharmacy
and a “tele-health” iPad with which I am
required to contact my doctors 3 times
per day and transmit vitals back to the
hospital.
I remain on oxygen and am still very tired,
but am confident I will recover.
Take away points:
• COVID is no joke. When it hits, you
may have mild symptoms. Or, you
may have immediate, life threatening
symptoms as I did. The common denominator seems to be the elapsed
time from initial diagnosis to treatment. Don’t put this off, if you feel
sick, get tested immediately.
• Masks will not prevent the transmission of the virus, but will slow it
down and is the best thing we have,
coupled with distancing.
• There are two ways to get COVID
– direct transference by touching
something that has been touched by
someone with the virus and via the air
we breathe. Obviously, we can clean
everything in our polygraph testing
suites to cut down on the germs left
on surfaces, but we can’t do as much
to combat the airborne transmission
aspect.
• Polygraphers are particularly vulnerable to catching the virus. We
spend extended time in the presence
of other people in small, enclosed
18
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spaces. Believe me; if you test someone with COVID, you are breathing
those virus particles during that test,
mask or no mask. So, stay as healthy
as possible. Good diet, plenty of rest
and no smoking. As with all illness,
in the end your body has to fight this
off. Medications help, but your body
has to do the heavy lifting.
I am writing this on November 19, 2020,
a week after my initial diagnosis. I am
home from the hospital, still unable to
breathe without oxygen, taking a slew
of prescription meds and am very tired.
I am on total quarantine until the first of
December. Thankfully, my killer headache
has finally gone away (Doctors said the
low oxygen levels caused the headache).
I still do not have a sense of taste or smell
and am sore all over. But, I am not getting
worse and am optimistic that I will make
a full recovery.
Thank you for your thoughts and prayers,
Chip Morgan

Lisa Ribacoff
Director

The holiday season is here and I want to
take the time to extend a Happy & Healthy
Holidays to all of our members and their
families. This time of year is always a
wonderful time to reflect on both personal and professional growth.
2021 will be here very quickly which
means the Board of Directors and the
Seminar Committee will be continuing
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the work on putting together another successful annual seminar. Please keep an
eye out on our social media pages as well
as your email for the most up to date information regarding conference and hotel
registrations.
Communications and Public Relations
Update
Starting in January, the Communication and Public Relations committee will
be hosting various contests in the APA
Magazine as well as on social media with
various prizes to be awarded. We will also
be highlighting cases and stories every
month from the media in which the polygraph was used as a tool in the investigative process as a way to positively promote our industry and field. Should you
have articles or media clips that you are
able to share, please forward them to me
at directorribacoff@polygraph.org.
Nominations and Awards
The Nominations and Awards process for
the 2021 Awards Banquet will be opened
in January. The award descriptions are
available on the APA Website as well as
on the social media pages. Please take
the time to nominate a colleague that you
feel is best deserving of such an honor.
2021 APA Elections
The 2021 APA Elections Cycle will be
opening in the middle of May. This is your
chance to get involved and represent the

polygraph community through committee and decision making capabilities. It’s
never too early to start thinking about
running for a position on the Board of Directors. If you have any questions, please
reach out to us here on social media or
via email. The email addresses for the
members of the Board are located in the
most recent issue of the APA magazine.
There is criteria that must be met to be
eligible for the nomination or self-nomination of Director 1,3,5 and 7 as well as
President-Elect positions.
These items are referenced in the APA ByLaws and can be viewed below:
6.1 Nominations of President-Elect. Any
Member qualified under Article III to hold
APA elected office may have his or her
name appear on the ballot if 6.1.a (Effective January 1, 2020) they have attended
at least 3 past APA annual seminars with
one of them occurring within the last five
years, or 6.1.b have served in an elected
director’s position for at least 1 term
6.2 Nominations of Directors Other Than
President-Elect. Any Member qualified to
be a Director may have his or her name
appear on the ballot to be a Director if
nominated by at least (1) voting Member. A voting Member may self-nominate.
The nomination shall be made in writing
and submitted to APA’s National Office
at least ninety (90) days prior to the commencement of the APA annual seminar.
Any form of written communication (e.g.,
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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electronic, facsimile, etc.) is acceptable,
provided the communication can be authenticated, if necessary.
Should you have any questions or need
assistance I am available via email at directorribacoff@polygraph.org.

Pam Shaw
Director

It has been a crazy and unprecedented
year for all of us. The events of the year
have profoundly impacted not only our
personal lives, but also our businesses
and professional endeavors. Through the
year I have heard from many of you asking great questions about the impact of
COVID on testing situations, if there are
any universal recommendations within
the profession, the impact of COVID on
training needs, and, the importance of
community. It has been strange to have
seminars cancelled, traditional training
courses postponed, and even one-onone interactions in the polygraph suite
altered. In a year of encouraged quarantines, isolation, and 6 feet apart mandates, it has stealthily revealed just how
connected we are to those around us, the
quiet reliance we have on each other, and
how important many of those human interactions are to our success in communication and overall well-being.
I say all that to say, I have missed visiting, sharing and interacting with you over
the past year and I look forward with hope
to a new year in which we can perhaps
resume some of our training seminars
20
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together. Just because the calendar will
soon change to 2021 and 2020 will be in
the history books, it doesn’t mean were
done with the likes of COVID, but perhaps
with the passage of a little more time,
further efforts with vaccines and the like,
we can resume some sense of normal.
In the meanwhile, please know that you
are missed and your APA Board of Directors are continuing to work on the various committee projects that have been
assigned to hopefully bring more positive
experiences and resources to all of us in
the coming year.
In my past board report, I asked for any
feedback you may have about how the
Member Services Committee could better
serve you moving forward, and I want you
to know that the invitation for comments
or suggestions is still active and would
be very much appreciated. Work continues forward with the PCSOT Committee’s
revision of the Model Policy, and as previously discussed, a document summarizing the work of the Ad Hoc Computer Algorithm Review Committee is still underway. We look forward to providing these
resources in the year ahead!
I wish you and your families a wonderful Christmas season and a blessed, safe
New Year!
All the best, Pam Shaw

Erika Thiel
Director

Hello Membership. By the time you are
reading this it will be December! We say
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it every year “how the time has flown” but
this year it has been my perception that
this is something people are truly feeling
in a way that leaves the flabbergasted.
How the time really has flown! Have you
ever heard of the theory of Time Blindness
by Dr. Russell Barkley? It is a term often
used for people who have been diagnosed
with Attention Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) and other neurodiverse disorders. The theory suggests that people
with ADHD never developed that innate
sense of time that people without ADHD
develop. Neurotypical people feel when
it is time to go to bed and time to wake
up, often without alarms. They know how
long it will take them to get ready and how
long dinner will take to prepare without
having to use a time map to figure out it
out. The theory of Time Blindness helps
explain why someone with ADHD is often
late, does not know what day of the week
it is, or has a horrible time with a regular
sleep schedule.
In order for any person to develop an innate sense of time there are usually cues
that occur throughout the year. Summer
has long days, the temperature is warm,
and we get to wear our favorite business
casual short sleeved outfits to the office
for work. Winter is cold, we bring out our
scarves and hat, get ready for darkness
at 1600 hours and start preparing for the
holidays. 2020 has stripped many of us
these natural innate cues to truly feel
time. We are working from home, do not
dress in our business casual best unless
we have a zoom meeting in which case
we throw on our least wrinkled business

appropriate shirt (for me, I have a business cardigan I leave hanging by my computer just in case), the summer brought
us hot days and cool nights and the winter has not changed all too much! Societal wise, if you told us Thanksgiving was
five days ago, most of us would not believe you. Therefore, we are all suffering
from some degree of time blindness right
now. Granted, those without a disorder
will return to their innate ability to register time as we move back to a new normal
whereas those with ADHD will not, but for
a quick moment we can all enjoy the ride
together and appreciate what someone
else may go through.
I bring this up because I do not have a massive updated regarding the PCSOT committee. Myself and many of the members
have returned to working more of a regular schedule and have not been sitting at
home ready to push through changes. In
a blink if an eye, months had gone by and
it was time to write another board report.
With that said, this board report will be
my time cue of returning to hard work on
editing the PCOST Model Policy and will
be reaching out to the committee the first
week of December. I will be able to bring
more updates for the next magazine and
apologize to those who have been anxiously waiting for more information.
In the interim, I hope that everyone had
an enjoyable holiday season so far. This
year was one of the first years I “dressed
up” for Halloween (despite it being cold).
My neighbor and I put on a socially distance, COVID friendly haunted pathway
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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for those who came out to enjoy. We provided individually wrapped candy bags,
juice boxes, masks (if someone needed
a replacement), gloves, toys, and play
dough. I was an ever so scary minion!

22
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PCSOT for Thought
Erika Thiel

“Essential Employee” has been a term
thrown about this nation over the course
of 2020. The President has deemed certain workers as essential; Governors have
deemed people as essential, and local jurisdictions have deemed people as essential. When we break apart who has been
considered as essential nationwide, and
who has not, we could argue that to some
degree everyone has been considered essential. It truly shows that the way our
nation functions is on the backs of human employees (makes me think of the
song The Legend of John Henry’s Hammer by Johnny Cash). Recently, the state
of Connecticut has deemed any person
who works with the sex offender population as “highly important” and “critical,”
but never used the term “essential.” This
got me thinking, how essential are PCSOT
examiners? How essential are examiners
for any polygraph done?
According to definitions from Oxford Languages, the term essential is both an ad24
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jective and a noun. As an adjective, it describes something that is absolutely necessary or extremely important. As a noun
it describes a thing as absolutely necessary or extremely important. Though the
definitions are near identical, there is an
important underlying difference: the word
“thing.” We know that a noun is a person,
place or thing and for the sake of this
paper I am going to assume that when
Oxford Languages uses the term “thing”
there is an assumption of person or place
as well. As a person who is a polygraph
examiner, are we essential? My immediate reaction is no. We are not essential as
professional polygraph examiner. Not the
same way a doctor or nurse is, a grocery
store worker who helps fill the shelves
with food and hygienic necessities, the
garbage men and women who help ensure our garbage is picked up to avoid an
onslaught of rodents (in most places of
the nation). When we think about what
we do though, the adjective version of essential seems to apply more appropriate-
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ly. Who we are as a professional may not
matter, but what we do and how we chose
to do it absolutely does. PCSOT exams
are designed to help community safety.
The same argument is made with domestic violence testing and illegal substance
use. For those of us who pay attention
to the criminal justice statistics, we now
know that stay at home mandates has
significantly increased domestic violence, suicide rates, drug use, and sex offenses. For those who are reading this
and are not privy to sex offender material,
it is important to remember that most sex
offenses happen within known networks,
such as families. The concept of “stranger danger” is actually a very low percentage of all sex offenses that are committed. Therefore, there is no decrease in a
sex offense rate by locking everyone up
in their home. On that note, I would argue that the work that community safety
examiners do is absolutely essential as
long as the other aspects of community
safety are working in addition with the
examiners. If the examiner alone is performing tests, but officers and therapists
are not working to be able to follow up the

results with therapy and consequences
(both positive and negative), then what
we do as examiners is moot. We are not
essential in any way, shape, or form, and
we should consider our own safety in this
time.
What does our own safety truly look like?
Essential is a term that may be a mandatory self-proclaimed term because it is
their livelihood. Without being considered essential, there is no income and
therefore how can safety be maintained
for such things as food, shelter, and heat?
How far does one person risk themselves
becoming exposed to COVID19 for the
sake of their family? I personally cannot say I have the answer to this. It is
not like polygraph exams can be done
via telehealth. Having broken essential
down though, I can only say that I would
encourage people to look at what they do,
and who they are doing it with, as essential as opposed to looking at themselves
as a person as essential. It is hard thing
to test our own egos in such a manner,
but our own health is determined by simply looking at one simple word as either a
noun, or an adjective.
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Chart Scoring Practice
Donald J. Krapohl

Here for your enjoyment are the charts for
the November - December scoring practice. It is a British One-Issue Screening
Test (BOST) with two screening relevant
questions that are rephrased wordings of
each other. The comparison questions
are directed lies.
A brief comment regarding the electrodermal responses (EDRs) in these charts.
Some of the EDRs may be associated
with individual deep breaths, so be careful. Also, be mindful that the human body
cannot create an EDR in less than 1.2
seconds from the onset of a stimulus. It
can take a bit longer in polygraph testing
because the meaning of the stimulus (a
question), and therefore its personal sig-

nificance, may not be apparent to the examinee until enough of the question has
been presented. These factors may impact your decision whether to use certain
EDRs. We can be confident in the fidelity
of the timestamping of question onsets
because this examiner used the automated voice to present the questions during
testing. And, finally, the cardio rise on the
last chart following the PVC can be ignored since it was the result of the PVC.
For the school solution to the September
– October scoring practice, the case was
called No Significant Responses (NSR)
with subtotal scores of +4 and +9. The
OSS-3 algorithm concurred with the NSR
result.

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.
1
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The school solution for the charts in the
current article will appear in the January
– February 2021 issue of the APA Magazine. The answer can also be found on
the APA Magazine page of the APA website (www.polygraph.org) or by writing
the author directly. All recommended decisions are based on the Empirical Scoring System.

format. To change the size of the charts
you can click on the symbols
at the
top of the Adobe 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.

The APA Magazine is published in PDF

Good luck.
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POLYGRAPHIST PROFESSIONAL
LIABILITY INSURANCE

The truth of the matter is, administering a
polygraph exam without insurance is reckless.
Professional and Personal Injury Liability
Optional Coverages Available:
Interviewing
Written Testing
Private Investigation
Background Checks
Law Enforcement Polygraphs
General Liability (available in most states)
Complete Equity Markets, Inc.
In California: dba Complete Equity Markets Insurance Agency, Inc. CASL# 0D44077
1190 Flex Court Lake Zurich, IL 60047-1578
www.cemins.com/poly.html 800-323-6234
Contact: Melanie Javens direct line 847-777-7460
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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Five Minute Science Lesson: What is a Standardized Test?
Raymond Nelson

A test is a procedure used to characterize,
quantify, identify or classify a phenomena
of interest. Tests are also used to make
predictions – about a future outcome or
past cause related to the available data
– which can be thought of as a special
form of classification. Tests are often
used when direct physical measurement
– which requires both a physical phenomena and defined unit of measurement – is
not possible. Scientific tests often make
use of proxy information for which there
is a theoretical or statistical relationship
with the phenomena of interest. For this
reason, scientific tests are often inherently probabilistic – including when test
results are reduced to categorical results
– and are not expected to be deterministic or infallible.
A desirable characteristic of a scientific
test is good validity. That is: the results
pertain to reality in some useful way. But
a test cannot be valid if it is not first reliable. That is: test results are consistent
32
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when the test is repeated or test data is
re-evaluated. Some tests such as academic achievement tests used in schools
are intended to be sensitive to change.
Some psychological tests are also intended to be sensitive to change such as
tests for mood or affect disorders. Other
psychological tests such as those for personality and intellectual functioning may
be intended to be quantify characteristics
that are regarded as stable. A test can be
reliable (i.e., consistent) but not valid, but
a test cannot be valid if it is not reliable.
For this reason, it is said that the reliability of a test sets the upper limit of its validity. Reproducibility of test results is often
directly related to the degree of objectivity, or latent subjectivity, in the analytic
process. Standardization is an important
strategy for achieving test reliability.
A standardized test is a scientific test
– whether used in psychology, education, industry and government – that is
administered to each individual in the
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exact same way under the exact same
circumstances. In other words, each person is asked the same questions in the
same manner. Standardized tests are
used to measure everything from intellectual functioning, aptitude, achievement,
personality, interests social characteristics, physical abilities, and social behaviors. Another characteristic of a standardized test is that test data are evaluated
– scored and interpreted – using consistent methodology for which the assumptions and procedures have been shown
to produce outcomes with a satisfactory
degree of validity.
Standardized tests are used today in psychology, education, industry and government. The first use of standardized tests
was in China during the Han Dynasty (206
BC to 220 AD) with the goal of selecting
people for civil service roles based on merit instead of family connection. Standardized tests have been used in U.S. schools
since the later part of the 19th century, often to determine readiness or admission
to a college or university. Standardized
tests for intelligence were first developed
in the early 20th century – as a replacement for earlier, erroneous, attempts to
measure intellectual ability as function of
the physical size of the human skull – in
order to identify school children that are
lagging behind others and may benefit
from extra assistance. Intelligence testing of adults became more common with
the entry of the U.S. into WWI in 1917,
when a group of psychologists helped to
develop the Army Alpha and Army Beta
tests, for literate and non-literate recruits,

which would be administered to over 1.7
million persons in the next year.
Data for individual test results can also
be compared to a criterion standard. For
example: can a fire-fighter applicant can
drag a 165 pound rescue manikin 100
feet in less than 60 seconds? Or: can a
fire-fighter applicant complete a timed obstacle course, requiring a combination of
strength, agility, and endurance? Criterion
data can then be aggregated for groups,
allowing for statistical comparison. What
proportion of fire-fighter applicants can
complete the strength, agility and endurance tasks successfully? Data for any
individual can also be compared to statistical norms. For example: what proportion of fire-fighter applicants require more
time or less time to complete an obstacle
course?
Statistical norms can be developed as
a function of the underlying theory of a
test. For example: a university can test
for institutional gender bias by comparing the number of male and female admissions with the number of male and
female applications using a binomial test
of proportions and comparing the result
to a statistical reference distribution for
unbiased outcomes. The probabilistic
result can be thought of as either a density – the probability of obtaining the observed test data under an unbiased (null)
model – or as the cumulative probability
of likelihoods larger or smaller than that
of the observed data. Data from standardized tests can also be used to investigate
hypotheses and to develop theories.
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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Statistical reference data can also be developed empirically by aggregating the
test scores of numerous sample groups
using the central limit theorem (CLT). The
CLT states that the distribution of sample
distributions will be approximately normally distributed regardless of whether
the population is skewed. Another aspect
of the CLT is that if the sample groups
are randomly selected the resulting distribution of sample means will converge
towards the unknown population mean.
In this way we can calculate reproducible statistical parameter estimates for
large populations that cannot be easily
measured. For example, what is the average height of American adults? Data for
any individual can then be compared with
the empirical reference distribution to answer questions such as the proportion
of persons that are expected to achieve
a certain score, or the proportion of persons that are expected to achieve a greater or lesser score than a single individual
score.
Standardized tests are not the only form
of test. Unstandardized tests are those for
which the test administration may vary
from one individual to another, and those
for which the analysis and interpretation
of test data may vary from one person to
another. Unstandardized tests are characterized by an absence of objective criterion and statistical reference data as
a basis for a reproducible analysis and
interpretation. Results from unstandardized tests may be subject to criticism for
their ambiguity or subjectivity, and for
their meaningless or unknown relation34
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ship to practical outcomes of interest.
In the field of professional psychology
some tests are described as projective
tests, because they are designed to create a context, through the use of ambiguous stimuli and ambiguous analytic
procedures, for a test administrator to
project their own expert intuition – which
may be subject to a variety of forms of
bias – into the analysis and result. Examples of projective tests are the Rorschach
inkblot test, Thematic Apperception Test,
Draw a Person and Sentence Completion
tests. Projective tests are regarded as
unreliable, and for this reason have questionable validity. Because they may elicit
nuanced information that may not be captured by standardized psychological measures – which often rely on TRUE/FALSE
items and Likert scales – projective tests
are still considered to be a useful aspect
of a complete psychological evaluation.
Projective tests should not be used alone
and, when used are integrated into a comprehensive psychological evaluation that
integrates the results from objective test
measures, interview data, and an individual’s social/developmental history into a
diagnosis, narrative and treatment plan
that attempts to address a referral question.
Another alternative to a standardized
test is referred to as a clinical assessment
which refers to the use of unstructured
expert judgment based on observation.
Clinical assessment, like holistic assessment, is a process of synthesizing and
integrating various sources of informa-
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tion for which no structured procedure is
defined. Clinical assessment will have inherent vulnerability to bias along with inherent limitations around reliability (and
by extension inherent limitations around
validity). Scientific comparisons of effect
sizes for unstructured expert judgment
have sometimes been found to be no different than judgments from non-experts,
and are consistently outperformed by
structured and standardized solutions.
Developers of standardized test attempt
to eliminate sources of bias that may result from differences or inconsistencies
in test administration and test data analysis. To the degree that they rely on proxy
information, and do not actually measure
what they purport to measure, there is
always the potential that unintended factors may influence a test result. When
these other factors can be exploited it
may be an opportunity for faking. There
is no test in existence that will be completely immune to potential faking, and
for this reason many tests incorporate
features, both data acquisition and analysis, to evaluate for the likelihood of faking. Some tests are loaded for verbal information such that evaluation of other
skills may become difficult if verbal communication is difficult. Similarly, tests
that rely on cultural information may be
unfair for persons who are immigrants.
In the most extreme cases, standardized
tests in education have sometimes been
criticized as testing a person’s ability to
take standardized tests.
Standardized tests are characterized in

part by the publication of standards for
test administration and test data analysis.
Another characteristic of standardized
tests is standardization of the required
knowledge, training, skills and experience
of the test administrator. Standardization
of professional competence – through
rigorous education, training and certification – has been, for most of the last
century, among the most important strategies for increasing the reliability and validity of a test. Some standardized tests
may be administered by a proctor or invigilator, while data analysis is performed
by an expert or psychometrician.
Today, with powerful and inexpensive
microcomputers available virtually everywhere, inconsistencies in test administration and test data analysis can be
largely reduced as a factor in test reliability through the use of computer assisted
testing (CAT) designs in which test stimuli, and even instructions can often be
automated. CAT is also widely used to reduce human error and subjectivity in test
data analysis. In the future – with the increased availability of machine-learning/
artificial-intelligence algorithms that can
rapidly develop and test hypotheses without little or no operator input – we are
also likely to observe the increased use of
computer adaptive testing. For example: a
testing algorithm may select subsequent
test stimulus questions based on past responses that were successful or unsuccessful, adjusting the content so that the
likelihood of success equals or exceeds a
50% level (or some other level as suits the
context and testing objective).
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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The idea of standardized testing is that it
gives give everyone the same chance to
produce a satisfactory outcome – with
the practical result that, with the assumption that an individual is reasonably represented in the test development, statistical
reference data, and criterion standards,
we are permitted to assume that observed differences in individual outcomes
are a reflection of individual differences.
Regardless of the intended objectivity of
standardized tests, the potential for unknown bias is such that there will always
be ongoing discussion about the degree
to which tests can achieve the egalitarian
ideal of unbiased accuracy.
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As we move into an era in which there is
increased interaction of humans and intelligent machines, there will also be important discussion about the degree to
which human professionals, whether test
administrators or machine/algorithm developers, are regarded as responsible for
the professional conclusions that may be
based in part on standardized test results.
Regardless of whether administered by
human experts, technician-operators, or
automated systems, standardized tests
– including standardized test administration and standardized test data analysis
methods – ensure that outcomes are reproducible and reliable, leading to an ability to achieve a more satisfactory understanding of the criterion validity and practical value of observed test results.
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Enhancing Detection of CM by Better Use of IR or N Questions
Dave Bryant1

All the typical standardized formats in
polygraph use Irrelevant or Neutral questions. There are good reasons those who
developed these techniques have us use
them as a best practice. As a field examiner, I want quality charts to confirm the
completeness and accuracy of my pretest interview and give me confidence
and direction for the post-test interrogation. Always of concern are countermeasures. Although many are crude and obvious and we have various tools to detect
them, cheating remains a problem. Many
of our test subjects will do a little internet
research as part of their pre-test preparation. Most are just curious and want reassurance that they will be believed when
being truthful. Others are looking for a
way to beat the test. There is probably
no more sophisticated group of test subjects than the PCSOT population. Sex of-

fenders often take repeated polygraph exams and have ample opportunity to share
experiences and information with each
other. No other group has such a unique
situation that would allow and encourage
open discussion and practice at cheating
on polygraph tests. In dealing with these
cases over the years, I have found that a
simple addition to the IR or N question
significantly helps reveal CM attempts.
Since many of the internet purveyors
of “how to cheat” information teach deployment of CM techniques to Control or
Comparison questions, the test subject
needs to identify those questions. Often,
they are told these questions will include
a time bar. Exploiting that knowledge, I
make it easy for them by simply adding
one to the IR question such as “Since the
beginning of this year, have you lived in
the United States?” This does nothing

Dave Bryant is a retired police officer and polygraph examiner in Florida. He is a member of APA, AAPP, and the Florida
Polygraph Association. He can be reached at SenseiDave@msn.com
1
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to interfere with the necessary function
of the IR but does give the user of CM an
easy target to attack. This is especially
true when using directed lie controls that
do not need time bars such as “Have you
ever lied to a member or your own family?”
To further take advantage of the potential
cheater’s belief in his ability to fool me, I
even tell him in the pretest that I need to
establish these known or controlled truth
questions for comparison purposes. The
words “controlled” or “comparison” will
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light up in the mind of the cheater. He
may boldly attack this false target making his CM even more obvious. While
this little addition will not prevent anyone
from trying to compromise our tests, it
costs nothing, takes almost no time, and
can potentially help improve your ability
to detect CMs. Throwing in an extra time
barred IR at the end of a suspected CM
chart can be enlightening and even entertaining.
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“The Obstacle is the Path Forward”
J. Patrick O’Burke

This article is a rebuttal to an article by Erika Thiel in the September/October 2020
APA magazine. J. Patrick OBurke is a
polygraph school director and course instructor for Post Conviction Sex Offender
Testing. He has conducted polygraphs
on sex offenders since 1988.
I finished reading Erika Thiel’s article in
the last American Polygraph Association
magazine on eliminating the label of “sex
offender” with some curiosity. Ms. Thiel
suggested that the sex offender label is
inappropriate for a variety of reasons that
I will discuss and disagree with here. The
article opens with a discussion on social
intolerance/bias and contrasts the use of
“sex offender” as a label that is like other
socially intolerant labels. I think I see a
red herring argument that compares the
use of “sex offender” with other social intolerance labels.
I must agree that the use of labels has numerous problems we must consider. Hu-

mans like to use labels as they do give a
sense of order and allow for discussion.
However, people are more complex than
many labels and rarely fit into the simplistic “boxes” they often create. Labels do
provide some basis to simplify discussions on often complex topics. In my
own experience, I have polygraphed sex
offenders on supervision who fit into a
Romeo & Juliet label. Some were married
to their victims, where legal differences in
their ages barely allowed for criminal conviction. As well, I have worked with sex
offenders who were violent psychopaths
and not amenable to treatment. In one
such example, a window peeper attacked
two women and beat them to death with
a hammer. The sex offender was given
the death penalty from his confession
and the blood found on the boots in his
home. Clearly disparate types of offenders, these two examples can fit into the
same label as “sex offender”, and yet illustrate the polygraph role.
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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served. However, I believe this did not
serve to make the community safer. I picture of this sign is here for your thoughts

As well, many PCSOT examiners may observe life trauma that some sex offenders
have endured prior to offending. Few students in my course will forget hearing an
offender describe his first sexual experience at the age of five with his older brother sodomized him for years. For some sex
offenders, it is easy to understand where
trauma contributed to their offenses. It is
easy to have empathy in these cases and
understand the challenges to recovery
for the offender. As well, in one location
where I tested a district judge gathered
about 125 sex offenders into his court
room. The judge was upset after receiving multiple polygraph reports on the recent conduct that some offenders were
engaged in. Of course, this hearing was
covered on local and national news. The
judge did the obligatory “perp walk” during this hearing and sent some sex offenders to prison. This televised hearing
served a variety of outcomes with its public nature. However, most importantly the
Judge compelled every sex offender to
display a 10” inch sign in their car, and a
real estate sized sign in their front yard.
No doubt many feel that this is justice
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I understand that sex offenders we are
polygraphing are not the victims. However, over the next few years I observed the
difficulties that sex offenders were reporting from displaying this sign. Road rage
attacks, vandalism at their homes, and
threats made upon their families were
frequent. I also fully comprehend that
sex offenders are manipulative. Yet there
was a merit in what the offenders were
complaining about. This seems to be at
the root of one of Ms. Thiel’s arguments,
that being labeled a sex offender is an obstacle to recovery. While I understand the
problems created for the offender in the
above example, submitting to the rational
of Ms. Thiel’s argument is also flawed.
I would challenge Ms. Thiel on her argument that most “sex offenders” want to
get better and are trying to figure out
why they did what they did. Therapists
do have a responsibility to work with the
offender in attempting to manage deviant behavior. However, for the polygraph
examiner it is simpler to understand why
sex offenders do what they do. The answer is that “it feels good and fits their
needs.” The challenge is the maladaptive
behavior is criminal and that is why the offender is judged a “sex offender.” As with
many labels and people’s understanding,
the label confers the meaning of “bad person.” In labeling theory, bad is thought to
be a self-fulfilling prophecy. However, the
offender label was not applied until after
the behavior occurred.
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In examining theories leading to human
behavior most labeling theories have been
rejected. In sex offender programs polygraph examiners should be knowledgeable about cognitive behavioral therapy
(CBT) and how most sex offenders are
expected to “get better.” Albert Ellis is in
many ways the father of CBT, which is derived from ancient Greek philosophy and
what many call Stoicism. This Hellenistic philosophy was about rational thinking leading to an appropriate way to live
and behave. In this philosophy, irrational
thinking leads to anxiety and maladaptive
behavior. It is appropriate for the examiner to understand what “rational thinking”
is.
One of the common tenets of Stoic philosophy is that “the obstacle is the path.”
Many people who have difficulty managing their daily lives operate from an external locus of control and feel that life or
life events are not fair. Thus, they can fail
to take responsibility for their actions and
are manipulative of external events and
people to control life and its fairness. In
accepting that the “obstacle is the path”
the person is forced to accept that life
is not fair and to deal with challenges
head on. They can learn difficult events
may cause themselves to make positive
changes to overcome rather than avoid.
Always learning to avoid challenges may
make us weaker as a strategy.
I would like to introduce the reader to
David Goggins. Goggins is black, at one
time very overweight and depressed. Da-

vid suffered from an abusive father, he
was often called racial slurs, and seemed
to have no future. Lots of obstacles for
developing healthy thinking here, right?
So, who is David Goggins and what did he
do with his life? Goggins is a former Navy
Seal, and the only person to have ever
completed Seal training, Army Ranger
training and Air Force Pararescue training
and is now a motivational speaker. There
are other examples in life like Goggins,
but it does beg the question. Where does
self-esteem come from and how is it important to the sex offender, and ultimately
to everyone.
A simplistic thought is that self-esteem
must develop from within.
Rational
thought is that we can only control ourselves and what we think, and not by
controlling external things. The irrational
thinking described by Stoic philosophy
and in CBT and should convince us that
external labeling obstacles described in
Ms. Thiel’s articles are not truly obstacles
to sex offenders who genuinely want to
be better. Managing thoughts about external circumstances to feel better is simply more of the maladaptive thinking that
caused a problem in the first place.
Most humans have the potential to readily exercise the use of “good” and “bad”
labels. In our interrogation classes we
practice a lesson to describe who is a
good and bad person and then contrast
the real difficulty in so doing. There are
pieces of Frederick Nietzsche’s philosophy that I really enjoy in this exercise. Nietzsche explored the concepts of good
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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and bad and one of his published works
as “Beyond Good and Evil”. In this writing
Nietzsche discussed that people are people, both capable of good and bad acts.
The paradox of Thomas Jefferson writing that “all men are created equal” in the
Declaration of Independence, while at the
same time owning several hundred slaves
is an example of this duality. In this, we
should see that the “sex offender” is both
a person, neither good or bad, yet someone who has done something bad.
The role of polygraph in sex offender
treatment is well documented. Examiners should embrace that community
safety is the goal of PCSOT through risk
management. Risk management is a
complex paradigm incorporating identification, analysis, and control (consequences/mitigation). Sexual history exams are
important in risk analysis. Risk analysis
is sometimes misused. I remember the
1990’s where examiners were asked to
count and report the numbers of victims
sex offenders would admit offending. In
some cases, this practice was used to
justify the use of polygraph for PCSOT.
Consequently, I still see some polygraph
examiners who are mired in conducting
their third or fourth retest of an offender
on how many underage victims are in the
offender’s sexual history. This is misguided, and once you have identified multiple
victims, then move on to think about identifying other risk factors.
I disagree with Ms. Thiel’s suggestion
that we eliminate the use of the label “sex
offender”, however Ms. Thiel does raise a
valid point. In what role does polygraph
serve in a PCSOT program? Polygraph
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examiners are not therapists but should
understand what therapists do. Polygraph examiners are not probation or parole officers but should understand what
corrections officers do. As a polygraph
examiner we should fully understand that
sex offenders are people who have committed a deviant criminal act.
Polygraph is used in PCSOT programs to
assist in increasing public safety. Deterrence, detection, and disclosures are part
of the risk management model that aids
in comprehensive efforts to increase public safety. Polygraph examiners should
understand risk factors and evaluate if
they are uniquely identifying risk with
each offender they polygraph. The examiner should identify behaviors the offender is engaged in, as well as those
they are not. The examiner must not be
mired in labeling sex offenders as “bad
people” or failing to recognize and discriminate dysfunctional behaviors from
predatory ones. Lastly, since Ms. Thiel’s
article does challenge polygraph examiners to examine their bias. I tend to agree
as throughout my career I have remained
aware of Nietzsche’s quote, “for when
you gaze long into the abyss, the abyss
also gazes into you”. Polygraphing sex
offenders will challenge and change who
you are.
Please contact me if you have comments
on my article.
J. Patrick OBurke. School Director, The
Polygraph Institute Past President, American Polygraph Association.
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A Response to Patrick O’Burke’s “The Obstacle is the Path Forward”
Erika Thiel

I would first like to thank Patrick O’Burke
for taking the time to read my article in
the September/October 2020 magazine.
The “PCSOT for thought” articles are intended to get people thinking of different
perspectives of PCSOT and to promote
conversation. When Mr. O’Burke had
reached out to me informing me he was
writing a rebuttal to the article and to provide me with the opportunity to comment
on the rebuttal, I feel that my original article achieved the goal I was hoping for.
In order for us to grow in the PCSOT community, conversations such as this are
extremely important.
Mr. O’Burkes’ rebuttal is well thought out
but is also based on limited information.
If we were to only look at sex offenders
as someone who receives cognitive behavioral therapy and performed their actions because “it feels good and fits their
needs,” then we are dismissing an abun-

dance of research that discusses several
other treatment modalities for sex offenders and under the Risk, Need, Responsivity (RNR) principal. Under RNR there is
the Good Lives Model, Cognitive Behavioral therapy, Relapse prevention, SelfRegulation models, and Group therapy.
These are all individually different treatment models and are not considered to be
cognitive behavioral therapy, as we know
now that cognitive behavioral therapy
is often times not enough to truly reach
the core problem and to help change that
core problem.
We also know there is more complexity
to issues that lead to offending behavior
than just “it felt good, so I did it.” For example, take the theory behind the Good
Lives Model created by David Prescott
(Yates & Prescott, 2011). He discusses
the primary human goods as the following: life, knowledge, excellent at work and
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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play, excellence in agency, inner peace,
friendship/relatedness, community, spirituality, happiness, and creativity. He then

discusses each primary good as a com-

The theory does not suggest that because
something feels good someone is compelled to do it. The theory suggests that
we learn throughout several situations in
life that lead to fulfilling different common
life goals. It is not because someone is
a “bad” person or chooses to inherently
be bad, but learns to adapt to meet the

needs of each primary good in life which
may lead to offending behaviors.
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mon life goal that each human strives to
achieve.

This theory also helps explains why Mr.
David Goggins ended up on a pathway of
exemplary behavior despite having significant trauma throughout life.
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None of this speculates on Mr. Goggin’s
self-esteem or if he is a good or bad person. As a trauma therapist myself I can
speak firsthand that I have treated many
veterans and first responders who can
achieve all of these primary goods but
still feel as though they are failing and are
a bad person. This does not turn them
into an offender of any kind, let alone a
sex offender.
I believe that what the issue comes down
to is that there have been many advances in the treatment of sex offenders and
polygraph has not done enough to keep
up with the changes to treatment. Perhaps it is only when we can truly understand the different treatment modalities,
risk assessments, and exercises used to
treat sex offenders can we made a determination about the utility of the label of
“sex offender” as I still see it as a matter
of perception. In the two examples Mr.
O’Burke offers in his paper, he discusses
a very low risk situation and then a situation where I would identify the person as

a sexually sadistic murderer (which I my
opinion, goes well above and beyond the
label of offender).
I do believe that labels do have some
place in our world. How would we ever
identify the proper treatment needs without being able to classify someone. However, I think it is useful to think carefully
about all of the potential effects of overreliance on labels, including the potential
that people become stuck and unable
to change, and the potential that a label
may create a population all on its own. In
one example, over-reliance on the sex offender label in Florida resulted in decision
processes and policies that led to a group
of sex offenders living homeless under a
bridge (https://www.npr.org/templates/
story/story.php?storyId=104150499).
So, when we are assessing the Neitzche’s
phrase as suggested by Mr. O’Burke of
“for when you gaze long into the abyss,
the abyss gazes into you,” what does it
truly say about ourselves if we cannot
see beyond a term?
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In response to the original article:
Personal (versus Personalized and Super-Personal)
Chip Morgan

DLCs are as valid and appropriate for
polygraph use as are PLCs, as evidenced
by numerous research studies. In the
Handler, Nelson, Austin article, the authors refer to “potential areas of difficulty” with how DLCs are utilized in the field.
In my opinion, one of those areas of difficulty in field experience is that all DLCs
do not work as designed.
Experiential data would suggest that the
more a directed lie veered toward the trivial, the less it works.
Allow me to provide some background; I
have been conducting polygraphs for 25
years. I am an investigator with the largest law enforcement agency in my state,
I teach and train others in polygraph science and I run an active polygraph business, where I conduct approx. 400 polygraph examinations per year. I conduct
polygraphs over a wide range of topics,
from serious felonies (Rape, Robbery,
Homicide) to family crimes (Child Abuse,
Incest) to Internal Affairs matters, to
48
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pre-employment (screening) and PCSOT
(screening).
In spite of this author’s not-so-veiled jab
at “seasoned” examiners, it is foolish to ignore experiential data. Researchers hate
even mentioning experiential data, as it is
difficult (if not impossible) to reproduce in
lab settings. Therefore, researchers have
a disturbing tendency to disregard experiential data completely. To most researchers, if it can’t be quantified and plugged
into SPSS for analysis, it doesn’t exist.
I was an early adopter of the Directed Lie
Comparison concept and I am confident
that I know how to properly explain and
introduce DLCs to examinees. The DLC is
my comparison of choice in all my testing, with few exceptions.
A number of years ago, I began observing that in my examinations, some DLCs
seemed to elicit no physiological arousal
at all. This occurred in cases later corroborated to involve NSR/NDI examinees. At
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first, I attributed it to either A) the person
just wasn’t involved enough with the DLC
to think about it, or B) they were just answering “No” out of a desire to please the
examiner. This lack of response was true
in all types of testing (screening, eventspecific and multi-facet), especially NDI/
NSR tests where the other comparison(s)
“carried” the differential analysis.
I wondered if this was just unique to
something I was doing, so I reached out
to a number of fellow examiners. Not researchers necessarily, but to those examiners who use DLCs in real life settings
and conduct polygraphs every day. To my
surprise, most of the examiners I contacted said they experienced the same thing
and many of them said there were some
DLCs that they would not use any longer. The DLCs that seemed to “fall flat” in
their experience involved questions that
bordered on the trivial, like “Have you ever
broken even a minor traffic law?”
I began searching for a possible remedy
that was consistent with the published
findings of Horowitz, Kircher, Honts, and
Raskin (1997) who described differences
in effect for trivial and personal DLCQs.
They described effective DLCs as being
of similar length and complexity with
the RQs, and are personal, to invoke psychological functions such as cognition,
memory, attention, emotion and behavioral experience.
As this article (Handler, Nelson, Austin)
the authors note, “Menges (2004), a federal instructor and expert in, among other
things, the use of DLCQs, citing person-

al 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.
In the text, Fundamentals of Polygraph
Practice, Krapohl and Shaw (2014) describe the following general rules for DLC
questions. They should:
1.Not be confused with the relevant
topics.
2.Involve minor transgressions most
people commit.
3.Not embarrass the examinee.
4.Not be “set” as are PLCs.
5.Encompass the examinee’s entire
life.
My quest became to refine and use DLCs
that were salient to the examinee, yet
not embarrassing, not shocking, did not
concern anything related to the relevant
questions and were only minor transgressions.
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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Balanced against the desire to design
DLCs that were effective was the realization that questions that are too benign
border on the trivial (neutral) and do not
produce the desired results. My theory
is that if a directed lie is trivial, very little
cognitive processing in involved and thus,
very little physiological arousal.
I began conducting more in-depth pre-test
interviews with examinees to use that information for the development of DLCs. I
then designed DLCs to incorporate that
information obtained in the pre-test interview. The resultant DLCs did not violate
any of the Kraphol/Shaw rules referenced
above; they were minor transgressions,
completely separate from the relevant
topic, not embarrassing or overly emotionally evocative and they encompassed
an examinee’s entire lifetime.
Examples include asking examinees if
they have ever received a traffic ticket.
When they agree they have, I simply would
ask them on the test if they ever received
a citation and instructed them to lie when
they answered. Another example would
be me asking them during the pre-test if
they ever got into trouble with their parents growing up…when they replied that
they have, I simply instruct them to lie to
that question on the test. Another thing I
might ask is if they ever got a bad grade
in school. If they say that they did, then I
instruct them to lie when I ask that question on the test. An important note is that
I never inquire the examinees to explain
the details of any admissions; once I get
an acknowledgement, I merely instruct
them to lie to that question on the test.
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I noticed in the author’s article that he
singled out the question “Did you receive a
speeding ticket in Fort Lauderdale, Florida in
March of 2010?”as an example of a “bad”
DLC. Ironically, he provided the example
question of “Did you ever commit a minor
traffic violation” as an example of a “good”
DLC question later in the same article. To
differentiate between these questions in
the mind of an examinee borders on the
absurd.
In fact, it seems this whole notion of
trivial versus personal seems to vary
widely with the researcher. Dr. Barland
used “drinking and driving” as one of his
DLCs. This is considered by some to be
a serious offense and is not a universally
shared experience. I find it incongruous
that question is deemed “acceptable” by
the authors but a question about a simple
traffic ticket is unacceptable.
The authors write “Perhaps the greatest
hazard with personalized DLCQs is that of
the hyper-personal 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.” This statement flies in
the face of nearly 100 years of polygraph
experience with PLCs, which are both personal and may be intrusive, yet have not
proven to produce an unacceptable falsenegative outcome.
I have no idea what type of question the
authors would consider “hyper-personal”
but the fact that we can tailor DLCs to the
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individual does not in itself invalidate the
DLC approach. As long as the personalized DLCs follow the above Kraphol/Shaw
rules of construction, the resultant DLCs
could be used.

2. Uses questions to which the examinee agrees to lie.

Conclusion:

What this does not do:

So, does this approach to crafting personal DLCs work?

1. Does not involve major transgressions.

The results of using a more personalized approach to directed lies have been
positive. Tailoring the questions to minor
transgressions disclosed in the pre-test
interview has resolved those DLCs that
just don’t seem to work as designed. The
test scores have moved “the right direction from zero.” There is no indication (either from myself or others using the personalized directed lie approach) that this
produces false negative results.

2. Does not use embarrassing or
emotionally evocative questions.

3. Uses questions completely separate from the relevant issue.

3.Is not intrusive, nor does the examiner inquire about the details of any
admissions.
4. Does not use names or other questions that might stimulate an orienting response.

What this does:

5. Does not change or alter any existing technique.

1. Uses minor personal transgressions from a person’s past.

6. Does not violate any of the published DLC construct instructions.
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Reply to Chip Morgan’s Letter to the Editor
(re: Personal vs. Personalized DLCs)

Raymond Nelson, Dale Austin and Charles R. Honts
Reply from Raymond Nelson
At the outset of this response, it is important to convey a sense of appreciation to
Mr. Morgan for taking the time to read and
respond to the recent publication on the
matter of some potentially important differences between “personal” and “personalized” DLC questions. It is not my wish to
settle or impose on the discussion from
a position of dogma or authority. Instead,
the goal is simply to offer readers some
additional information and insight around
the discussion and our position. I am confident that all of us, Mr. Morgan included,
is seeking the most favorable future for
the polygraph profession.
Where I may disagree with Mr. Morgan it at
first glance simply a matter of procedure,
but actually a matter of nuance and science. It is not at all personal. Just as the
publication on personal vs. personalized
DLCs was intended as a factual review of
the published literature on DLCs – with our
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opinion and commentary noted as such –
this reply to Mr. Morgan’s letter to the editor should attempt to be factual. Where it
is inevitable to get into the discussion of
more subjective matters of opinion I will
attempt to do so while acknowledging
and honoring the fact that our views are
simply our views, and while attempting to
align these views with the available scientific evidence. It will be inevitable that
I and others will express some disagreements with Mr. Morgan, just as he has expressed his disagreement with us. Where
Mr. Morgan has offered information that
is factually inconsistent with evidence
and good science, is lacking evidence,
or is factually impossible there will be
some obligation to point that out directly.
Again, the purpose of this is not personal,
but to correctly anchor this discussion in
the facts.
Mr. Morgan begins by offering his credentials, and no doubt that readers
should honor and revere his experience.
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By way of resume or CV, I will point out
that I have been conducting polygraphs
for only 21 years – perhaps a measurement by which Mr. Morgan is more qualified than I. I am not a law enforcement
officer, and I am not employed by the
largest law enforcement agency in my
state – perhaps another measurement by
which Mr. Morgan is more qualified than
I – but instead came into polygraph from
a clinical (psychology) background and
with scientific interests. I conducted approximately 400 exams annually for the
next 10 years while conducting an active
polygraph business in private practice.
Those exams included sexual assault,
thefts, robbery, murder, arson, embezzlement and a variety of the most serious
types of crimes for which polygraph testing can be useful. My examinations, and
the confessions I’ve obtained have contributed to the incarceration of individual
on serious crimes including murder and
sexual assault. But again, I do not work
for the largest law enforcement agency
in my state. Since 2009 I have primarily
been involved as a polygraph researcher
and trainer – as the director of two accredited polygraph schools, and instructor at approximately eight other schools. I
have taught and trained literally hundreds
of polygraph examiners in private practice, law enforcement and government
service across the U. S. and worldwide.
I provide polygraph QA and expert services and testimony to attorneys – both
prosecutors and defense – and have testified in numerous types of courtrooms
including municipal, civil, family, district,
appellate, superior, supreme, military, and

arbitration. I continue to conduct exams
in high interest cases, but my research
and teaching work consumes most of my
time today. I was the principal investigator for the 2011 meta-analytic survey of
validated polygraph techniques. And I am
the developer of two open-source scoring
methods – the OSS-3 computer algorithm
and the ESS-M. I have authored or co-authored nearly 200 scientific and instructional publications on virtually every aspect of the polygraph test, including test
formats, data analysis, countermeasures,
interviewing, theoretical foundations, normative data, psychological basis, physiological basis, signal processing, feature extraction, structural modeling and
structural coefficients, validity, reliability,
question formulation, comparison questions and other topics. My publications
have been read and accessed online over
40,000 times.
Although I value my experience greatly, I
do not view my expertise as a sufficient
basis to accept a conclusion without evidence. In other words, I do not ask readers to simply trust me because I am an
expert. It is my view that the opinions of
experts, if untested, are merely hypothesis that must be studied before they are
accepted. Most hypothesis turn out to be
incorrect when they are actually studied.
Of course, experts in the legal context,
may be asked to provide an opinion or
interpretation of evidence or information
that is difficult for others to make use of.
But the role of expert opinion in science
is somewhat different than in in the legal
context.
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If Mr. Morgan’s premise is that his expertise is a sufficient basis to accept his
premise without scientific evidence then
my conscience as a scientist, and as a
member of the polygraph profession,
would be compelled to caution readers
that research shows that it is almost always wiser to wait for the evidence. I also
point out that if Mr. Morgan’s premise is
to convey the notion that I devalue expertise then he has made an impossible assertion that is factually inconsistent with
reality. I and my coauthors – just like Mr.
Morgan – derive income from expertise
and experience. Any implication that I do
not value experience and expertise is simply absurd.
Some of Mr. Morgan’s Letter to the Editor
is unfortunately disparaging of those scientists who have helped advance the profession, including: Raskin, Honts, Kircher,
Krapohl, Handler, myself and others. Mr.
Morgan’s assertion that “Researchers
hate even mentioning experiential data...”
is absurd, impossible, and irresponsible.
Mr. Morgan is not in a position to read the
minds of, and express the sentiments of
researchers. Mr. Morgan’s statement “To
most researchers, if it can’t be quantified and plugged into SPSS for analysis,
it doesn’t exist,” is simply unprofessional,
incorrect, and damaging to the polygraph
profession in its diminishing and insulting view of researchers. It also seems to
demonstrate his lack of familiarity or comfort with a scientific approach to the polygraph test. To be fair, Mr. Morgan is not
expected to be a scientists or researcher
– but it would be of greater benefit to the
54
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profession to avoid misinformation and
friction with other professionals, including scientists, whose help we may want
to engage in the future.
Mr. Morgan is incorrect in his assertion
that “experiential data would suggest that
the more a directed lie veered toward the
trivial, the less it works.” The error here is
in the word “experiential.” In fact, it was
experimental data, not experiential data
(Horwitz, Kircher, Honts & Raskin, 1997).
There is no error in the assertion that trivial DLC questions are less effective than
personal DLC questions. Our discussion
was about the potentially important difference between “personal” and “personalized.” In our paper we simply listed the
DLC questions used in the published scientific studies. (But this is not to suggest
that we would endorse, or criticize, the
use of any of those examples in practice.
That is another discussion topic.)
Mr. Morgan uses the term “experiential
data” and this term is potentially ambiguous to readers. In actuarial science the
term “experience” refers to data (quantitative data) gained from each year in the
past, and is used to forecast unknown
data that will be obtained in the future.
It is a joke among scientists that prediction is difficult, especially predicting the
future. It is also known among scientists
that past behavior, including experience
with data, is among the best predictors of
future behavior. Mr. Morgan’s use of the
term “experiential data” is consistent with
the more common term “anecdotal experience.”
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There is no doubt that anecdotal experience is sometimes valuable to both scientists and engineers. Anecdotal information is also useful to teachers. Anecdotal experience is very useful for introducing and teaching new and unfamiliar
concepts and information to others. Anecdotal experience is also useful for exception finding – to identify examples or
circumstances or situations in observed
real-life data that do not conform neatly
to our expectations and theories. For this
reason, anecdotal experience is useful for
asking research questions – formulating
new hypotheses. (Recall that hypotheses
are research questions that attempt to
describe reality and universe, and which
must be investigated and answered
through scientific study and scientific
methods.) However, while anecdotal data
is useful to ask scientific questions, it
is not useful to answer research questions or to determine the validity of some
new hypotheses. Only science, scientific
methods, can accurately answer research
questions and determine the validity of a
new hypotheses.
The fundamental reason or reasons that
anecdotal experience is, of itself, insufficient to answer scientific questions, are
that the evidence is nearly always obtained
through non-random sampling methods.
These introduce a very real potential for
conclusions that do not replicate, or generalize, to other data, and the tendency for
the observer to become overly engaged
with a particular hypothesis and unwilling to accept evidence to the contrary.
But no scientist will reject the value of an-

ecdotal experience for the purpose of introducing, teaching, and illustrating new
concepts and new knowledge, and for the
purpose of showing examples where our
present knowledge cannot be reconciled
with some new observed evidence from
reality. Had Mr. Morgan stopped his argument at the point of asking whether DLC
procedures, as he has learned and understood them, are possibly inadequate –
whether a different procedure may offer
any real advantages – then there would
be no cause for our disagreement.
I count myself as fortunate that I was
taught to use both PLC and DLC questions while attending polygraph school
over 20 years ago. My subsequent experience over the next 10 years was primarily
with PLC questions – due mostly to field
practice policies that were informed by
examiners who had far more experience
with PLC questions. Part of the transitional difficulty, in my view, was that the
traditional discussion as to the basis of
response, involving fear and fight-flightfreeze, seemed to be insufficient to understand and explain why DLC questions
work. Nevertheless, it seems fairly clear
now that DLC questions do work, as do
PLC questions. And we are now moving towards attempting to ensconce the
discussion of both types of comparison
questions within a more general psychological framework. One that includes
a combination of emotion, cognition/
memory/mental-activity, and past behavior. For this reason, it is understandable
that Mr. Morgan seeks a procedure for
which he is likely to make use of these.
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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Our disagreement is not with the goal or
intent of Mr. Morgan’s effort, but only with
a nuanced matter of how to achieve that
goal – how to achieve adequate introduction of DLC questions in field practice. In
my personal experience, when I have observed examiners whose DLC questions
are flat and unresponsive (when not owing to a deceptive examinee) it is a matter
of faulty execution of the DLC question,
often based on faulty understanding of
the DLC question.
We can note here that our own understanding of the DLC question continues
to expand and increase – though we
do not go so far as to suggest any substantive changes in the selection of DLC
questions. One of the great advantages
of the DLC question is standardization.
Traditional PLC questions, based on psychological manipulation, is necessarily
highly individualized – and therefore unstandardized – at the level of both the
examiner and examinee. Of necessity we
use our own and our rudimentary knowledge of the others personality and background to establish PLC questions – and
it is inevitable that individuals will vary
considerably when doing so. On the other
hand, DLC questions offer the advantage
of greater standardization in both content
and application. The importance of this
cannot be understated. Although polygraph professionals do not struggle to
think of the polygraph as a standardized
test, many scientists outside the polygraph profession will view the polygraph
process as un-standardized. And DLCs
offer the potential for moving this dis56
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cussion in a useful direction, while PLCs
will likely only increase in the amount of
scientific criticism they draw around the
issue of standardization. As a matter of
science, if we use DLC questions that
are reasonably similar to those used in
polygraph validation studies then it will
be easier to argue successfully that our
expected accuracy outcomes are reasonably consistent with and supported by
the published information.
Mr. Morgan has taken exception with our
expressed concern that hyper-personalized or super-personal DLC questions
may increase the risk for FN error. Clear
terminology is nearly always useful, and
it may be better to think of Mr. Morgan’s
DLC questions as over-personalized. We
can leave it to readers to sift through
and settle on adequate language as this
disucussion proceeds in situ. In fact, we
offered our concern as hypothetical and
not conclusive – as it remains to be researched.
It is noteworthy that Mr. Morgan has attempted to provide a framework for the
use of DLCs based on his anecdotal experience – including his observation of his
trainees. But Mr. Morgan has neglected
his obligation, as a leader within the polygraph profession, to do that research before proceeding to recommend a change
in field practice without scientific evidence – or at least to temper is new hypothesis and suggests with an appropriate level of scientific and administrative
humility. Overconfidence, in economics, is
a short game – it sells well for a time. But
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it is our view that the polygraph profession should be planning the long game.
Joseph Bono served as an adjunct instructor in the Forensic and Investigative
Sciences Program at Indiana University
Purdue University Indianapolis. In 2007 he
retired from federal service as the Laboratory Director of the United States Secret
Service Laboratory in Washington, DC.
His prior positions included the Quality
Manager of the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), Office of Forensic Sciences. He was the President of the American
Academy of Forensic Sciences (AAFS).
He served as Secretary, Vice President
and President-Elect of the AAFS, and as
Chair of the Criminalistics section. In
2006 he was awarded the AAFS Criminalistics Section Mary Cowan Distinguished
Service Award.
In September 2010 in his President’s Message to his AAFS colleagues, Bono wrote:
“The six most questionable
words used to formulate the
justification for a conclusion by
any forensic analyst are ‘BASED
ON MY TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE…’ Training and experience
in the absence of demonstrative evidence mean little to me.
A reputable examiner should be
able to show the decision makers— the prosecutor, the defense
attorney, the judge and the jury—
the basis for a conclusion which
is understandable and can be
justified by data or images. If

the examiner resorts [only] to
the ‘trust me, I know what I am
doing logic,’ a red flag should immediately go up: DON’T TRUST
HIM!”
Bono realizes, and teaches, that research
and science will always trump anecdotal
experience. And evidenced-based practices will always prevail over those that
are anecdotally-based.
/rn
Response from Dale Austen
As one of the authors of the DLC paper
under discussion, I would like to share my
input. I administered DLCs for a US Intelligence agency from 2000-2002, twice
a day, four series per day, except when I
was conducting QCs of DLC exams. We
learned during that period that asking
examinees to recall their DLC events—in
test—was a terrible decision. Much of
what we learned came from applying findings from the U.S. government research
into the use of DLCs.
I studied the research supporting DLCs
and sporadically administered DLC exams as a DoDPI/DACA/NCCA instructor
from 2005-2012.
In 2014, while working for the largest
Federal Law Enforcement Agency in the
U.S., I created the training curriculum to
convert examiners from the PLC LEPET
to a TES variant, the TES-C Directed Lie
Test. I quality controlled hundreds of that
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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agency’s DLC exams, to include monitoring audio recordings and correcting examiners who veered off course from our
standardized method of pretesting those
questions.
I created and have trained hundreds to
employ standardized “conditioning statements,” effectively used to ensure questions such as the DLC that was incorrectly labeled as “trivial” by Mr. Morgan,
“Have you ever committed a minor traffic
violation?” is effective. My observations
and the research show that that question,
with no further personalization, is one of,
if not the most frequently used DLC in
all law enforcement screening exams. It
produces sufficient responses in federal,
state, county, and municipal law enforcement screening tests.
I’ve since taught foreign governments, as
well as novice and experienced US state
and local police examiners the proper way
to employ DLCs similarly.
Dr. Stuart Senter (NCCA) once told me
that DLC effectiveness includes our examinees’ “vigilance” for the Directed Lie
Questions. We, therefore, need to ensure
the (truthful) examinees are, in fact, paying attention, listening for those questions where they must remember to lie.
We carefully build in reminders, conditioning our people that “when they lie, they respond.”
I make no claim that the rebuttal’s author
lacks an understanding of what drives a
DLC response; however, I’ve encountered
58
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far too many examiners, some who have
presented their ideas at seminars, who
just can’t disconnect the fact that that
which drives a PLC response—emotion—
is not the engine that energizes a DLC.
In the early 2000s, we felt we needed to
inject a degree of emotion into the seemingly bland DLC, “Have you ever committed a minor traffic violation?” We learned
through global analysis that revealed
consistent relevant question response,
coupled with admissions following numerically NSR tests that as long as our
questions were properly scoped, they
would be sufficient to result in NSR exams.
Thanks,
/DEA
Response from Charles R. Honts, Ph.D.:
I was originally trained as a polygraph examiner at the Backster School of Lie Detection in 1976. I practiced full time as a
polygraph examiner between 1976 and
1980. During those years I became very
concerned that the only reason I could
give people for the techniques I was using was Cleve Backster said to do it that
way. I knew that this was an unacceptable basis for professional practice and in
1980 I went to graduate school to pursue
advanced degrees in Psychology with the
explicit purpose to do research to validate
the ideas I have been taught and used
as an examiner. Since 1980 I received a
Master’s degree from Virginia Tech and a
Ph.D. from the University of Utah, both degrees in Psychology. My Master’s Thesis
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and Doctoral Dissertations were both on
the polygraph and both were subsequent
published peer-reviewed scientific journals. Across my career, I have published
153 papers, most peer-reviewed and most
focused on polygraph testing and I have
given 210 scientific papers. Since 1990
I have held faculty position at universities and I currently hold the rank of Professor of Psychological Science at Boise
State University. Since 1982, I have been
involved in providing continuing education to polygraph examiners all around
the world. Across all of this time I have
also continued a practice as a polygraph
examiner. I have conducted examinations
for defense attorneys, law enforcement,
prosecutors, and state inspector generals. I have sworn testimony in courts
of law and other legal proceedings 138
times. The majority of those testimonies
have address polygraph testing.
I am also the person who brought the DLC
from the shadowy realm of Military Intelligence (MI) work. Interestingly based
upon the practice experience of examiners in MI, and upon the local work of an
examiner who on his own adapted the
DLC to PSCOT format. In 1983, in consultation with Professor David Raskin I
started a field study running a mixed format (2PL 1DL) forensic tests on a wide
range of persons accused of the range
of criminal offenses from child sex abuse
to murder. Dr. Raskin did not believe the
DLC would work at all and it was not un-

til about 1985 or 1986 I convinced him
to use them too. The results of our field
study were subsequently published as
Honts and Raskin (1988). That publication was the first published peer-reviewed
study of the DLC.
Our interest in the DLC was focused on
one issue only - standardization. Using
exactly the same comparison questions
presented with the use of a standardized
script would have, and now does, represent a huge advance in overall quality of
what can be accomplished across a profession as compared with the PLC which
requires clinical skill. My motivation to
develop the DLC and see its adoption in
the field was heightened by the observation at DoDPI of differences in accuracy
between instructors who ran the examinations in our research there. Supposedly
the best of the best, some were little, or
in one case I remember, no better than
chance and some were highly accurate.
The situation at that time was not a profession, it was a craft.
Morgan’s position reflects the clinician’s
lament that plagued Psychology for the
first half of the 20th Century, science may
say this, but I, the GREAT EXPERT know
better. Paul Meehl published the watershed book, Clinical vs. Statistical Prediction in 1954 and in the 66 years since he
has always won the day. The paragraphs
that follow the end of my comments here
are from the Meehl Wiki and they pretty
well sum it up.
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Along with standardized scoring, preferably
by algorithm, the standardization of test administration is just as critical.
A classic example from Psychology is the
Rorschach Ink Blot test. In the hands of
some clinicians, it appeared to be highly
effective in diagnosis, but in study after
study it was found that across psychologists, the reliability of diagnosis could not
be established. A basic rule of psychometrics is reliability limits validity. A test
that lacks reliability cannot be valid. In the
early 1990s Dr. Joseph Plaud and I fought
a battle at the University of North Dakota
to eliminate instruction in the use of the
Rorschach in the training of graduate
PHD students in Psychology and Counseling Psychology. Our argument was
that how could we ethically teach a test
that we KNEW was not valid, because we
KNEW that it lacked reliability and therefore validity. Plaud and I prevailed and the
Rorschach is not part of the instruction of
PHD students at UND.
Morgan’s argument is to defeat the central advantage of the DLC, that it is a standardized test, and to thus move the profession backward toward being a craft.
Polygraph can either be a science or a
craft. I have dedicated my life to making
it a science. Moreover, a current comprehensive meta-analysis of the CQT literature (Honts, Thurber, & Handler, 2021)
shows that many of many of Morgan’s
more extreme arguments are simply
proven wrong by data. The meta-analysis
shows tiny differences between experi60
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ments and field studies. Moreover, there
is no evidence to support the idea that
emotion is necessary for high levels of
detection accuracy. That meta-analysis
clearly strikes down fear of detection as
the basis for the CQT to work.
Finally, I would suggest that interest parties go back and actually read Horowitz,
Kircher, Honts, and Raskin. (2008). The
significant differences in Horowitz were
between tests with the comparison question tests and the RI. The validity correlations between PLC, DLC and TDL were not
statistically significant. There were no
conclusive statistical findings in Horowitz that indicated that personally relevant
directed lies were more effective than trivial directed. The decisions with PL, PRDL
and TDL represented a homogenous subset, that is, they were not statistically different. We suggested that PRDL may be
more effective than TDL because of the
post-test debriefing responses and not
from the statistical analyses of test outcomes or numerical scores. No evidence
has been published that has shown PRDL
to actually be more effective than TDL.
Charles R. Honts, Ph. D. Professor of Psychological Science, Boise State University 1910 University Drive, MS 1715 Boise,
Idaho 83725-1715
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Why Social Intolerance and the Politization of Race is a Terrible
Idea for Polygraph
Stanley M. Slowik1

An article recently appeared in the APA
Magazine advocating that a new, nontraditional information target, “Social Intolerance” (Nelson & Handler, 2020), be
added to the menu of traditional targets
such as violence, integrity, substance
abuse, etc. as part of the evaluation of job
applicants for law enforcement jobs. The
article encourages interviewers and polygraph examiners to ask applicants questions about hate crimes and social intolerance tied to attitudes ,bias and beliefs
about race and sex, clearly at odds with
the spirit of Combating Race and Sex Stereotyping the new federal mandate prohibiting race and sex scapegoating (FR
Doc 2020-21534, 2020). I believe specifically targeting race and sex in a pre-employment polygraph examination could
lead to legislation prohibiting the use of
polygraph in the evaluation of police ap-

plicants. Even more importantly, discussion of “Social Intolerance” as defined in
the article, in my opinion, most certainly
would attract litigation and unnecessary
negative polygraph publicity.
Finally,
there are a number of technical and procedural problems generated by the proposed “Social Intolerance” questions that
clearly could diminish test accuracy.
Social Intolerance as an inappropriate information target
In December of 1979 I had the experience
of testifying before a U.S. House Labor
Subcommittee regarding the employment
practices of a pre-employment polygraph
client, the Adolph Coors Company. As detailed in the Federal Register (96th Congress, 12/15/79), reprinted in Polygraph, I
as the vendor and Coors as the employer

The author would like to thank Bob Peters, Phil Mullenix and Rich Phannenstill for their ideas and the review of this
paper.
1
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were falsely accused of asking job applicants questions about their Union beliefs
and activities as well as their personal
sexual preferences and practices. This,
of course, was part of an effort to force
Coors to allow Organized Labor to unionize the Coors’ workforce. I testified that
not only had we never targeted anything
regarding sex or union attitudes, preferences or practices, but that these targets
were inappropriate and irrelevant to work
performance. When Chairman George
Miller (D, CA) failed to produce a single
witness even claiming we had ever asked
applicants anything about unions or sex
and, further, failed to discover any materials (question forms, reports, etc.) indicating these topics were ever discussed with
any applicant, my testimony prevailed.
Coors continued to use pre-employment
polygraph (until the EPPA) and to this day
remains a right to work employer. My fear
is that simply discussing race, homophobia, age, religion, etc. (ibid, Appd A) under
the banner of Social Intolerance will provide those opposed to polygraph with a
platform for hearings similar to my own
experience. These hearings can include
any sort of unsubstantiated claim which
the media sometimes report as fact. For
these reasons and concerns about having police applicant testing added to the
EPPA, I believe making Social Intolerance
a standalone information target is a terrible idea for polygraph.
While involvement in crimes associated
with racism and sexism are already in62
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cluded in the standard criminal activity information target all examiners use when
conducting pre-employment tests for law
enforcement, they are not highlighted or
tagged as “Hate Crimes” on the application, personal history packet or pre-test
interview. Likewise, it is not recommended that examiners initiate discussion of
race or sex under the broad topic of Social Intolerance if for no other reason that
attitudes, bias and beliefs, no matter how
socially undesirable, do not always result
in disqualifying actions. Even the American Civil Liberties Union has defended
the American Nazi party and Ku Klux Klan
regarding their right to march, hold and
speak anti-Semitic and racist views. Also,
as the research to be discussed shows,
labeling general criminal acts as racist
and sexists can actually create divisiveness and bias at a time when most agree
we should be seeking inclusion.
Social Intolerance as an Illegal Information target
Race and sex are two of the first Protected Groups included in Title VII of the 1964
Civil Rights Act. There is an enormous
body of work – research, discussion, case
law – with regard to how these issues
should be handled during the pre-employment process. Notably absent from Social Intolerance is any discussion of how
interviewers and examiners are supposed
to evaluate the applicants’ answers and
statements in discussion of motives of
activities linked to race and sex or how to
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create uniform standards as to what constitutes a Qualifier or Disqualifier regarding hate crimes and social intolerance.
Over the last fifty years, I have created custom pre-employment interviews and training programs and personally conducted
training (Objective Pre-employment Interviewing) for nearly all of the federal
and military law enforcement agencies,
numerous contractors to federal agencies whose employees need high level
security clearances and thousands of
state, county and local police and fire departments. The discussion and creation
of Acceptability Guidelines (standards)
has been a basic, essential component
in every case – how much is enough…
how much is too much. This is critical
because it is the only way to show all applicants were treated the same without
regard to race or sex and, when statistical
disparities in the “pass” rates occur, they
are the result of Bona Fide Occupational
Qualifications (BFOQ’s) and Business Necessity (which applies to public employers, not just private enterprises) and not
racist, sexist bias some would have you
believe is rampant throughout law enforcement. Sometimes employers who
don’t like to be “boxed in” by putting their
Qualifiers and Disqualifiers in writing try
to justify the absence of objective, quantified standards by claiming they “only like
to know about these things but don’t ever
use the information” to hire or not hire. In
my expert experience, the Courts do not
accept this rational and will respond with
“you ask it, you use it”. As Nelson and

Handler correctly state regarding Social
Intolerance as an information target “…
the breadth and variety of manifestations
has meant that it has been difficult to formulate a description that is both concise
and behaviorally descriptive”. While the
issues of question ambiguity and confusion always contribute to a less accurate
polygraph examination, which will be discussed below, it might also explain why
the creation of uniform standards for the
information targets of Hate Crimes and
Social Intolerance would be extremely
difficult if not impossible and therefore
not mentioned in the Social Intolerance
article.
On a far less significant point, some of
the question examples provided in Social Intolerance use age qualifiers or time
bars (“As an adult…”, “Since you turned
age 18…”) that could be misinterpreted
to indicate an age bias. Asking a 21 year
old police applicant “Since you turned
age 18…” uses a three year period or standard of accountability while asking the
exact same question of a 41 year old applicant requires a 23 year standard, seven
times greater for the older applicant The
problem, of course, is not with the question but the Acceptance Guidelines (hiring standards) and answer/admission
evaluation procedures. A very simple fix
would be to use the same periods of accountability contained in the Acceptance
Guidelines as relevant question qualifiers (“In the last 5 years…) or no relevant
question qualifiers (“Did you ever…”). In
this case, the examiner would not have
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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to explain why a floating age qualifier is
used in the question but not the evaluation standards. Rather, the questions and
evaluating standards are consistent for
all applicants regardless of age.
Social Intolerance and the Negative Effects on Polygraph Accuracy and Procedure
Most Examiners have long been aware
of the problems with the validity of polygraph screening tests, including the preemployment examinations of police applicants (Slowik, 1979). Perhaps one of
the most fundamental problems involves
the topic separation between Relevant
and Comparison Questions, the very basis of the Reid Probable Lie Comparison
Question Technique from which all validated comparison question techniques
have evolved. Comparison Questions
should be “about an act of wrongdoing
of the same general nature as the main
incident under investigation and one to
which the subject, in all probability will lie
or to which the answer will be of dubious
validity in his own mind”. Further, Comparison Questions “should be as broad
as possible in space or time or in scope
of endeavor” (Reid & Inbau, 1977). As
stated above, Social Intolerance is not an
information target for which even social
scientists have a common definition let
alone exists in the world of applicants for
jobs in law enforcement. The question
examples provided in Social Intolerance,
in my opinion as a licensed polygraph
and intern instructor, might actually make
64
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passable comparison questions for some
specific issue hate crime cases since they
appear to approach the threshold of probable lies. In addition, just as examiners
should never use emotionally provocative
words (rape, murder, etc.) when formulating Relevant Questions, I suspect that
including terms like “hate” and “intolerant” in the formulation would only add
to the probable lie problem and further
contribute to false positive responses.
Of course, the theoretical solution for the
problem of deceptive responses caused
by non-deceptive reasons is the Succession of Hurdles testing approach in which
general, probable lie-like questions are
converted into a series of much more
specific, objective Relevant Questions.
This would have to be done over a period
of time to avoid the problems of adrenal
exhaustion and habituation created by a
single session of lengthy questioning and
testing. In my considerable experience in
this area, the number of law enforcement
agencies that have the time, staff and financial resources to pull this off is so limited as to make consideration of Succession of Hurdles moot. Also, the highest
quality applicants know they’re good. If
the employers’ hiring process is significantly longer than the process used by
employers competing for the same high
quality applicants, the “best of the best”
don’t wait and the employer with the longer process gets the left overs.
Finally, though this point does not concern the accuracy issues raised above, I
can only speculate that most applicants
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for any job would find discussion of hate
crimes and social intolerance offensive
since it infers that racism and sexism is
a common problem in law enforcement
and the military, specifically, that the profession of police attracts racists and sexists so they themselves are probably unconscious racists and sexists (implicitly
biased). I have written extensively about
the issue of statistical disparity on the
basis of race and sex in pre-employment
selection systems (Slowik, 2016) including disparities that occur when criminal
activity is included as an information target. While the largest disparity appears
on the basis of sex (men are arrested, convicted and incarcerated for criminal activity – particularly crimes of violence - far
more often than women) no one seems
to attribute this disparity to sexism on
the part of the police and criminal justice
system. While social conventions and
politics might perceive men as the wrong
sex to be victims of sexism or AsianAmericans the wrong race to be victims
of racism, statistical disparities and the
employment laws that address this issue
are the same for all. Yet when the disparities are discussed with regard to race
with Black males arrested, convicted and
incarcerated at rates that exceed those of
other racial groups, some would like you
to believe that racism in law enforcement,
if not the sole cause, is a primary factor.
For this to be even remotely true, not only
would the police have to be racist but so
too the prosecutor, the judge and all the
members of the jury. Most importantly,
since the vast majority of crimes of vio-

lence involve people of the same race, the
victim and witnesses who call the police
must also be part of some huge racist conspiracy. Of course, if the suspect actually committed the crime, that might also
account for the statistical disparities in
arrest, conviction and incarceration rates.
Again, job applicants should be evaluated
using pre-employment polygraph on the
basis of individual, objective, recent work
related actions and not the attitudes of a
collective.
Conclusion
Over 20 years ago, psychologist Mahzarin Banaji and sociologist Anthony Greenwald created the Implicit Association
Test (IAT) which proponents claim can
determine if a person, even though they
might not feel racist, would in a variety of
intergroup settings, act racist, i.e. have an
implicit bias. The test is available free at
a Harvard website and is far and away the
test most frequently endorsed by social
psychologists and used by diversity training firms such as Project Implicit. Unfortunately, there has never been any published evidence indicating the test can
validly and reliability predict real world
outcomes in anyone, let alone applicants
for jobs in law enforcement, at any level
that approaches scientifically acceptable
levels. In fact, one study (Schimmack,
2019) found that IAT scores couldn’t even
predict if a police officer was more likely
to shoot a black suspect or a white suspect, the precise scenario some in the
media and politics claim is a widespread
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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practice. So while both proponents and
opponents of IAT now agree the test only
measures differences in word association
reaction time and that IAT scores should
not be used diagnostically to identify or
predict racial bias in individual behavior,
the test continues to be falsely presented as a diagnostic test that can signify
“anti-black feelings”, “pro-white bias” or
“implicit preference for white people over
black people” (Singal, 2017).
The point of all of this is to again discourage examiners and employers from
discussing attitudes, bias, feelings and
beliefs about race and sex as well as politics, ethnic origin, union beliefs and practices, religious beliefs or practices or age
as part of any pre-employment interview
or polygraph examination. After all this
time, if the fields of psychology and sociology have failed to produce anything
that can validly and reliably identify or
predict racism or sexism, polygraph hardly appears to be more qualified for this
endeavor. Explicit acts such as assault,
arson, murder, vandalism, etc. should already be included under the criminal activity information target and uniform standards or Disqualifiers established without
regard to applicant motive. A murder is a
Disqualifier whether it was committed for
economic gain, during a sexual assault,
as a racial hate crime or part of gang activity. Arson is a Disqualifier whether the
victim is a Black church or, more often, a
private business destroyed during an urban riot.
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Several years ago the FBI expanded the
subcategory of Hate Crimes to include
gender identity victims and other groups.
The newly released 2019 crime statistics
report 7,103 single-bias incidents of Hate
Crime among 1,203,808 incidents of violent crime (2019 Hate Crime Statistics,
2020). Making the dramatic assumption that everyone who committed a Hate
Crime applied for a police job where polygraph was part of the selection process,
and further, to make the point, assuming
pre-employment testing had the same
validity as specific issue testing, statistical analysis clearly shows that nearly every “deceptive” response to a Hate Crime
question would have to be a false positive. Politisizing Hate Crimes to artificially justify a new information target simply
does not correlate with what exists in the
field. Hate Crimes just don’t happen very
often, not with law enforcement or any
other employer, and making this part of
polygraph is a terrible idea.
I have always taught that those of us who
participate in the law enforcement selection process including those of us who
continue to conduct pre-employment
polygraph examinations are some of the
best recruiters an employer could ever
have. How we dress, act and what we select as information targets sends a real
message about the professionalism and
inclusiveness of the hiring agency. Just
as the FBI (Kyle et al, 2019) has reported about the Ferguson Effect (police interventions and arrests decrease significantly for fear of being falsely accused of
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being socially intolerant and racist), making race and sex a stand alone topic of
evaluation could have a profound negative effect on recruitment for any employer, not just law enforcement. Who wants
to work in a profession or for an agency
where racism or sexism is so prevalent
that it has to specifically target these attitudes and beliefs in the pre-employment
process? Paraphrasing the late Justice
Anthony Scalia from The Disease as a
Cure, using race to resolve racial conflict
is, itself, the essence of racism (Scalia,
1979). Justice Scalia was discussing his
opposition to the use of race in determining eligibility to California universities. In
1996 the state in Proposition 209 banned
the consideration of race and sex for college admissions and public employment
including employment in law enforcement
choosing instead merit or ability selection
criteria. Very recent attempts to return to
the use of race and sex in hiring practices
with Proposition 16 were soundly defeated (Mai-Duc, C., 2020). Polygraph would
be ill advised to disagree with this consensus and should clearly reject the politization of race and sex in law enforcement
selection systems.
The last several years, I have done a fair
amount of polygraph work involving indi-

viduals seeking asylum or otherwise qualify for some form of immigration status
many of whom are trying to avoid deportation. While not always the first or most
important reason, economic opportunity
almost without exception is a primary
reason people give for wanting to come to
and live in the United States as opposed
to seeking asylum elsewhere. People
throughout the world truly believe America is still the land of equal opportunity
and if you work hard, you will succeed. Diversity training and selection procedures
that indicate or imply racism or sexism is
a founding principle of this country and
so common as to require specific attention in employment selection truly do a
disservice to those in public safety, the
military and federal employment. Applicants shouldn’t have to prove a negative
- that they are not racists or sexists. At
the very least, polygraph is absolutely the
wrong place for divisive social and political battles to be waged. The motto that
Adams, Franklin and Jefferson proposed
for the Great Seal of the United States in
1776 is after all, E Pluribus Unum, not E
Unum Pluribus. Polygraph has always resisted the politization of race and sex and
should continue to reject the divisiveness
proposed in Social Intolerance.
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Response to Stanley M. Slowik on Polygraph Screening of Hate Crimes
and Acts of Social Intolerance
Raymond Nelson

Mr. Slowik has taken the time to formulate and submit a response to a recent
publication on Interviewing and Screening Public-Safety Applicants for Social
Intolerance (Nelson & Handler, 2020). Although it is satisfying to know that the
article has reached the readership at a
level that prompts some level of discussion, Mr. Slowik’s response is sufficiently
problematic to necessitate this response.
The purpose herein is not to debate Mr.
Slowik, nor to be argumentative. Rather, I
write to set the record correctly as to the
discussion of the potential use of an interviewing and testing topic on hate crates
and acts of social intolerance in police
applicant screening. In any dialectic of
this type there is the possibility that some
readers may enjoy the discourse. There is
also a degree of risk that others may be
less willing to endure the inherent friction
that occurs when discussion erupts in a
need to correct the record – with the unfortunate result that angst is sometimes

resolved as quickly as possible through a
process of simply taking sides. It seems
appropriate to caution readers in advance
that there may be long term value in terms
of the availability and durability of factual
and correct information, though perhaps
little, if any, short-term benefit.
There is little doubt among many Americans, myself included, that U.S. law enforcement officers are, as a whole, among
the most highly trained and conscientious
law enforcement professionals in the
world. Much of the professionalism and
success of U.S. law enforcement officers
can be attributed to training, leadership
and administration, and to a culture of
accountability. And much of their professionalism can also be attributed to the effort taken to recruit and screen applicants
of suitable character – a process that often includes the use of the polygraph test.
Sometimes, polygraph screening involves
queries about behaviors that have a low
prior likelihood of having occurred. As an
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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example, I will point out drug involvement
among U.S. law enforcement officers is
not among the most prominent observable failure modes. It is demonstrably
rare. And because of that, we could question whether it is necessary to screen for
drug problems. Alternatively, we might
theorize that the formidable absence of
large-scale drug involvement among U.S.
police officers is, in part, a reflection of
diligent screening efforts.
The purpose of our publication was to
initiate some discussion and awareness
about the various aspects of social intolerance, and to begin a discussion towards the formulation of potentially suitable polygraph questions on this topic.
Mr. Slowik has attempted to characterize
the discussion of social intolerance as
the “politization [sp.] of race.” Nowhere
have we suggested a polygraph interview or
testing topic about race. Race, and the politicization of race (insisting that the matter of race become a matter of political
alignment) is simply not the topic of our
publication.
For various reasons this topic has become a focal point of concern to members of the community, and it has been
suggested that increased efforts might
be made to evaluate this potential problem in police applicant screening. It may
seem preferable or convenient to some
to avoid this topic altogether, but the discussion of social intolerance and hate
crimes is likely to persist among members of media, legislative bodies, and the
public. On the other hand, politicization of
70
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race is a term that implies an attempt to
align people into political factions based
on racial issues or racial characteristics.
Politics has nothing to do with the recent
publication about screening police and
public safety applicants for hate crimes
and acts of social intolerance.
Any suggestion or discussion about the
possibility of screening police applicants
for social intolerance or hate crimes is in
no way construed or intended as a suggestion that policing in the U.S. is inherently
problematic in this or any other. Policing
in the U.S. is not inherently problematic.
But as with any large population such the
U.S. (population 330,000,000 or more), or
sub-population (roughly 1,000,000 sworn
officers), and given an imperfect world of
imperfect persons, a small number of pro
blems may be inevitable. The situation today is that we now have the benefit, and
discomfort, of cameras and social media
everywhere. The entire world will observe
each and every problem – often in incomplete or inaccurate detail. The more dramatic the incident the more people will
observe it. This can lead to a form of logical fallacy called an availability heuristic
wherein events that are actually uncommon may be perceived as common simply because we have observed them and
felt their impact. For example: airplane
crashes are, in reality, rare. But if a person observes or experiences an airplane
crash it might occur that they may develop a view that airplanes are inherently
dangerous. In fact, automobiles are more
dangerous than airplanes.
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What we notice is that there is increased
concern at this time about social intolerance. Perhaps there is no real problem,
and perhaps nothing needs to be done.
And perhaps there is no way of improving U.S. policing in this area beyond the
high standards that are already achieved.
But, it is also possible that something can
be learned from polygraph testing of this
topic, and that the information may lead
to improved outcomes in this area. It is
also possible that this topic is beyond
the comfort, skill and professional capabilities of polygraph interviewers. There is
little doubt that psychologists and sociologists will be interested and willing to
engage this discussion, and willing to assist with policy and development and applicant selection tasks.
It would be my preference to address
this matter – if it is found useful – at the
polygraph test. It is my belief that polygraph testing may offer access to information and behavioral history that might
not otherwise be made available to psychologists and sociologists. Mr. Slowik
is correct that objective psychological
measures at this time are not adequate to
the task, in which case unstructured and
clinical methods are more often relied
upon. I further believe polygraph testing
can offer a more objective and scientific
means of evaluating this than an unstructured clinical processes. As with other
polygraph screening topics such as, illegal drugs, serious crimes, and unlawful
sex behaviors, an applicant’s behavioral
history of hate crimes and acts of social
intolerance is likely to be a useful source

of information to more fully understand
their potential professional character.
Regarding the new federal mandate to reduce race and sex stereotyping.
Mr. Slowik has asserted in his first paragraph that asking screening questions of
police applicants about hate crimes and
acts of social intolerance goes against
the spirit of a new federal mandate on
Combating Race and Sex Stereotyping
(FR Doc 2020-21534, 2020) [available at
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/
FR-2020-09-28/pdf/2020-21534.pdf]. Mr.
Slowik’s statement is factually inconsistent with reality. However, it is possible
that this is a simple misstatement or a
simple error of logic. If Mr. Slowik’s statement was intended exactly as stated then
he has not satisfied any burden of proof,
or offered cogent discussion, to support
his argument.
Mr. Slowik states “... targeting race and
sex in a pre-employment polygraph examination could lead to legislation prohibiting the use of polygraph…” However,
our article is not about “targeting race.” It
is a discussion about various manifestations of social intolerance, and nowhere
have we suggested using interviewing
questions or relevant questions to target
or investigate race or sex. Such a suggestion would be absurd. It is an example of
a straw-man argument, and gives the impression that Mr. Slowik’s argument may
have been formulated around an agenda
that is not at all the topic of the paper to
which he has responded. I argue that the
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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inclusion of a police applicant screening
topic on hate crimes and acts of social
intolerance is consistent with the new
federal mandate. We can leave it to readers to decide for themselves based on the
available information.
Mr. Slowik has further argued that the
inclusion of a screening topic on hate
crimes and acts of social intolerance
will attract negative publicity and litigation. There is always the risk that badly
conducted polygraph examinations may
attract litigation, and the polygraph has
been occasionally ripe for bad publicity in
the past. Readers will recall that our paper was written in response to multiple
recent media and legislative suggestions
– in response to other events in the media – that perhaps more could be done
to evaluate for social intolerance when
screening police applicants. Those discussions included the fact that polygraph
test is presently widely used in police applicant screening, along with the suggestion that the it may be used additionally
toward this goal. If it is our profession’s
conclusion that polygraph cannot be of
any help with this topic then we will need
to begin to prepare to discuss that limitation when these (or other) inquiries occur
again.
The primary objective of our paper was
to introduce and familiarize readers with
the range of behaviors in which social
intolerance can manifest, and to provide
a starting place for learning to discuss
the topic. As a secondary objective we
engaged the difficult task of attempting
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to formulate some possible example relevant questions on the topic. Of course,
there is some possibility that Mr. Slowik
is correct in his position that this topic is
a bad idea for polygraph examiners. No
doubt the topic of social intolerance and
hate crimes is inherently difficult, uncomfortable and sometimes controversial.
But, many polygraph topics are difficult
and uncomfortable, and it falls to polygraph examiners to become expert at
navigating complex and difficult discussion topics. Many Americans – including
this writer, a white 50-something male –
may know little about the topic of social
intolerance from first-hand experience.
Writing about this topic was, in part, a
process of dialogue with other persons
with more diverse backgrounds than my
own. If I take my personal experience as
representative of all available evidence,
it might be tempting to conclude that no
problem of any kind exists in this area.
Even if Mr. Slowik is correct in his assertion that the inclusion of a polygraph
screening topic on hate crimes and act of
social intolerance is a bad idea, it will not
change the fact that there is presently a
heightened social awareness about various forms of social intolerance. This is
partially in response to a small number of
recent events, and largely in response to
a society that is continually changing. If
the topic of social intolerance is beyond
the expertise and comfort of polygraph
professionals – and beyond the capabilities of these professionals to acquire sufficient knowledge and fluency with the
discussion – then perhaps it will be bet-
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ter for personnel administrators to pursue
this topic without the polygraph. If interest in this topic proves to be enduring, or
if the topic itself proves to be sufficiently
important to warrant ongoing consideration in the police applicant screening
process, then is also possible that other
screening methods may be developed to
assist with this objective.
Mr. Slowik’s 1979 testimony before the
U.S. House Committee on Labor Relations
Beginning in his second paragraph – under the heading “Social Intolerance as
an inappropriate information target,” Mr.
Slowik has offered as evidence his statement and testimony before the U.S. Congress (House Committee on Labor Management) December 15, 1979 [reprinted in
Polygraph 10(3) pp. 194-2011, 1981]. This
testimony was regarding polygraph practices at the Adolph Coors Company. Mr.
Slowik testifed that he was the Director
of the Denver offices of the John E. Reid
and Associates, and that they were the
exclusive contractual examiner for preemployment polygraphs at Coors since
April 1976. Mr. Slowik indicates in his response that the House Committee inquiry
was in response to complaints or accusations that the polygraph had been used
to ask of job applicants about their union
beliefs and activities, as well as their sexual preferences. The House Committee
investigation and Mr. Slowik’s testimony
have nothing to do with the matter of police and public safety applicant screening
for hate crimes and acts of social intolerance.

When asked by [former] Congressman
Frank Thompson (New Jersey) [who was
later convicted as result of the ABSCAM
investigations], Mr. Slowik testified that
he was authorized to speak on behalf
of Coors as far as the polygraph testing
they did for Coors. Mr. Slowik described
the preemployment polygraph process as
consisting of a comparison question test,
with four relevant questions, and a series
of two separate tests [which appears to
be a reference to two polygraph charts].
Mr. Slowik described the relevant question topics for those pre-employment
polygraphs as: thefts of merchandise
from previous employers in the last 12
months; involvement or commission of
serious criminal acts during the last 12
months; use of marijuana, narcotics, or
dangerous drugs illegally on a job during
working hours during the last 12 months;
and abuse of alcoholic beverages on the
job during working hours during the last
12 months.
Mr. Slowik testified that the polygraph
examiner makes the decision as to deception or truth-telling based on the cardiovascular and respiratory data [with
no mention of electrodermal data]. [Mr.
Slowik’s previous publications described
the “global evaluation process as an integration of information from: fact analysis,
which appears to mean the referral information; behavioral observation; chart
analysis; and posttest interrogation.] Mr.
Slowik described the polygraph test data
analysis as accuracy as exceeding 90%
[which exceeds the .87-.88 mean accuAPA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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racy rates for published studies on the
Reid Technique at that time] and he attributed the 10% inconclusive rate to nervousness. Mr. Slowik testified that nervousness cannot be misinterpreted for
deception [which is factually inconsistent
with scientific evidence]. Mr. Slowik later
testified that a then recent study [still unpublished] on polygraph pre-employment
screening, conducted by two researchers
in Georgia, showed accuracy to be 100%
[an accuracy estimate that is widely regarded as unrealistic and impossible
when considering that scientific tests are
inherently probabilistic and not expected
to be infallible].
Mr. Slowik’s testimony described preemployment polygraph examinations as “diagnostic” exams [which is inconsistent
with the common way this term is used]
and non-accusatory. [Mr. Slowik later testified that test results were not reported
as to deception or truth-telling, but only
as to whether a person was recommended or not recommended for employment,
and with no documented reporting of
additional detail or information.] When
question further about polygraph accuracy, Mr. Slowik testified that the polygraph
is a medical recording device [it is not a
medical device] and also compared it to a
thermometer [an actual measurement device whereas the polygraph does not obtain or derive a physical measurement].
Mr. Slowik also compared the polygraph
to a typewriter [which does little to affirm
the objectivity, reliability and validity of
the polygraph test].
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Mr. Slowik testified that 70% to 80% of
applicants were recommended by John
E. Reid and Associates for employment
at Coors following a polygraph examination, and further testified that the recommendation was made based on a combination of having been deemed truthful
by the polygraph test and also not having
made disqualifying admissions [admissions that exceed an arbitrary standard
as to admitted behavior]. Mr. Slowik testified that the 20 to 30 percent of individuals who were not recommended for employment were “individuals who, in our diagnostic opinion, are not telling the truth
and/or are making a voluntary admission
that exceeds preestablished standards.”
Mr. Slowik used as example a person who
admitted using “$100-a-day worth of heroin” - referring to this example more than
once during the testimony. Mr. Slowik later testified that about 3 percent of Coors
applicants were re-examined. In discussion with Representative Kogovsek (Colorado), Mr. Slowik stated “But remember,
the standards of the employer have a lot
to do with what is recommended and not
recommended.” Mr. Slowik testified that
Coors had perhaps 6000 to 8000 employees and that John E. Reid and Associates
conducted approximately 3500 to 4000
preemployment exams per year. [No inquiry or discussion was made regarding
the number of examiners who completed
this volume of work.]
When asked by Representative Kramer
(Colorado) about what form of written information was provided to Coors following each examination, Mr. Slowik testified
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that a written report stated only that a
person was either recommended or not
recommended for employment, and that
information about admissions was never
included, lest it fell into the wrong hands
and was misused. [This is an example of
what today is sometimes referred to as
ethics-washing or ethics-theater, referring to the discussion of ethics in order to
appear ethical while engaging in ethically
questionable activity.] Mr. Slowik further
testified that detailed information was
provided to the referring customer verbally, and stated “no admissions are ever
included in a written report.”
When questioned by Representative
Kramer about testing existing employees,
Mr. Slowik testified that his company had
also been involved in postemployment
polygraph testing of a small number of
Coors employees. In response to questioning by Congressman Miller (California), Mr. Slowik testified that his company
had an exclusive contract for preemployment polygraphs at Coors, but was not
exclusively involved in postemployment
polygraph investigations. Mr. Slowik affirmed the name of another polygraph
business that previously provided services to Coors, and testified that he could
answer whether that firm was or was not
involved in the matter of the allegations.
In response to questioning by Representative Kogovsek regarding the witnesses
whose testimony preceded that of Mr.
Slowik, and whether any of those persons
had been tested by Mr. Slowik’s company,
Mr. Slowik testified that he has seen their
affidavits, including those of 12 persons

who were not permitted to testify, and
stated “none of them dealt with us.”
In response to questioning from Representative Kogovsek about whether “under some circumstances sexual preferences or sex questions could be asked,”
Mr. Slowik stated “well, there are some extreme occupations,” and further testified
that he could not justify the use of such
questions at Coors. When questioned further, Mr. Slowik asserted that he could not
testify as to the practices of other polygraph companies.
In response to questioning from Congressman Miller regarding previously
heard testimony that described preemployment polygraph questions at Coors,
Mr. Slowik asserted that he was opposed
to those questions. [No details of those
questions appear in the transcript of Mr.
Slowik’s committee testimony.”]
Congressman Kogovsek asked whether Mr. Slowik used other technologies
such as voice stress. Mr. Slowik testified
that he does not, that it is the examiner
that makes the machine valid and reliable, and that voice stress devices are
not valid even when using control question techniques. Congressman Kogovsek
asked whether they get better and more
accurate polygraph test results if a person is firm believer in the polygraph. In
response, Mr. Slowik stated, “none whatsoever,” and explained the polygraph does
not measure nervousness, guilty feelings
or conscience. Congressman Kogovsek
asked and Mr. Slowik denied that any preAPA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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mium was contractually associated with
the test result.
Published transcripts of Mr. Slowik’s congressional committee testimony show
that Representative Miller summarized
the status of the inquiry as consisting of
allegations, affidavits and testimony presented to the committee pertaining to a
period of time prior to Mr. Slowik’s and
John E. Reid and Associates April 1976
exclusive contract for preemployment
polygraph testing at the Adolph Coors
Company, and that the House Committee
would be unable to resolve the allegations
as to practices throughout the polygraph
industry, including those between Coors
and polygraph companies other than that
of Mr. Slowik. Representative Thompson
reiterated that the matter of the accusations did not pertain to Mr. Slowik or his
company, and could not be resolved.
In response to a request from Representative Miller to discuss his views on the
threat or use of spot polygraphs [apparently referring to periodic or situational exams] on existing employees, as a means
of monitoring suspected employee activities, Mr. Slowik stated “we do not feel
that anyone should be given a polygraph
examination – we’re talking current employees now – unless...” Mr. Slowik delineated the following conditions: 1) prior investigation has determined a valid issue,
2) the investigation has failed to resolve
the issue, 3) the issue is paramount to the
health safety and welfare of the business
and employees, and 4) that the polygraph
test is completed voluntarily. [These con76
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ditions are interesting for the degree to
which they seem to foreshadow the requirements of the 1988 EPPA.]
Representative Miller commented on the
complexity of voluntariness and the variety of Supreme Court determinations on
the matter. He then asked Mr. Slowik if
he considers it voluntary if an employee
is terminated from employment and is
told that a polygraph is the manner to regain that job, or if an employee is to be
fired and that a polygraph is the manner
in which to retain employment. Mr. Slowik
responded that the Supreme Court had
never ruled that the polygraph violates
constitutional guarantees, privacy and
the 5th Amendment. Congressman Miller
then redirected Mr. Slowik to address the
question of whether a test is voluntary under these circumstances, not the matter
of whether the test itself is a violation of
rights. Mr. Slowik stated, “I would say it’s
as voluntary as driving to your dentist for
tooth decay; you don’t want to do it, but
you have to.” Representative Miller asked
if employees are asked if they are here of
their own free will when subject to exams,
and Mr. Slowik testified that they require
each person to state it in writing before a
test begins.
Representative Miller asked to clarify
that no written record of the individual’s
response was ever kept for postemployment or preemployment exams. In response, Mr. Slowik stated “right.” Representative Miller questioned about how a
person might have their attorney or their
own polygraph person evaluate a ques-
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tion list and transcript of responses, to
which Mr. Slowik explained the information is retained as required in Illinois
(where John E. Reid and Associates are
headquartered) including the polygraph
record and question list which the examiner uses to record the person’s answers
explanations and responses. When questioned further about a written record, Mr.
Slowik stated “No. There is no written
report mailed to the client with the applicant’s admissions.” When questioned
further, Mr. Slowik clarified that the information describing the test activity was
retained [most likely referring to the examiners interview notes, charts and test
questions].
Representative Thompson asked to clarify the testimony, stating “… the conclusion of an operator on the basis of which
he makes an oral report is not kept in
writing. Am I correct?” Mr. Slowik then
stated, “Not exactly,” and attempted to
explain further “The material from which
an examiner uses to base his decision...
“ before interruption. Mr. Slowik and Representative Thompson then proceeded to
discuss again that the operator, not the
machine, make the decision as to deception or truth-telling and that an oral report
was made to Coors as to whether they
should hire a person or not. When asked
by Representative Thompson whether
inquiry is made as to the reasons for
that recommendation, Mr. Slowik confirmed that such inquiry did occur. Representative Thompson asked, “Are there
[sic.] conclusions and reasons therefore
reduced to writing and kept and made

available to the client?” Mr. Slowik stated
“They are on the original note, yes, on the
question sheet. All that material is there,
but it is destroyed after a reasonable period of time. We do keep it for that very
reason. And in states that have licensing
laws you’re required to keep it, so that an
independent observer could step in and
see if there was an abuse. The polygraph
charts are kept.” [No inquiry or discussion
occurred to clarify the length of that reasonable period of time before records destruction.]
Representative Miller then asked “And the
transcript of the answers and questions?”
In response, Mr. Slowik testified “Yes. As
well as all the admissions, because those
are the answers. But that is all destroyed
after a period. And of course, the overall
recommendation is there, too.” [In this
dialogue there appears to be some miscommunication or misunderstanding as
to what constitutes a transcript. Representatives may be imagining a typed verbatim transcript of the discussion, such
as occurs in congressional and legal proceedings, while Mr. Slowik may be referring to the examiner’s notes on the paper
question list (prior to computer assisted
polygraph instruments). It seems unlikely
that time and resources were devoted to
the production of a typed verbatim transcript of the preemployment polygraph
examinations during that time.]
To summarize Mr. Slowik’s testimony before the U.S. House Committee on Labor
Relations, the congressional inquiry appears to have been conducted in response
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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to complaints about polygraph abuses
at the Adolph Coors Company. Those
complaints – according to Mr. Slowik’s
response to our recent publication – described the use of polygraph questions
around matters of union beliefs and activities, and personal sex practices [which
has nothing to do with the matter of polygraph questions about acts of social intolerance and hate crimes]. Questioning
from members of congress referred to
complaints about the use of polygraph
with existing employees as a means of
keeping them in line. Mr. Slowik’s testimony asserted unequivocally that since the
time of his involvement with Coors such
questions had never been asked by his
company. Transcribed statements from
the committee hearings indicate that the
inquiry recognized it could not resolve the
matter of inquiry because the complaint
appeared not to involve the company Mr.
Slowik represented, but instead pertained
to another [named] polygraph company.
Mr. Slowik’s present statements that he
had prevailed in a congressional hearing
therefore appears to be a misstatement
of fact. Mr. Slowik’s assertions in his response are also an example of a logical
fallacy of absence or fallacy of evidence –
wherein an absence of evidence is incorrectly attributed as evidence of absence.
Where as Mr. Slowik has claimed, in his
response to our recent publication, that
he was falsely accused the published
transcript of the testimony shows that
Mr. Slowik clarified to the House Committee (which accepted the testimony) that
the allegations actually involved a differ78
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ent company. Mr. Slowik’s congressional
testimony is little more than hey-it-wasn’tme, and did little to protect or advance the
interests of the polygraph profession as a
whole. His congressional testimony does
nothing to establish him as an authority
or expert on the matter of screening police and public safety applicant for hate
crimes and acts of social intolerance.
Noteworthy in Mr. Slowik’s congressional committee testimony – in addition to
slipperiness of some of the communication – is the ease with which the addition
of undocumented or prohibited polygraph
interview topics, such as union activities and sex behaviors, could be accomplished. It is quite common in polygraph
screening to interview a range of topics
that extend beyond the questions that
ultimately make up the test. Today audio
and video recording is a standard of practice that would curtail this potential for
abuse. But in the 1970s convenient and
inexpensive video recording technology
was not available. However, audio recording technology – cassette and reel – was
widely used in other situations in which
a recording would ensure accuracy and
prevent abuse.
It is also easy to see how a practice of not
producing and providing a written report
of test results and admissions – instead
relying on verbal communication while
documenting only a recommendation or
non-recommendation for employment –
could serve to conceal a practice of covert investigation around controversial or
prohibited topics such as union activities
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or sexual behaviors. It is easy to see how
persons with sinister intent might make
use of these systemic practices to marginalize and exclude individuals or groups
deemed to be undesirable. Reliance on
verbal communication in this manner,
along with the eventual destruction of records, is an effective staging method for
what today might be called a Bart-Simpson-type defense: there’s-no-evidence-youcan’t-prove-it-ergo-I’m-innocent.
Also noteworthy in the transcript is the
temptation to engage in ethical-theater or
ethics-washing when framing the selected
practices – such as the destruction of
records after a reasonable, though unspecified, period of time – as a matter of
professional conscience or ethics, while
the actual result of this may be to impede any investigation into abuses. The
larger issue of concern is not whether Mr.
Slowik, or the companies he represented,
had or had not engaged in these kinds of
activities. The fact that the potential for
this type of abuse existed – and, based
on testimony, that there is some likelihood that it may have occured in some
way, resulting in congressional committee hearing. In retrospect it should be no
surprise that this testimony did little or
nothing to resolve the complaints. In fact,
it may have exacerbated congressional
concerns about polygraph field practices
– resulting in the eventual the passage of
the 1988 Employee Polygraph Protection
Act.
Are relevant questions about hate crimes
illegal as a polygraph screening topic?

Nothing in Title VII of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act addresses the commission of
hate crimes or acts of social intolerance
as a polygraph screening topic. Although
I am not a legal person, it seems to me
that it is always possible that any law can
be subject to a variety of legal opinions.
However, those based on faulty and overreaching logic are vulnerable and not likely to prevail. Noteworthy here is that polygraph interview and test questions about
race and sex behaviors are distinct from
polygraph interview and test questions
about hate crimes and acts of social intolerance. Mr. Slowik conflates these two
different topics throughout his discussion and argument.
Bona Fide Occupational Qualifications
and Bona Fide Occupational Requirements
Mr. Slowik’s emphasis on the term Bona
Fide Occupational Qualifications (BFOQs) – similar to Bona Fide Occupational
Requirements (BFORs) warrants discussion. This term appears in employment
law and refers to criteria that employers
may be permitted to use when making
decision about employees. Mr. Slowik is
correct that this term should relate to hiring and qualification standards – which
should today should be evidence-based
standards – but Mr. Slowik would be wise
to avoid conflating these two terms (standards and BFOQs) as if they are synonymous. They are not synonymous. Ideally,
there should be demonstrable evidence
that the standard contributes to employee effectiveness or ineffectiveness. To
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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Do questions about hate crimes and acts
of social intolerance reduce polygraph
accuracy?

Mr. Slowik’ suggestion to avoid all emotionally charged words – including the
word hate - is difficult to take with complete seriousness. No doubt some individuals will tell us that the words death
or hit or strike are all highly emotional for
them. I can recall interviewing a person
who was convicted of an egregious sex
crime who requested I not use the word
sex when asking post-conviction questions about sexual contact, with the explanation that he had recently learned
this to be a trigger-word. The point here
is that many of the things that polygraph
examiners may be routinely required to
ask about are emotionally laden. Experienced polygraph examiners are adept at
discussing emotionally laden and sensitive topics. The practical guidance should
be to avoid necessary drama, and to avoid
legal and professional jargon and terms
of art that may cause confusion vs understanding. For example: few people who
are not trained law enforcement officers
or legal professionals will know what the
word burglary actually means.

There is presently no evidence to support
Mr Slowik’s conclusion on this. Neither
Mr. Slowik nor anyone can answer with
conjecture or expertee-ism. Mr. Slowik
does acknowledge that the topic is a difficult one for which to formulate questions.
Mr. Slowik is correct that the term hate
crime – defined as the commission of a
criminal act that is motivated by social
intolerance – is more complex than traditional relevant questions for event specific polygraphs conducted during criminal
investigation.

As a general principal of linguistics and
epistemology, physical things and physical actions are not themselves defined by
human behavior or motivation. In other
words, a table is a still a table even when
being used as a chair. The act of sitting
on it does not make it a chair. It is what it
is. (And of course, chairs and other nonsentient objects generally refrain from the
human tendency to wonder about their
purpose and the meaning of existence.)
Similarly, human action is not defined by
intent or motivation. As a general rule it

create standards without evidence is to
create arbitrary standards, and these will
be more vulnerable in a legal challenge.
At issue here – in the context of police
and public safety applicant screening – is
whether social tolerance (an absence of
historical behavioral acts of social intolerance and hate crimes) would constitute
a BFOQ or BFOR. Is it important that police and other public safety workers possess an ability to interact with a variety of
social groups in a fair and equitable manner when navigating the ambiguities and
margins of real life work in the field? I am
in agreement with Mr. Slowik if he endorses the perspective that “you ask it you use
it.” However, I might differ with Mr. Slowik
– if his 1979 congressional testimony is
informative of his field practices – in that
my preference is for more complete written documentation of and reporting of results vs. verbal communication alone.
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is the action and result that define the behavior not the intent or motivation (though
children may sometimes say “...but it was
an accident.”) There are exceptions. One
obvious exception is sexual contact: defined commonly in statutory language as
rubbing or touching another person’s sex
organs for the purpose of sexual arousal,
sexual stimulation or sexual intent. This
is important because there are plausible
non-sexual reasons for some to touch another person’s sex organs. For example:
parenting tasks with small children, and
medical care for children or adults.
Lying and deception are another example
of a human behavior that is, in part, defined
by intent. To lie is to convey incorrect information with the goal or intent that others will accept it as factually consistent
with reality. In this way, answering “no” to
a directed-lie-comparison question is not,
in a linguistic or epistemological sense,
a lie (though many people will care nothing for this linguistic and philosophical
nuance). To convey incorrect information
to others with the belief that it is correct
is not the same as lying or deception – it
is a mistake. (And there will be inevitable
and endless philosophizing and hypothesizing and conjecture about whether this
would affect polygraph outcomes.)
The point is that polygraph examiners
are already highly experienced at dealing routinely with complex linguistic and
epistemological language problems surrounding the interaction of behavior and
motivation – whenever we deal with lying
and whenever we deal with sexual behav-

ior. As a general principle, a relevant question should be as behaviorally descriptive
as possible. This is precisely why we provided as set of operational descriptions
for a range of issues related to social intolerance and hate crimes. But if we were
to take as literal and absolute dogma the
guidance around behaviorally descriptive
relevant questions, polygraph examiners
would have to cease asking questions
about sexual contact and lying.
If police and public safety agencies decide
they have no need to screen applicants
for hate crimes and social intolerance,
then this discussion is nothing more than
an interesting learning exercise. If it is
decided that increased screening of this
area is useful, then it is hoped that our introduction to the vocabulary and manifestations of social intolerance will of some
use to them. We have not professed to
have solved the problem complete as to
how exactly to implement this topic, and
have not taken a dogmatic position that
anything at all must be done. As always, it
is not likely that a one-size-fits-all solution
will be satisfactory to all agencies, and it
will fall on each of us to evaluate and understand our needs and capabilities.
In retrospect, after conversation with several others, I have become convinced that
our initial attempts to formulate relevant
questions were, in fact, somewhat overbroad. Specifically, it is now my view that
it may be wise to begin to gain experience
in this topic area by using relevant questions limited to the topic of hate crimes –
APA Magazine 2020, 53 (6)
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leaving the broader discussion of acts of
social intolerance to the pretest interview,
which often goes into greater detail than
the relevant questions.
Is the topic of hate crimes and acts of social intolerance better suited to comparison questions?
Mr. Slowik attempts to argue that questions about hate crimes and acts of
would be suitable as comparison questions. However, this reflects a gross misunderstanding or mis-characterization of
what constitutes a relevant question topic. Question topics are relevant because
they are an important area of concern
to the referring professional. It is also a
consideration as to whether a particular
topic is a viable topic for a polygraph test.
Mr. Slowik argues that the topic of hate
crimes and acts of social intolerance is
not. To his credit, Mr. Slowik does note –
as did our paper – that the topic of hate
crimes and social intolerance is difficult.
Again, polygraph examiners routinely deal
with difficult and uncomfortable topic areas. The purpose of the paper on screening for hate crimes and acts of social intolerance was to introduce the concepts
and terminology so that we can begin to
develop our skills and competency in this
discussion. It did not attempt to be conclusory. If it turns out that this topic is too
unwieldy or outside the comfort and skill
of polygraph professionals then perhaps
it should be left to psychological professionals.
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Are hate crimes already sufficiently addressed in the discussion of unknown serious crimes?
Mr. Slowik has suggested that the topic of
hate crimes will already be addressed in
the screening topic about serious crimes
– with the understanding that the act of
committing a crime is more central to applicant selection than the more complex
issue of motivation. There may be some
agencies that will find merit to this argument. When addressing the matter in this
way the discussion of acts of social intolerance, and crimes motivated by social
intolerance, will be limited to the pretest
interview when discussing the applicant’s
history of unknown serious crimes.
Does asking about hate crimes convey as
assumption that a majority of applicants
are racist?
Mr. Slowik has suggested that asking police applicants about hate crimes will convey an assumption or belief that all applicants, or all police are racists. Mr. Slowik
has suggested that police applicants
should not have to prove themselves nonracist. However, if we accept this absurd
and fallacious reasoning we would have
to abandon the use of the polygraph in
police applicant screening. Does asking
about serious crimes convey a belief that
all applicants or all police are criminals?
Does asking about sex crimes convey an
assumption that a majority of police applicants are rapists? Does asking about
involvement with illegal drugs convey an
assumption or belief that a majority of
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police applicants are drug addicts or involved in criminal drug trafficking? Why
should police applicants have to prove
themselves to be non-criminals, non-abusive, non-addicts and non-involved in illegal drugs?
Mr. Slowik has offered interesting discussion, and an interesting solution to potential disparity – and the potential for standardization around the formulation of
relevant questions for applicant of ages
than may vary considerably from young
adult to middle age. Mr. Slowik’s suggestion to use a standard time bar, such as
five years, for all applicants has merit. It
is here that Mr. Slowik shows that his experience as a polygraph examiner could
offer valuable insights to problems and
solutions. It would be much more useful
to the profession if Mr. Slowik were interested in emphasizing this type of discussion – forgoing the temptation to offer
unrealistic and unsupported argument
on the impossibly broad topic of race and
politics that is actually outside the scope
of our paper.
Other matters of factual inaccuracy.
Mr. Slowik has stated incorrectly that
all validated polygraph techniques have
evolved from the Reid Probable Lie Comparison Question Technique. It is tempting to let this go, but will be a disservice to the profession to not correct the
published record. The Reid Comparison
Question Technique first appeared in publication in 1947, while the first scientific
study on comparison question polygraph

was published by Summers in 1939 – using a test structure that looks strikingly
similar to the Utah and ZCT formats of
today. There is no doubt that Reid was a
brilliant and ethical thinker who led many
advances in the polygraph profession –
including popularizing the comparison
question technique. Reid was also forthright in refraining from over-hyping polygraph accuracy as nearly perfect – teaching that we need to use comparison questions to help reduce false positive errors.
Reid was also observed to take an admirable ethical position when publishing a
series of studies in the 1970s showing
accuracy of the Reid Technique to be in
the high .80s – during a time when it was
still tempting to over-state polygraph accuracy as nearly infallible. Without doubt
the polygraph profession has benefited
from Reid’s influence in many ways. But
it would be incorrect to state that all polygraph techniques have evolved from that
of Reid.
Mr. Slowik mentions the topic of adrenal
exhaustion – which does not appear in
medical and physiology texts. The closest term is adrenal fatigue, not yet an accepted medical diagnosis, which implies
that the adrenal gland is functioning at
less than the necessary level, resulting
body aches, nervousness, pain and sleep
problems. There is no known exhaustion or any medical problem with adrenal gland functioning associated with
polygraph testing. Mr. Slowik pairs the
vague and ambiguous term adrenal exhaustion with the notion of habituation
(which is psychological vs physiological).
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Studies on polygraph and habituation
have shown some habituation effects.
They have also shown that differential reactions can still be observed and extracted from recorded data, in response to different types of test stimuli even after the
completion numerous test charts. This is
not to suggest that conducting numerous
charts or multiple series exams is ideal.
It is simply that scientific evidence does
not support any criticism of the completion of multiple charts or multiple series
polygraph exams. Mr. Slowik’s suggestion that multiple series polygraph examinations cannot be conducted in a single
day or session goes against the scientific
evidence. It also goes against considerable experience in a number of agencies
that have routinely conducted multiple
series examinations with good success.
Conclusion
Mr. Slowiks’ arguments are, in general,
poorly formulated. They are laden with
fallacies of logic and errors of fact. Mr
Slowik’s moves his discussion fluidly,
and without intellectual discipline. He
roams freely from the discussion of common social perceptions about who are
the victims of crimes and abuses, to focusing on a hypothetical case anecdote
in which a single individual is actually
guilty of a crime. He engages old-school
polygraph discussions as if they are still
useful in 21st century. He applies overly
broad straw-man arguments that some
unspecified persons would have us believe that racism in law enforcement is
a primary factor, if not the sole cause, of
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racial disparities in arrest, conviction and
incarceration rates. The absurdity of this
argument is such that it accomplishes
nothing except to give readers insight as
to Mr. Slowik’s motivated reasoning and
degree of disinterest in authentic discussion. Anyone with genuine concern and
interest in this discussion will begin by
noting that there are, without doubt, a variety of historical and present factors to
this, and all, situations.
I will concede it is possible that Mr. :Slowik
may be correct that the topic might not
suited for polygraph. It is possible that
this topic too difficult or hazardous for
some polygraph professionals to contend
with. I will also concede that Mr. Slowik is
correct in his understanding of the need
for standards and standardization. But it
would be pretentious for any individual to
assume that they would be able to unilaterally formulate satisfactory standards
for this, or any, purpose. More likely effective standards will be evidence-based
(vs, arbitrary) and will be a process of first
gaining familiarity with the topic and vocabulary, and then gaining some experience with the topic in different programs.
It is likely that different programs may encounter different complications – laws,
judicial attitudes, administrative, cultural
and social experience – and may find different solutions to their standardization
needs. For example: this discussion may
occur differently in Ferguson, Missouri
than in Boulder, Colorado. One of the telling differences between productive and
unproductive discourse is whether each
person engages the discussion with the
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objective of understanding vs. confusing the issues of concern. In this case, I
have reached my own conclusion that it
will most likely not serve the needs of the
polygraph profession to continue this discussion any further.
The polygraph is without doubt an important part of successful police and public safety applicant screening in the U.S.
and other countries. As previously stated,
there is no doubt that U.S. law enforcement officers are among the most conscientious and professional police worldwide. It is an unfortunate consequence
of technology, social media, and 24-hour
news that individual incidents of failure
can make a striking impression on pub-

lic and legislative impression – while so
many hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of hours of routine professionalism
go virtually un-noticed. If police agencies
decide for themselves that it is not in their
interest to screen for acts of social intolerance and hate crimes, then we may do
well to trust those conclusions. If some
agencies decide it useful to include the
polygraph test in the screening of police
and public safety applicants for past behavior that may constitute hate crimes or
acts of social intolerance, then it is still
my hope that the recent publication, and
this discussion, will be of some use towards increasing our fluency and familiarity with this important, though difficult,
topic.
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