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Becoming a Member of the Board of Directors:
What to Know
Donald J. Krapohl

The APA is a worldwide professional organization that relies heavily on
its volunteer leadership. Depending on the office, elected APA Board
members serve from two to three years each term. Elections are held annually. For those reading this article and considering running for Board
offices I will share what you might expect.
There are nine elected positions on the Board: eight Directors and the
President Elect. The President Elect serves one year, becoming the President in the succeeding year and finally the Board Chair in the third and final year of the term. Directors serve two-year terms and can be re-elected
to their positions. The election cycle for the eight Directors is staggered,
with half of the offices up for grabs each year. The number of elected
Board members has changed very little over the decades.
The Board holds in-person and virtual meetings throughout the year.
Most of the work, however, is done in committees. The APA has seven
standing committees each chaired by a Director: Communications & Public Relations (Lisa Ribacoff), Ethics & Grievance (Chip Morgan), Member
Services (Michael Gougler), Research & Development (Donnie Dutton),
Education & Accreditation (Jamie McCloughan), Standards & Specialized
Testing (Ray Nelson), and Post Conviction Sex Offender Testing (Erika
Thiel). There is also a subcommittee called Professional Development/
Awards chaired by Walt Goodson. The Board can create and disband various ad hoc committees to address immediate and short-term requirements. The current APA Board Chair is Sabino Martinez and the President is Roy Ortiz. I am the President Elect.
For the APA to thrive it must have new ideas and energetic candidates.
Aspirants to APA Board office should recognize the positions come with
plusses and minuses. First, the plusses. A Board position offers the office holder an opportunity to shape the direction of not only the APA, but
the whole profession. Board members establish policies that are adopted
by polygraph associations and even government regulators around the

2

APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)

MEMBERSHIP NEWS

world. It is a chance to do lasting good for our colleagues as well as for
the societies in which we work, to bring out the best in the membership.
Board members can also find themselves suddenly invited to speak at
events across many countries. While the elected Board members do not
draw a salary or stipend from the APA, they are reimbursed for travel and
living expenses for the annual national seminar and in-person meetings.
The other side of the coin is that Board members spend a lot of time on
APA business. The hours can range from 200 to 400 per year, depending on the initiatives the Board member undertakes. These are uncompensated hours, taking the members away from their paying positions
or family time. Board members also spend their time before, during and
after the APA seminar on the affairs of the Association, which limit their
ability to attend the lectures. Board meetings themselves can be an experience, ranging from arduous to boring to contentious to exciting to
tedious to disappointing to deeply gratifying, often in the same meeting
or even in a single hour. They are not for the faint of heart.
For those who wish to aspire to the office of the President, it is a good idea
to serve in another elected office first. As Past Presidents will tell you, it
is a difficult job and would be much harder without Board experience.
The President Elect system now in place was enacted to give new candidates a chance to learn how Board business is conducted before taking
on the responsibility for the entire Association. The President Elect office
is under review. Nonetheless, it would be in the interest of those who aspire for the higher office of the President, as well as for the Association,
to serve on the Board in some capacity before becoming President. The
eight Director positions provide plenty of opportunities to get experience
and to assess close-hand whether the presidency is the office you want
to undertake. The experience gained as a Director is quite valuable, and
also allows the future President to bring initiatives to the Board well before setting the agenda as President. It is a good strategy.
The question becomes, then, how does one get elected? The first thing
to focus on is name recognition. APA members tend to vote for names
they recognize over those they have not seen as often or at all. Look at
the list of current Board members and you may come to realize that you
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have heard of most of them. So, how do candidates get their name in
front of the membership?
Fortunately, the tools for accomplishing this are at hand. The APA’s two
publications, its magazine and journal, are where most of us see the
names of other members. Submitting articles for publication is one way
to become known to Association voters. It need not be research, though
that is also important. For the APA Magazine consider writing case studies from your own practice, opinion pieces, a recurring series on an area
in which you specialize, something you know better than the rest of us
that you can share. The more your name appears in print the more often
members will remember you at election time.
It also helps to serve on one or more of the Association’s eight committees. Doing so often gets your name included in published Board reports
as Directors thank those who perform these vital tasks. It doesn’t hurt
that committee workers also get to personally know Directors, those who
have already navigated the path to elected office. Such knowledge can
quick-start your campaign.
When you decide to run for office, give a lot of thought to the candidate
statement you submit for publication in the APA Magazine before the election. A casual perusal of those statements will reveal that those who report their previous work for the Association either on a committee or as a
past office holder, those who describe what they want to accomplish, and
those who offer a positive vision for the future of the Association tend
to be those who are chosen over those who write about non-Association
parts of their personal or professional lives. In other words, what have
you done and what will you do for the APA? These factors tend to resonate with voters.
Other ways to become recognized it to present lectures before groups of
members. The best venue is, of course the APA seminar. If you have a
presentation you think would be of interest to other examiners, contact
Seminar Chair Pam Shaw with your proposal. There are also educational
seminars held throughout the year in other locales where you can present your ideas and garner more recognition. The more often members
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see you and hear your name, the more often they will be able to identify
your name on the APA ballot.
In closing let me repeat that the APA needs new ideas and energetic candidates. Think about running for office if you can bring these qualities to
the Board. If you want to join the ranks of those who have served on the
Board of this great association, develop your plan now for the coming
election cycles. Write those articles, serve on those committees, lecture
at those conferences, bring your ideas and your commitment. We all benefit when you do.
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VOLUNTEERS MAKE A DIFFERENCE EVERY DAY
2021/2022
Committee Volunteer Sign-up Sheet
Please email your completed form to
manager@apapolygraph.org
Member Services Committee

Ethics & Grievance

Communications & Public Relations

Education Accreditation

Research & Development

Seminar Program

Standards & Specialized Testing

Please Print Name

Address

City

(

State

Zip-Code

)

Telephone Number

E-mail address:
PR (Private)
GO ( Feferal Government )
LE (Law Enforcement Agency)
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The Story Behind Cleve Backster’s Drawing
by Phil Toft

Everyone who knew or worked with Cleve
Backster quickly realized that he was serious about polygraph science and was
a very exacting instructor, with a strange
sense of humor.
On the first day of class, all Backster
School of Lie Detection students were issued a few simple supplies: a note pad,
a No.2 pencil, a red pencil, a green pencil
“red zone/ green zone’ and a set of highlighters. Every evening after class, the
8
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outline of the day’s lectures would need
to be copied, rewritten, and typed up to
turn in the next morning. Failure to do so
could mean expulsion.
As a youth I had a knack of being mischievous. That, mixed with a God given imagination and talent in art, led to many cartoonish sketches of friends and any person in authority who I chose to victimize
that day. After I was blessed to get into
law-enforcement, someone recognized

that talent and sent me to police artist
school. Since the mid-80s I have drawn
hundreds of likenesses of criminals who
were described to me.
Cleve Backster was a larger-than-life character who fit the mad scientist role perfectly. His experiments with plants and
cellular communication are well known.
One day in class Cleve caught my attention, thus this character drawing using
only the issued class supplies. Note that
Cleve named all of the students numerically, your surname was the class number, and then your identifier is wherever
your name ended up alphabetically in the
class. That’s my signature: PE-156 22
Every day after lunch, we would return
to be greeted by Cleve and the “wheel.”
This old wheel of fortune, marked with
red, green and black dots on it along with
the numbers which represented each
student. When the wheel landed on your
number (as it always seemed to do) you
were expected to stand in front of the
class and recite Cleve’s “Tri-zone” rules
EXACTLY. That recital had to be the exact
wording that we were taught. Any mis-

take, or words left out of place gave Cleve
the opening, at which he would chuckle
and then go on to ridicule you in front of
the entire class. At the time it didn’t seem
like much fun, but by the end of eight
weeks we realized how well and quickly
we absorbed and then recalled complicated information while under pressure.
Cleve caught me finishing this sketch in
class. He picked it up and examined it like
Cleve examined things. I was concerned
he may have been a little offended by how
his features were exaggerated for the cartoon content, but I recall he grinned a little
when he saw the caption about “Tri-Zone
Hell.” I’m certain he was happy knowing
we were learning the fundamentals of
polygraph “as later verified”.
RIP Cleve, you left the polygraph world a
much better place.
Phil Toft						
Polygraph Examiner				
Great Plains Credibility Services		
300 N Dakota Ave. Suite 220			
Sioux Falls, SD 57104				
(605)-359-5419
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NEW APA MEMBERS 2021
JANUARY
FIRST NAME
Paulina
Jeanette-fe
Sbastien
Jose
Sean
Juvert
Melanie
James
David
Tonya
Raul
Jordan
Harriet
Katherine
Andrew
Chih-ping
Bradley
Hollie
Josue
Eloise
James
Yannick
Tracey
Estefany
Kelly
Jeremiah
Rosa
Luis
Beccy
Janely
Juan
Michelle

MIDDLE

Antonio
Michael
Brendan
Michael
Alan
Rebecca Jane
Guiliana
Robert

Rafael
Lucy
R.
Azucena
C.
Margarita
Alberto
Paola
Carlos

LAST NAME
Araujo Gonzalo
Balba Rizzo
Bourduas
Caceres quica
Calderwood
Casas ramirez
Chavez-loo
Cook
Dibernardo
Duplechan
Duque miranda
Graham
Gregan
Hernandez Avalos
Holzem
Hsu
Hughes
Hutchings
Jarquin loria
Johnson
Jordan
Lavigne
Little
Luza Macazana
Mcnutt
Mote
Najarro Torres
Pena Meza
Roberts
Rosales Rodriguez
Saavedra Llanos
Sanchez

CITY

STATE

LIMA
DIAMOND BAR
ONTARIO
LIMA
ATHOL
LIMA
LIMA
TYNEMOUTH
LUDOWICI
APPLE VALLEY
LIMA
RESTON
SOUTHAMPTON
CALLAO
MILWAUKEE
TAIPEI CITY
CARDIFF
IPSWICH
MANAGUA
WEST MIDLANDS
MILWAUKEE
QUEBEC
LEEDS
LIMA
LOS ANGELES
COLUMBIANA
LIMA
LIMA
SHREWBURY
LIMA
LIMA
MILPITAS

PERU
CA
CANADA
PERU
ID
PERU
PERU
UNITED KINGDOM
GA
CA
PERU
VA
UNITED KINGDOM
PERU
WI
TAIWAN
UNITED KINGDOM
UNITED KINGDOM
NICARAGUA
UNITED KINGDOM
WI
CANADA
UNITED KINGDOM
PERU
CA
AL
PERU
PERU
UNITED KINGDOM
PERU
PERU
CA
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NEW APA MEMBERS 2021
JANUARY
FIRST NAME

MIDDLE

LAST NAME

William
Joanne
Kathryn
Gemma
Jason
Billy
Astrid
Brian
Bianca

Michael
Marie

Schuelly
Scully
Searle
Smith
Speckenheuer
Taricuarima Rengifo
Torreblanca Valdivia
Travis
Villanueva Pardave

Paul
Eduardo
Satefany

CITY

STATE

TRUSSVILLE
LONDON
IPSWICH
RUNHALL
MILPITAS
LIMA
LIMA
COLUMBIA
LIMA

AL
UNITED KINGDOM
UNITED KINGDOM
UNITED KINGDOM
CA
PERU
PERU
SC
PERU

CITY

STATE

BOGOTA
BOGOTA
TALLAHASSEE
ROCKY FACE
BOGOTA
LAKE DALLAS
BELLEVUE
LIMA
ONTARIO
DALLAS
VESTAVIA HILLS
BOGOTA
WESTMONT
CUNDINAMARCA
LEON GUANAJUATO
HARRISBURG
ROCKFALL
OTTAWA, ONTARIO

COLOMBIA
COLOMBIA
FL
GA
COLOMBIA
TX
WA
PERU
CANADA
TX
AL
COLOMBIA
IL
COLOMBIA
MEXICO
NC
CT
CANADA

FEBRUARY
FIRST NAME

MIDDLE

LAST NAME

Huguet
Duvan
Mary
Carlton
Carlos
Christopher
Gregory
Jaime
Andrea
Darin
Derrick
Laura
Demetrios
Mayra
Claudia
Jennifer
Christopher
Marc

Patricia
Stevens
F.
Eric
Rosse
Matthew
M.

Berrocal Agamez
Bonilla Campos
Brown
Burnette
Garcia Farfan
Germann
Grannis
Julia Zevallos
Kinack
Kinder
King
Lozano Agudelo
Malamis
Mamby Bocanegra
Martinez
Plymouth
Porter
Pruneau

12

Richard
Marcellus
Alejandra
P.
Nohelia
Malice
Marie
S.
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NEW APA MEMBERS 2021
FEBRUARY
FIRST NAME

MIDDLE

LAST NAME

Jorge
Om
Jeffrey
Tracy

Enrique
Nath
Alan
Diana

Ramirez Contreras
Regmi
Rohrer
Yuhasz

CITY

STATE

BOGOTA
KATHMANDU
BUTLER
PENSACOLA

COLOMBIA
NEPAL
GA
FL

CITY

STATE

MARCH
FIRST NAME

MIDDLE

LAST NAME

James
Michael
Bill
Jane
Gregory
Kimberly
Regan
Jeff
Bradley
Martin
Nicole
Marie
Gerald
Laurinda
Brook
Igal
Ethan
Mohamed
Joseph
Clint
Kenneth
Robert
Aaron

W.
Elijah
C.
Mary
J.
Jean
John

Avant
ROYAL
Barton
SPANISH FORT
Brown
JONESBORO
Bush
CUMMING
Gilmartin
HONOLULU
Glunt
DUBLIN
Goan
PORTLAND
Hahn
FORT MILL
Hanlon
BURLINGTON
Islas
CUAUHTEMOC
Johnson
CONCORD
Lebreux
ONTARIO
Lincoln
DIXMONT
Lomeli
AMARILLO
Mcdonald
SEVENMILE
Mor
JERUSALEM
New
JOPLIN
Osama Gamal Eldin Sr.
CAIRO
Price
BROOKLYN PARK
Schnorr
BERTHOUD
Skala
ST. LOUIS
Soop
NEW CUMBERLAND
Thacker
ROME

M.
Hugo
Yvonne
Pascale
R.
L.
C.
M.
Allen
Christopher
Stromberg
Edward
James
Mathew

AR
AL
AR
GA
HI
OH
ME
SC
KY
MEXICO
NC
CANADA
ME
TX
OH
ISRAEL
MO
EGYPT
MN
CO
MO
PA
GA
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NEW APA MEMBERS 2021
MARCH
FIRST NAME

MIDDLE

LAST NAME

Mark
Cindy
Wesly
Naquesha

Anthony
Karina
Richard
Dawn

Torre
Vargas
Wade
Yansaneh

CITY

STATE

TAMUNING
SAN JOSE
SEYMOUR
EL SEGUNDO

GUAM
COSTA RICA
TN
CA

APRIL
FIRST NAME

MIDDLE

LAST NAME

Maeghin
Segundo
Jaime
Jackie
David
Oscar
Enrique
Ryan
Timothy
Timothy
Luis
Corey
Austin
Yoselin
Avivit

L.
Eliazar
M.
Lee

Alarid-hughes
Barco Villegas
Bonorato
Falls
Garrido
Gutierrez Sena
Lopez
Meier
Oliver
Osullivan
Prieto Luna
Reina
Rogers
Ventura Hernandez
Yokevich

John
J.
F.
Isidro
M.
Matthew
Jackeline

CITY

STATE

CASTLE ROCK
LIMA
WOODBRIDGE
GAITHERSBURG
CLAREMONT
NUEVO LEON
CAPE CORAL
SOUTH LYON
MARQUETTE
LA MESA
BOGOTA
BEL AIR
GOOSE CREEK
TEGUCIGALPA
TAIMY ELAZAR

CO
PERU
VA
MD
CA
MEXICO
FL
MI
MI
CA
COLOMBIA
MD
SC
HONDURAS
ISRAEL

CITY

STATE

SIMI VALLEY
AUBURN
NORTH BEND

CA
WA
WA

MAY
FIRST NAME

MIDDLE

LAST NAME

Michael
Jerry
Donald

L.

Baas
Bates
Davis

14
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NEW APA MEMBERS 2021
MAY
FIRST NAME
Michelle
Marc
Amanda
Noreen
Keir
Sydney
Daniil
Denise

MIDDLE

LAST NAME

B.
Nicole
H.
R.
Marie
M.
Elizabeth

Devine
Mitchell
Pfeifle
Pollock
Reid
Schmidt
Smolik
Tarakjian

CITY

STATE

HAYWARD
BLACKSBURG
WEST PALM BEACH
PHILADELPHIA
FT. LAUDERDALE
FLAGSTAFF
PALM COAST
FAIR LAWN

CA
VA
FL
PA
FL
AZ
FL
NJ

JUNE
FIRST NAME

MIDDLE

LAST NAME

Sara
Scott
Cory
John
Seth
Todd
Jean
Damon
Daniel
Marcia
Stony
Amanda
Daniel
Francois
Joey
Aitan
Jessica
Charles
Vicci

Michelle
Aaron
Dalton
Fred

Austin
Bader
Bean
Cessford, Iii
Cooper
Credeur
Dioses Chafloque
Earl
Eshelman
Feucht
Gonce
Laporte
Lawson
Le Fevre
Lear
Lewis
Lloyd
Mendoza
Nel

Anthony
Carlos
R.
Dwain
J.
Dean
Nicole
Ray
Michael
Yakir
A.
B.

CITY

STATE

NE
OMAHA
NV
SPARKS
TX
EDGEWOOD
NV
ELY
NV
LAS VEGAS
LA
SCOTT
PERU
LA PERLA CALLAO
NV
RENO
FL
GREEN COVE SPRINGS
TX
HURST
NC
BREVARD
AK
ANCHORAGE
NV
FERNLEY
MOUSCRON
BELGIUM
NV
RENO
MD
BALTIMORE
DOVER
DE
NV
LAS VEGAS
KWAZULU NATAL SOUTH AFRICA
APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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NEW APA MEMBERS 2021
JUNE
FIRST NAME

MIDDLE

LAST NAME

Pau
Luz
Scott
Levi
Patty
Thomas
Andre
Michael
Gabriel

Zara
Elena

Schuelly
Scully
Searle
Smith
Speckenheuer
Taricuarima Rengifo
Torreblanca Valdivia
Travis
Villanueva Pardave

Earl
Edward

CITY

STATE

WEST MILFORD
SAN PEDRO
HONOLULU
CARSON CITY
LAS VEGAS
OCEAN SHORES
QUEBEC
PALMER
JERUSALEM

NJ
CA
HI
NV
NV
WA
CANADA
AK
ISRAEL

CITY

STATE

JULY
FIRST NAME

MIDDLE

LAST NAME

Andrea
Joshua
Keith
Robert
Jennifer
Mariana
Dyana
Fred
Elizabeth
Michael
Richard
Malcolm
Maitland
Jennifer
Charlie
Denelle
Steven
Cesar

W.
Robert
Ernest

Anderson
Appenzeller
Bergeron
Brooke, Iii
Chiang
Contreras
Desantis
Dolinger
Dozier
Elliott
Galindo
Kennemore
Longquist
Mckown
Nilawat
Owen
Perez
Perez-Carranza

16

V.
Renice
Luke
Rudy-Leigh
C.
E.
M.
Fernando
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CA
COVINA
CO
FREDERICK
LA
NEW ORLEANS
VA
LYNCHBURG
HACIENDA HEIGHTS
CA
GUATEMALA CITY GUATEMALA
MD
BALTIMORE
PRINCE FREDERICK
MD
TX
MARION
GUAM
HAGATNA
PORTLAND
OR
TN
CHATTANOOGA
AZ
LITCHFIELD PARK
DANA POINT
CA
CA
VAN NUYS
ENOLA
PA
LAS CRUCES
NM
PERU
LIMA

MEMBERSHIP NEWS

NEW APA MEMBERS 2021
JULY
FIRST NAME

MIDDLE

LAST NAME

Lacy
Louis
Daniel
Kimberly
Thomas

Mckenzie
Alan
Alan
Anne
William

Pittman
Robinson
Roop
St. John-Lanier
Tarker

CITY

STATE

HOLLY SPRINGS
ALDIE
CUMMING
NORCO
HENDERSONVILLE

NC
VA
GA
CA
NC
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55th Annual APA Seminar
and Workshop Memoirs
Austin, Texas
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Thank you

for a great seminar

See you

next year in Orlando

26
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WELCOME TO

ORLANDO

SAVE THE DATE
APA ANNUAL SEMINAR
HILTON BONNET CREEK,
ORLANDO, FL.

AUGUST 28 - SEPTEMBER 2
2022
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AMERICAN POLYGRAPH ASSOCIATION

APA Accredited Programs
As of 09-30-2021
For an up to date list please visit: https://www.apapolygraph.org/home
ACADEMY FOR SCIENTIFIC AND
INVESTIGATIVE TRAINING
Director:
Address :
Country:
Phone:
Email:
Website:

Nathan J. Gordon
1704 Locust St - 2nd Fl
Philadelphia, PA 19103
USA
215-732-3349
truthdoctor@polygraph-training.com
www.polygraph-training.com/

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@gmail.com
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
donkrapohl@C3Acorp.com
Email:
Website: no website
CANADIAN POLICE COLLEGE POLYGRAPH
SCHOOL*
Director: Shaun Smith
Address : 1 Sandridge Dr.
Ottawa, Ontario K1G 3J2
Country: Canada
Phone:
613-990-5025
Email:
CPCregistrar.CFC_NCR.CFC_HQ@
rcmp-grc.gc.ca
Website: www.cpc-ccp.gc.ca/index-eng.htm
CENTER FOR CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT
S.A.C.

Director: Jose Anibal Torreblanca García
Address : Av. Circunvalación del Golf los Incas
208
Office 801B, Tower III
Santiago de Surco 15023
Country: Peru
Phone:
gerencia@latam-credibility.com
Email:
Website: www.latam-credibility.com

*Admission is limited to government or law enforcement students only.
28
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CENTRO DE INVESTIGACION FORENSE
Y CONTROL DE CONFIANZA S.C.

ESCUELA NACIONAL DE POLIGRAFIA,
NATIONAL POLYGRAPH SCHOOL*
Director: Hugo Islas Camargo
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

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/

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

ESCUELA NACIONAL DE POLIGRAFIA

INTERNATIONAL ACADEMY OF
POLYGRAPH:

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

Director: Raymond I. Nelson
Address : Barrio Guadalupe, Edificio Hermitage
Tegucigalpa, Francisco Morazon 11101
Country: Honduras
Phone:
Raymond.nelson@gmail.com
Email:
Website: no website

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

*Admission is limited to government or law enforcement students only.
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INTERNATIONAL POLYGRAPH STUDIES
CENTER
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

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

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:
MINDEF_CCA_SCHOOL@defence.
Website: gov.sg
www.mindef.gov.sg/

*Admission is limited to government or law enforcement students only.
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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: ncca@dodiis.mil
NATIONAL POLYGRAPH ACADEMY
Director:
Address:
Country:
Phone:
Email:
Website:

Pam Shaw
1890 Star Shoot Parkway,
Ste. 170-366 Lexington,KY 40509
USA
859-494-7429
shaw.national@gmail.com
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
PEAK CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT
TRAINING CENTER
Director:
Address:
Country:
Phone:
Email:
Website:

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

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

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

THE POLYGRAPH INSTITUTE
Director: J. Patrick O’Burke
Address: 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:

Charles Speagle
Lima

Country:
Phone:
Email:
Website:

Peru
51 963 814 489
charles2011@gmail.com
www.tudoracademy.com

*Admission is limited to government or law enforcement students only.
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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://virginiaschoolofpolygraph.
com/

VOLLMER POLYGRAPH
Director: TBD
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.
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President´s Message
Roy Ortiz

I am re-sharing my APA seminar president acceptance speech
Welcome and greetings
Thank you God and my wife
The year-round support that your families and significant others give you is noteworthy.
This support allows you to attend this seminar and increase your knowledge.
Please join me in acknowledging our past APA Presidents and school directors.
On the behalf of the APA, I would like to express our sincerest thanks to the seminar
sponsors.
1. Axciton Systems
2. Capital Center for Credibility Assessment
3. Complete Equity Markets
4. Lafayette Instrument Company
5. Limestone Technologies
6. Virginia Polygraph Association
7. Stoelting Company
APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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My seminar experiences this week are probably very similar to yours…met examiners
from around the world: Law Enforcement, private- sector and government.
1. I talked to some old friends.
2. I met new friends and colleagues (First time seminar attendees)
.
3. Shared ideas and concerns.
4. Made new networking connections.
5. Listened to excellent speakers and tried to recruit new speakers.
6. Learned new things, including new Chicago words from Tom Coffey and Texas words
from Kelly Hendricks.
7. Volunteered to make presentations for two polygraph associations.

State Capitol Building – Austin, Texas

The APA is a world- wide association that promotes education, ethical polygraph exams and innovation.
We are tasked with the difficult non- stop challenge of safeguarding our families, communities and countries.
34
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Crime does not disappear at night or stop on weekends or holidays. As cyber-crime
increases and budget restraints are becoming the norm, the polygraph profession is
facing new challenges.
Crime is not just a word. Crime can affect anyone here tonight. My family has been seriously affected by crime.
The polygraph profession has the heavy burden of safeguarding our future. It is a 24hour task, a behind the scenes effort without public acknowledgment or reward. My
wife, children, grand- children and I thank you.
Learning and personal enrichment opportunities for APA members…. (Pay it forward)
1. Share your knowledge (High school students, colleges, colleagues and
other associations) (Tom Coffey)
2. Challenge yourself (Do research, read one book per week or volunteer to
be a mentor)
3. Express your ideas and concerns (Seminar program manager or BOD)
4. Submit articles for the APA’s magazine and journal. (Expand the article into a
presentation)
5. Volunteer for a committee (Network and contribute)
6. Run for office (Help improve the APA, with a new viewpoint)
7. Make a presentation at the annual seminar
Presidential goals: Please remember these goals are important, not personal recognition.
1. Survey the membership to determine concerns and recommendations
Develop a Strategic five- year plan.
2. Expand member profiles on the APA’s website
3. Post the APA’s revision history
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4. Solicit articles for the APA’s magazine and journal from Divisional Affiliates and
State Associations.
5. Utilize Social- Media to share significant adjudicated cases.
6. Publish polygraph articles for magazines (Law Enforcement and polygraph related
fields).
7. List the names of new APA members and their state or country in the APA’s magazine. Expand the information package (APA benefits) for new members. Review the
current new member correspondence and fast track applications.
8. Develop a Mentor Cadre
9. Create instructional videos (10 minutes)
10. Refresh the APA’s website (User friendly searches)
11. Make routine email notifications of initiative updates.
12. Create a mechanism for BOD accountability for the membership.
13.Research: The positions of President Elect, President and Past President
(Member input is critical)
The BOD will be tasked with these goals. They will coordinate the accomplishment of
these goals, with the critical help of volunteers. The experience that volunteers bring to
committees, is priceless. The BOD has the new challenge and accountability to make
these goals a reality. The BOD is comprised of volunteers that have a passion for polygraph. There are numerous past APA presidents on the BOD, their experiences are another invaluable asset.
What can you expect from me?
Accountability….
I take the responsibilities of the APA President with a 100% commitment.

36
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1. Members first and always in mind.

(What is the benefit?)

2. Pro Active approach. (Potential issues identified and addressed)
3. Servant leadership. (I am available for any task)
4.Constant communication. (Not once or twice a year)
5.My least favorite words “Status Quo”. (Evaluate: continue, change or cancel)
6. Fair/ impartial/ transparent. (Everything above board)
7. Association cost savings when possible. (Is it really required or not?)
8. Open minded. (Learn from others)

State Capitol interior door
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The APA is comprised of five generations…… each one is valuable and respected
1. Post War 2. Boomers 3. Gen X 4. Millennials 5. Gen Z
Everything the APA accomplishes is based on teamwork and volunteers.
No one can predict the future, but I am extremely confident that the BOD, is capable of
addressing any challenges faced by the APA. But, only with the help of volunteers and
the support of all APA Members.
I am formally requesting your opinions, recommendations, and support
September 30, 2021 UPDATE
It has been a month since the annual seminar.
Several goals have already been accomplished.
Individual recognition is not important, only the accomplishment.
One thing has not changed, volunteers make the difference.

38
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Board of Directors’ Reports
Donald J. Krapohl
President Elect

Following on the heels of another successful annual seminar, the APA Board
will now turn its attention to the issues
of the coming year. President Roy Ortiz
has laid out an aggressive agenda for
the Board to accomplish. In future articles you will hear more about progress
on those initiatives. The first agenda
item has been completed; the membership survey sent to all APA members in
early September. The survey feedback
will provide the roadmap for the development of the APA’s strategic plan, slated
for completion by the next Board meeting
in 2022. Look for more about this later.
The APA member survey also solicited
volunteers for the eight standing APA
committees. The Directors of those committees will reach out to the volunteers
to coordinate the activities. If you are not
contacted in the coming weeks it may be
because the email address requested in
the survey was left blank, was incorrect
or had been corrupted in the electronic
file. You may need to reach out to the
committee chairs if you do not hear from
them. The committee chairs are:
Lisa Ribacoff (Communications & Public
Relations), Chip Morgan (Ethics & Grievance), Michael Gougler (Member Servic-

es), Donnie Dutton (Research & Development), Jamie McCloughan (Education
& Accreditation), Walt Goodson (Professional Development/Awards), Ray Nelson
(Standards & Specialized Testing), and
Erika Thiel (Post Conviction Sex Offender Testing). For the Seminar Committee,
contact Pam Shaw and for the Education
Accreditation Committee write to Barry
Cushman. Contact information for all
Board members can be found in the first
few pages of this APA Magazine with the
title APA Board of Directors.
We look forward to an exciting and progressive year. If you have fresh ideas you
would like shared with the Board, you can
send them to me at APAkrapohl@gmailcom

Sabino Martinez		
Chairman

Dear APA Members:
I am happy to report that over 400 members were able to attend our conference
in Austin this year. It was great seeing
everyone again. In our efforts to provide
an array of continuing education courses,
your seminar chair Michael Gougler was
able to make this seminar both successful and enjoyable. Unfortunately, Mike
moved on, and passed the torch to your
new seminar chair, Pam Shaw. I am confident she will follow in Mike’s footsteps,
APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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and ensure the seminars are of interest to
all of members. As a token of my appreciation for his hard work through all the
years as chairman, I was honored to present Mike with the President’s Award for
his distinguished service. Not only has
Mike contributed to the APA organization,
he helped me on a personal level as well.
Thank you Mike, words cannot express
how grateful I am for everything you have
done for me.
I would like to thank a very special friend
of mine for all of the wonderful photographs he took at the seminar. I would
also like to express my gratitude for the
guidance he gave me as I started to advance in my private practice. You all know
him as Kelly Hendricks. To me, he is Pappy. I am thankful I have been able to help
him in times of distress as well. Thank
you, Kelly, for everything.
I would like to acknowledge how happy
I was to see so many of my former students, both from the United States and
abroad. To hear about your contributions
to this great profession makes me very
proud to have been a part of that.
President Roy Ortiz tasked the board
members and the membership to provide
information to the needs of APA. Roy has
several great ideas, and is asking for the
APA members to assist in making these
ideas come to fruition. Roy intends to
make inquiries to the membership, asking
what you think is of upmost importance
to improve this organization. I encourage
all of you to participate and help Roy in
making APA an organization you can truly
call yours. I will now be serving as chair40
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man of the board. I will assist in keeping
our members informed about our upcoming board meetings and decisions made
during these meetings.
Until next time, please be safe. I wish all
of you good luck and good health. I look
forward to seeing even more of you next
year.

Pam Shaw

Seminar Program Chair
Hello fellow professionals,
We recently concluded our 55th Annual APA Seminar in Austin, TX. I want to
thank each of you that attended! It was
great to finally be together! I am already
eager to see more of you in 2022. This
year I am taking on a new role as Seminar
Program Chair. I’m already at work, with
the help of the Board and from feedback
from so many of you, to provide what I
hope you will find to be a wonderful lineup of speakers and topics. If you don’t
know, the seminar location for next year
is Orlando, FL at the Bonnet Creek Hilton.
This is a fabulous hotel that is on Disney
property with free shuttles to all parks.
The hotel has its own lazy river pool and
golf course. The dates of the seminar are
August 28-September 2, 2022.
We have held our annual seminar at this
location a couple times previously, and
we are returning due to your consistent
positive feedback, particularly regarding
ease of travels, a wonderful hotel experience and plenty of activities to unwind in
the evenings and entertain families. Like
our previous seminars in Orlando, we expect record attendance, which means

FROM THE BOARD
great opportunities for networking and
learning. We highly recommend that you
make your room reservations early.
Your seminar committee is already working on the training schedule, and this information will be posted on the website
and/or magazine as soon as it is available. In the meanwhile, if you have any
ideas or suggestions about how we can
improve the seminar experience, I hope
you will take the time to reach out and let
me know.

Donnie Dutton
Director

All the best to each of you and I look forward to serving you in this new role.

I am happy to report that despite COVID-19 we were able to have a successful
2021 seminar in Austin. The training was
great, the Hilton Austin was better than I
expected it would be and it was wonderful to see so many friends. There were
a couple of special moments for me with
one of them occurring at the opening ceremonies with a tribute to John Schwartz
who recently passed along with on Thursday night during the annual banquet
when we awarded Skip Webb with a lifetime achievement award now called the
Corner Stone Award. This award will only
be given when one member of the association has made so many contributions
to the APA that the board of directors,
through a unanimous vote, feel should be
recognized. This isn’t an award that will
be given out once a year but only when
that special above and beyond recognition is deemed appropriate by the board.
I couldn’t think of anyone more deserving
than Skip Webb. Now the twist was that
due to some personal issues Skip wasn’t
able to attend this year’s seminar; but by
the power of the internet, we were able
to Zoom him in and actually present the
award to him. Skip, thank you for all the
contributions you have made to this association. I would be remiss if I didn’t thank
Jack Consigli for all of his hard work on
preparing and then delivering the accomplishments that Skip has made throughout his career.

Pam Shaw
Seminar Program Chair

Other exciting news that occurred during
the conference was the PCSOT commit-

And in case you’re a long-range planner,
please see the below for our seminar
dates and locations for the next 5 years.
I hope you will make plans to join us for
each one!
Orlando, FL						
Bonnet Creek Hilton				
Aug 28 – Sep 2, 2022
Las Vegas, NV					
JW Marriott					
Aug 27 – Sep 1, 2023
New Orleans, 					
LA Hilton New Orleans			
Aug 25 – 30, 2024
San Diego, CA					
Hilton San Diego					
Aug 24 – 29, 2025
Chicago, IL						
Palmer House Hilton				
Aug 30 – Sep 4, 2026
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tee submitted their updated policy our
office manager, Lisa Jacocks, obtained
her college degree and Pam Shaw will
now officially take over as the Seminar
Chair with Mike Gougler coming back on
the board as Director 1, welcome Mike
and Congrats Pam. In addition with Mike
and Pam changing positions there were
other changes of command and now our
outgoing President Sabino Martinez becomes the Chairman, Roy Ortiz becomes
the President and Don Krapohl President
Elect. Having said that we lost Darryl
Starks this year from the board, and I too
want to thank him for all the work he did
while serving. Enjoy your free time Darryl,
I enjoyed serving with you.

and allows the board to see the direction
you, the members, think the association
should following. Thanks also goes out to
Mark Handler for getting this survey out
to all the members. As a side note, multiple people have volunteered for committees, some of you wanting to be part of my
committee, research and development; I
will be reaching out to you in the near future to see what your interests might be
and how you can help.

President Ortiz assigned me as the committee chair for research and development. I reached out to Ray Nelson, Frank
Horvath, Mark Handler, John Kircher, Joe
Stainback and Don Krapohl who have
agreed to serve on this committee. I have
been in initial discussions with two different groups who want to conduct their
own research and are looking to the APA
for some assistance. It is my hope that
our committee will be able to partner with
them and assist where we can. More to
follow as I am still trying to find out what
we can do to help and hope to be able to
provide better details following my next
report.

Walt Goodson

Greetings, fellow examiners! I hope my report finds you happy, healthy and enjoying
the beginning of fall. I want to start with a
sincere thank you to the International Association of Polygraph Professionals for
allowing me to present to your 5th Annual
Online Congress. I was honored by the
opportunity to contribute to this program
and applaud your leadership for finding
alternative ways to provide continuing
education for those who are unable to
attend training in person.

President Elect Don Krapohl, working
with President Roy Ortiz, sent out a survey on what you would like to see happen
within the association during the coming
years. This survey is beneficial as your input with be the basis for an updated strategic plan. This is a much-needed step

I’m happy to report that the 55th Annual
Seminar was a success. Despite the limitations due to COVID and a late location
move to Austin, the seminar was well attended and provided a week full of quality
speakers and opportunities for collaboration with our peers. I was fortunate to

42
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I want to close this report by saying how
honored I am to be part of this association and for your support in allowing me
to serve you. Stay safe and I hope to see
all of you next year in Orlando Florida.
Director
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moderate this year’s panel discussion,
and I hope those who attended found the
panel’s thoughts and ideas on the questions helpful. Special thanks to Dr. Joe
Stainback, Tom Coffee, Gordon Vaughan,
Donnie Dutton and Matt Hicks for serving as panel members and sharing your
expertise with us. For those not present,
the panel addressed several challenging
questions submitted by the membership.
Here are the questions they answered.
• Many local, state and federal agencies REQUIRE applicants to SUCCESSFULLY complete a polygraph
screening examination to be hired.
If an applicant fails one or more applicant screening exams, should the
agency still hire applicants who pass
all other background portions?
• In recent decades and especially over
the past several years, polygraph research has seemed to slow. With the
looming retirements of many of the
significant contributors to the APAjournal, how should the APA encourage new research?
• What areas of polygraph and or
credibility assessment should
the APA encourage research?
• Financially, the APA appears to be in
good shape, thanks to good stewardship by the treasurer and association
leadership. The APA treasury, though,
seems to have grown much faster
than inflation and its membership.
This has resulted in a substantial,
perhaps excessive, reserve given the

size of the Association. What ideas
does the panel have that could use
these funds to benefit the membership?
• Should the APA require quality control
of its member’s polygraph charts?
• Should the APA accredit polygraph schools?
• If so, seeing how most of the
members of the APA Board of
Directors are Polygraph School
Directors or paid instructors for
polygraph schools, could the
APA be creating a polygraph
school monopoly?
• Should the APA require a degree to
become a full member of the APA?
Why or why not?
• If your position is that a degree
should be required, should that
degree be in a specific field?
Currently, an online degree in art
history qualifies an examiner for
full membership, while 30 years
of experience as an investigator
does not.
Sadly, there was not enough time for the
panel to address all of the prepared questions. Here are the questions they didn’t
answer that may appear on next year’s
panel discussion.
• Given the current environment and
availability of technology, why
doesn’t the APA allow its schools to
APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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conduct academic portions of its
courses remotely?
• The Directed Lie Screening Technique format offers a 4th presentation option (AKA short test) examiners are required to present to make a
conclusive call when the initial exam
lacks three artifact-free presentations of the relevant questions. Can
this “short test” be used to break an
inconclusive exam similar to running
an extra chart to break an inconclusive exam in other
• Do you think the polygraph has a
shelf life and will eventually be replaced by another credibility assessment technology?
• Should the APA consider a broader mission that includes other
“evidence-based detection of
deception” methods/ technologies?
• Should the APA require proficiency
testing before graduating from an
accredited school?
One thing that didn’t turn out exactly as
I had hoped but most likely worked out
best for the APA was the motion I brought
forward to eliminate the position of President-Elect and extend the term of APA
President to two years. The motion to
accomplish this didn’t receive the necessary 2/3s vote of the membership at the
annual business meeting that was necessary to make this bylaw change. The action did bring awareness that a one-year
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president may not be best for the Association. During the discussion preceding the
vote, President-Elect Don Krapohl stated
that if the membership voted this motion
down, he would work to present an alternative system that would better serve the
membership.
I look forward to working with Mr. Krapohl
to find a better system that will improve
the APA’s leadership as well as another successful year on the board under
President Roy Ortiz’s and President-Elect
Krapohl’s Leadership. President Ortiz did
task me with leading the Professional Development and Awards Subcommittee. I
see several opportunities for improving
this process, including rethinking the descriptions of some of our most time-honored awards to make them more attainable by a broader population of the membership.
As always, I appreciate what you do to
make our communities safer through
your relentless efforts to seek the truth.
Thank you, and feel free to contact me at
directorgoodson@polygraph.org.

Mike Gougler		
Director

Fellow members:
The annual seminar in Austin was a very
successful event. In these trying times
it was good to see over 435 people in attendance. I have received many positive
comments about the training classes and
especially about the banquet.
I would like to thank the membership, the
seminar committee, as well as the Board
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of Directors for their continued support
over the last 11 years as I served as the
seminar chair. Without the engagement
of our members, I would not have been
able to accomplish this task. It takes the
entire membership to make this event
successful.
I have been appointed as the General
Chair of the Member Services/Elections
committee for the upcoming year. I will
be responsible for oversight over the association’s 5-year strategic plan. I anticipate completing this by the end of the
calendar year. Please fill out the members
survey that you received by email. This
survey will help prioritize the goals to be
accomplished.
I have already completed two of the three
remaining projects I was assigned after
the seminar (publishing new members
in the magazine and evaluating the timeline for processing new member applications). In as much as we have not previously published the names of new members in the magazine, I have directed the
editor to publish all approved 2021 members to date in this magazine. I hope to
complete the task of converting our application procedure to a completely electronic process in the next 90 days. If you
would like to serve on this committee
please let me know.
Thanks to everyone for electing me to
the position of Director I for the next two
years. I promise to continue to work hard
for the members. If I can be of assistance
to you, please reach out to me.
Godspeed,
Mike

Jamie McCloughan		
Director

The seminar went great, and it was so
great to see so many friends and meet
new ones. I hope all of those who couldn’t
make it because of the hurricane are safe
and your family as well.
An old friend, some years ago, reminded
me of how big the APA is and how we
can lose the perspective of others without thinking as a whole. Not only do we
have emergencies and disasters that affect those in the United States on any given day, but we have a lot of international
membership who also face their own challenges. Too often we think about our daily
lives and what is going on, and we forget
to think about others and what they may
be facing or dealing with. There were a
number of people with APA membership
that couldn’t attend the last seminar because they were either doing their job as
a public servant and helping others, or
they were ensuring their family was safe.
Both are equally important. If the APA can
ever be of any assistance, please don’t
hesitate to contact the National Office, or
any one of the board members. If Jack is
reading this, I hope he and his family are
safe and in good health!
If you have any questions or suggestions
on anything else APA or polygraph related,
please feel free to contact me at my email
address or call me at 989-745-1912. As always, may those who are fighting for our
freedom against threats, both foreign and
domestic, be safe, and have Godspeed in
their return to friends and loved ones.
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Chip Morgan 		
Director

I hope you all were able to attend the
American Polygraph Association 5 5 t h
Annual Seminar and Membership Meeting August 29 through September 3,
2021, in Austin, Texas.
It was a great seminar with lots of quality training offered. It sure felt good to
be training in-person again instead of by
ZOOM.
The topic I instructed at the seminar was
the use of Interview Route Maps, aka
Mind Maps. If anyone wants any assistance in using mind maps, or if you would
like copies of mind maps I have prepared
for various screening exams, reach out to
me and I’ll send them to you. The mind
maps I use are in Word format, so they
can be edited or altered as you see fit.
You have a new Board of Directors and
the directors have new committee assignments, as well as Presidential Directives
given to each board member by President
Roy Ortiz.
My new assignment is committee chair
of the Ethics and Grievance Committee
and I hope to retain all of the excellent,
long-serving members on that committee. In addition, in response to President
Ortiz’ request for committee volunteers,
35 members volunteered to participate in
the Ethics and Grievance Committee.
Obviously, this is far in excess of what we
need ( ideally, we need about 6-8 on the
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committee), so I will carefully select potential members in the next month. Our
goal is, as always, to investigate allegations of improper conduct and/or rules
violations upon complaint. This will be
done in an unbiased, timely manner, fair
to all sides in a complaint situation.
An additional directive given to me by
President Ortiz is to gather examples of
cases where our members have helped
solve crimes or aided in investigations,
so we can publish them in the magazine.
This is a great idea; our members are involved in many situations where polygraph has played a pivotal role and we
don’t hear about it often enough.
So please, if you (or an examiner you
know) have solved (or aided in solving)
a case by the use of polygraph, send me
a note. If you conduct pre-employment
polygraphs and have prevented some
bad actors from getting hired, please
share those stories also. I can keep the
case facts as anonymous as you desire,
but if you send me the details, we will put
them in the magazine under my Director’s
report.
Although this isn’t my direct responsibility any longer, I am still very interested in
helping develop on-line learning for members of the APA. Based upon recent member survey results, this is a priority for the
membership.
This is a more complicated endeavor than
it first seems, but your Board of Directors is exploring various options to bring
continuing education to the membership
via the online process. If you have any
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thoughts that may help us in this process,
please send them to me.
As always, if I can help anyone, just reach
out to me,
Chip
directormorgan@polygraph.org		
lieguy@gmail.com

Lisa Ribacoff
Director

Hello APA Members,
Fall is coming quickly here in New York.
The leaves are changing, and the temperature is dropping already. It just makes me
that much more excited that next year’s
annual seminar is in Orlando. Mark this
on your calendars! The dates are August
28, 2021 through September 2, 2022.
Pam Shaw, our new seminar chair is already hitting the ground running with generating new program ideas and sessions
for the membership. I want to extend another thank you and congratulations to
Mike Gougler, who has been the Seminar
Chair for as long as I can remember. I regret not being able to attend the Seminar
in Austin to see the final product, but it
has been a pleasure serving on the seminar committee with you. I look forward to
working together now that you have been
elected to the Board as a Director. Congrats!
Committee Assignment:
The Board of Directors held our first meeting of the year a few weeks ago. It was
at this time, President Ortiz tasked me

with the privilege of continuing to serve
as Chair of the Communications and Public Relations Committee. This past year,
these committees have accomplished
so much with regards to communication
on our technological platforms however,
there is so much more that is left to be
done. I am happy to see an increased
amount of member engagement on our
APA approved social media accounts
(Facebook, Instagram and Twitter) and
this year our committee will be working
with the other committees to increase
content provided to the members.
Other than the usual APA updates, the
committee will be producing content on
social media about stories from the field,
an examiner’s advice thread and a referral
thread for examiners to network amongst
each other.
As of now, the committee has been tasked
with the following responsibilities:
a. To produce recommendations to the
APA BOD by January 1, 2022, including cost considerations, for hosting
instructional videos in the member’s
only area of the APA website.
b. To develop a proposal by January 1,
2022, to refresh, rebuild, or reorganize the APA website to accommodate new services and making the
site as intuitive as possible.
We need the knowledge and expertise of
our membership to contribute to the association’s future. If you are willing to make
yourself available to the Public Relations
APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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committee, please email me at directorribacoff@polygraph.org.
Member Survey:
I want to extend a thank you to all of those
members that participated in the Member
Survey which was emailed a few weeks
ago. The feedback that the board of directors has received was extremely helpful
and will be used to develop a Strategic
Plan. This plan will outline the efforts,
goals and expectations of the association for the next five years.
Committee Sign Up
Committee member lists will be made
public in the next few weeks on the Facebook page as well as on the APA website.
This will allow for transparency to occur within the board of directors and the
membership. These individuals can serve
as another point of contact should you
maybe have questions regarding specific
matters. The form to sign up to volunteer
your time for an APA Committee has been
made available soon via email, in the APA
Magazine and on social media. This is
one way for you to get involved and serve
the APA. It’s the dedication and commitment of our membership that allows the
association to thrive. Thank you to all the
members who have previously served on
committees and to those who continue to
do so, we appreciate your help.
All the best, 					
Lisa Ribacoff
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Erika Thiel
Director

It is hard to believe that we are at yet another seasonal change for the year 2021.
However, reflecting on the year there has
been so much growth within the polygraph community it has been excited to
see. The APA board has voted through
the PCSOT model policy changes and the
Suitability model policy. If you have not
viewed these, they are both on the website at www.polygraph.org. The board and
membership have recognized that there
is opportunity to have discussion around
how the APA board is organized and how
long the President should be seated but
that we do not truly know what that looks
like yet since the proposal had been voted
down. We had a successful in person annual conference where it was wonderful
to see people (even if you could only see
half my face with my mask on) and we
now have a board who is ready dive even
deeper into what we need to do as an association to ensure we are continuing to
grow and give to membership needs.
I would like to thank every person who
has read the PCSOT model policy already
and have emailed either myself or another
committee member with thoughts, edits,
questions and comments. None of these
are going to be dismissed! I assure each
person who emails me that their thoughts
and being saved into a file and as soon
as we finish the operational policy for PCSOT, I will be sending out all thoughts to
the committee for review. If this is something you would like to be a part of you
have plenty of time to send me your
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thoughts about the changes and I would
be happy to hear from you!
Attached in this magazine is a review of
the changes. If you were not able to attend any of the trainings and you are interested and invested in PCSOT in some
manner, please read this review as the
redline can initially seem overwhelming.

However, this is also available on the APA
website. I hope that everyone has been
doing well and taking care of themselves
and their loved ones. I am truly hoping
that by 2022 we can all meet in Orlando
in a healthy manner without concern and
attend the great conference I know that
Pam Shaw is going to put together for all
of us.
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Secretary’s Report Of Board Actions
Submitted by Lisa Jacocks
This report covers the time period of August 2021 – September 2021
August 12, 2021 – BOD Meeting
• Discussed the effect of Covid-19 on the seminar and steps the Board of Directors
could take to help reduce the possible spread of the virus

August 27-28, 2021 – BOD Meeting
• Accepted the reports of each Chair for each standing committee
• Approved the updated PCSOT Model Policy unanimously
• Approved the Education Accreditation Committee’s resolution of a complaint
against an APA accredited polygraph training program – 1 abstention, two Directors did not participate in the discussion or the vote
• Approved recommending to the Membership the approval of Sabino Martinez for
Life Member

August 31, 2021 – BOD Meeting
• Approved recommending to the Membership the approval of Michael Lynch for
Retired Member

September 4, 2021 – BOD Meeting
• Approved the presidential nominations of Gordon Vaughan as General Counsel,
Mark Handler as Editor, Chad Russell as Treasurer, Lisa Jacocks as National Office Manager and Secretary, Pam Shaw as Seminar Program Chair, Barry Cushman as EAC Program Manager
• Approved the continued funding of the Treasurer, National Office Manager, Editor, Managing Editor, General Counsel, Seminar Program Chair, Web Administrator, EAC Program Manager, Assistant National Office Manager
• Committee Assignments
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• Communications and Public Relations Committee – Lisa Ribacoff
• Ethics and Grievance Committee – Chip Morgan
• Member Services Committee – Mike Gougler
• Research and Development Committee – Donnie Dutton
• Education Accreditation Committee – Jamie McCloughan
• Professional Development – Walt Goodson
• Standards and Specialized Testing Committee – Raymond Nelson
• PCSOT Committee – Erika Thiel
• Approved up to $5000 a year for any full time employee who requires medical
insurance for themselves
• Approved the removal of section 9 from the PCSOT Model Policy
• Approved the updated Model Policy for Examinee Suitability for Polygraph Testing
• Adopted the updated Conflict of Interest Policy
• Approved the updated APA Code of Ethics

APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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Model Policy for the Evaluation of Examinee Suitability for Polygraph
Testing
Approved September 4, 2021
September 4, 2021
1.Statement of purpose. This Model Policy is intended to assist polygraph examiners,
referring professionals, program managers, law enforcement agencies and governmental organizations to make decisions regarding the suitability of potential examinees
to undergo polygraph testing which includes the pretest interview, data collection and
data analysis. This policy is intended to protect examinees from undergoing examinations for which there is no potential benefit to themselves or their communities, and to
avoid expenditure of resources for examinations that may not contribute to the goals
of investigation, candidate screening, risk assessment or risk management processes.
2.Scope of authority. Examiners should be responsible for knowing and adhering to all
legal and regulatory requirements. In the case of any conflict between the Model Policy
and any legal or regulatory requirements, the legal or regulatory requirements prevail.
Examiners who work in jurisdictions and programs without legal or regulatory requirements should refer to this Model Policy as a guide.
3.Goals of testing. Polygraph testing is a decision support tool intended to add incremental validity to investigative and evidentiary decisions, screening processes, risk
assessment or risk management activities. Polygraph testing and polygraph test results are intended to obtain information and quantify the probabilistic likelihoods and/
or margins of error associated with the classifications of deception or truth-telling.
Polygraph testing and polygraph test results should not replace or supplant the need
for professional decision making. Any or all of the following objectives should be considered a sufficient reason to complete polygraph testing:
3.1. Increased disclosure of information;
3.2. Increased deterrence of problems (e.g., non-compliance or unsuitable persons);
3.3. Increased detection of involvement or non-involvement in problem behaviors or
criminal activities.
4. Examinee suitability. Persons who are suitable to undergo polygraph testing should
minimally meet the following requirements:
4.1.Capacity to consent to the polygraph examination, as demonstrated by awareness and understanding of the context or reason for the examination referral.
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4.2.Possess a basic understanding of right from wrong, and the difference between
truth and lies, as demonstrated by an ability to verbalize potential reasons for
being honest or dishonest, and the potential rewards or consequences for dishonesty or truthfulness; and
4.3.Maintain consistent orientation to date, time, and location, for example: being
able to provide basic identifying information, (i.e., name, address, date, date of
birth, etc.) to complete an authorization form.
5. Unsuitability for polygraph. Examiners should not conduct polygraph examinations
on individuals determined to be unsuitable, In some cases it may be necessary to delay
the test until the issues of unsuitability are resolved: Conditions that may preclude an
examinee from suitability for polygraph testing include the following:
5.1. Acute or active psychotic symptoms indicating a lack of contact with reality,
such as unmanaged hallucinations or delusional thinking that will interfere with
interactions or understanding during the test;
5.2.Severe or profound intellectual disability or developmental disorder, as evident
during the pre-test interview or determined through psychological assessment;
5.3.Any diagnosed severe mental health condition with acute symptoms that would
interfere with the examination;
5.4.Severe injury or pain, or acute illness that would interfere with the examination;
or
5.5.Observable impairment due to the influence of drugs or intoxicants.
6. Special populations. Examiners should conduct all examinations in a manner that
is sensitive to any medical, mental health or developmental issues that may affect an
examinee’s functioning or the quality of the examination data. There is no published research suggesting that any medical, mental health, or developmental issues will result
in erroneous examination results. Ethical, professional, and empirical practices suggest that the application of normative data and normative interpretation rules to persons whose functional characteristics are outside the normal range should be regarded
with caution.
6.1.Medical. Persons with some acute or chronic medical/physical conditions may
be regarded as marginally suitable for polygraph testing, at which times the test
results should be accordingly qualified.
APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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6.1.1.Except as precluded by law or regulations, examiners should note in the examination report any diagnosed acute or chronic medical conditions. Medical conditions, including stable injuries, depending on their severity, do not
necessarily preclude an individual from being suitable for polygraph testing,
but accommodation may need to be made for them, and it may at times
be advisable to delay polygraph testing until the prospective examinee’s
health has improved.
6.1.2.Examiners should defer to medical professionals when determining the suitability of prospective examinees who are known to be pregnant. Examiners
may require a statement or waiver from a physician, or other medical professional, attesting to the fact that the pregnancy is normal and uncomplicated with no expected reason why polygraph testing would interfere with
the pregnancy. Examiners may delay polygraph testing of any individual
determined to be experiencing a medically complicated or high-risk pregnancy.
6.2.Medications.Consideration should be given to the effects of prescribed medication, and test results accordingly qualified and viewed with caution if necessary. Unless experiencing significant side effects, prescription medications
will not usually impair the interpretable quality of the test. Medication effects,
however, vary with the types and numbers of medication, dosages, length of
time on medications, in addition to the individual’s physiology. Some increase in
inconclusive results may occur from some medications, but is should be noted
that medications do not act differentially among the polygraph test questions,
and no known increase in decision errors has been reported associated with the
use of medication.
6.2.1.Except as precluded by law or regulations, examiners should note in the
examination report a list of the examinee’s reported prescription medications, and any corresponding acute or general medical health conditions
and side effects, including the absence of understanding of the reasons for
a prescription medication.
6.2.2.Examiners should advise examinees who take prescriptions to take all prescription medications as prescribed by their medical or psychiatric provider.
6.3.Developmental. Persons with diagnosed developmental disorders should not
be tested unless it can be reasonably expected that the goals of the program,
investigation, agency, or individual can be met by the polygraph testing, and that
the testing process will not jeopardize the health or safety of the examinee. Testing may proceed when these individuals are viewed as marginally suitable for
polygraph testing, and test results should be accordingly qualified and viewed
with caution.
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6.3.1.Examiners should determine suitability on a case-by-case basis for prospective examinees that have diagnosed developmental disorders, such as
serious impairment in cognition, learning, language, communication, conceptual functioning, or temporal/organization deficits.
6.3.2.Memory impairment.Individuals with severe memory impairment caused
by dementia, brain injury or other conditions may not be suitable for testing
depending on the severity and extent of impairment.
How to cite this document:
American Polygraph Association (2021). Model Policy for the Evaluation of Examinee Suitability for Polygraph Testing. [Electronic version] Retrieved DATE, from http://www.
polygraph.org.
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1.Model P olicy. This Model Policy is a description of recommended best-practices for
polygraph professionals who engage in Post-Conviction Sex Offender Testing (PCSOT)
activities. It is intended to provide a basis for local programs to develop or update their
PCSOT policies. However, it does not address all aspects of PCSOT activities or policy
implementation at the local level.
1.1.Compliance and local aut hority. Examiners should acquaint themselves with
and adhere to all legal and regulatory requirements of their local jurisdictions.
In case of conflict between the Model Policy and local requirements, policies or
legislation, local procedures should take precedence.
1.1.1.Compliance with this Model P olicy. Examiners whose work varies from the
recommendations of this Model Policy should be prepared to provide justification for doing so.
1.1.2.Compliance with profess ional standards. Unless prohibited by law, regulation or agency policy, all members of the American Polygraph Association
(APA) shall comply with the APA Standards of Practice.
1.2.Periodic review. This Model Policy will be reviewed and amended periodically in
or- der for it to remain consistent with emerging information from empirical studies and changes in practice.
2.Evidence-b ased approach. This Model Policy is based on knowledge and principles
derived from existing research pertaining to polygraph testing, risk assessment, risk
management, and behavioral/mental health treatment of persons convicted of a sexual
offense. Some elements of this Model Policy are intended to promote reliability and
professionalism through the implementation of standardized field practice in the absence of data from empirical studies.
2.1.Face-valid prin ciples. When an evidence-based approach is not possible, this
Model Policy emphasizes face-valid principles pertaining to polygraph testing
and related fields of science including psychology, physiology, mental health
treatment, risk assessment, signal detection, decision theory, inferential statistics, and predictive analytics.
2.2.Evolving evidence. In the event that evidence from empirical studies indicates
that the practice recommendations of this Model Policy are inconsistent with
empirically based evidence, the evidence-based information should prevail.
APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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3.PCSOT program goals. The ultimate goal is to increase public safety. One of the primary goals of all PCSOT activities is to increase the amount of information available to
those work- ing with persons convicted of sexual offenses in order to add incremental
validity to risk as- sessment, treatment planning and risk management decisions.
3.1.Multidisciplinary collaboration. Examiners who engage in PCSOT activities
should emphasize a collaborative approach to work with other professionals
involved in the supervision and treatment of persons convicted of a sexual offense. This ap- proach involves communication between individuals from varying disciplines and systems including treatment providers, supervising officers,
polygraph examiners, medical and psychiatric professionals, child-protection/
family-services workers, and other professionals as may be deemed necessary.
3.1.1.The aim of this collaborative approach is to formulate supervision and
treatment strategies that are matched to individual strengths, needs, and
abilities in order to enhance competencies, and to promote changes in
thoughts, feelings, and behaviors to promote healthy living and reduce the
risk of sexual recidivism, enabling the successful reintegration of the offender back into the community.
3.2.Operational objectives. Any or all of the following operational objectives should
be considered a reasonable and sufficient basis to engage in PCSOT activities:

60

A.

Increased disclosure of problem behaviors of relevance to professionals
who work with persons convicted of a sexual offense.

B.

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

C.

Quantification of the likelihood of deception or truth-telling about involvement in or abstinence from problem behavior that will alert supervision and
treatment professionals to any escalation in the individual’s level of risk to
others or to the community.

E.

Enhancing engagement of persons convicted of sexual offenses by encouraging increased disclosure of relevant information and by demonstrating
adherence to treatment and supervision plans.
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4.Decision-support. Polygraph testing of persons convicted of a sexual offense should
be regarded as a decision-support tool intended to assist professionals in making decisions regarding risk and safety.
4.1.Professional judgment. Polygraph testing and polygraph test results should not
supersede or replace the need for professional expertise and judgment but contribute to it. While as a scientific test polygraphy provides information, decisions
that are based on it, especially those concerning other persons, are the responsibility of professionals. The probabilistic nature of polygraph test outcomes
should be taken into account when used as part of the professional decisionmaking process.
4.2.Successive hurdles. Examiners may use a successive hurdles approach to testing to maximize both the informational efficiency and sensitivity of multi-issue
(mixed-issue) screening polygraphs and the diagnostic efficiency and specificity
of event-specific/single-issue exams. Successive-hurdles activities may include
the use of additional testing or other activities, including posttest discussion,
and additional field or background investigation. Follow-up examinations may
be completed on the same day as the initial exam, or they may be scheduled for
a later date.
4.2.1.Examiners may use single issue test formats for follow-up exams conducted in response to a previously unresolved multiple issue screening exam.
Single issue test formats should also be used for event-specific/diagnostic
exams that are conducted in response to known allegations or known incidents for which there is reason to suspect the involvement of the examinee.
4.3.Confidentiality and mandatory reporting. Except as provided by law, information
from the polygraph examination and test outcomes should be kept confidential
and provided only to those professionals involved in the multi-disciplinary supervision and treatment of the examinee.
4.3.1.Examiners and mandated reporting. Examiners should adhere to local and
state mandatory reporting laws.
4.3.2.Other professionals and mandatory reporting. Examiners should remain
aware that other professionals in the collaborative treatment approach may
be subject to mandatory child-abuse reporting or other mandatory disclosure requirements.
5.General principles. Examiners who engage in PCSOT activities should adhere to all
of the generally accepted principles that pertain to polygraph testing, including but not
limited to the following:
APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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5.1. Rights and dignity of all persons. Examiners should respect the rights and
dignity of all persons to whom they administer polygraph examinations. Examiners should conduct all polygraph tests with sensitivity and awareness
to issues of diversity and individual differences.
5.2. Polygraph examiner as part of the supervision and treatment team. Examiners should consider themselves to be an integral part of the multidisciplinary supervision and treatment team. Contact with the supervision and
treatment team should be on a regu-lar basis as needed, though the examiner will not maintain routine contact with the examinee between examinations.
5.3. Non-interfe ren ce with on going investigations. Examiners who engage in
PCSOT activities should not interfere with or circumvent the efforts of any
investigation of a new criminal allegation.
5.4. Known and unknown all egations. Examiners who engage in PCSOT activities should investigate and attempt to resolve known allegations and known
incidents before attempting to investigate or resolve behavioral concerns
that do not involve a known allegation or known incident unless requested
otherwise by the referrer.
5.5

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

5.6. Ethical and professional roles. Examiners who possess multiple types of
credentials (i.e., examiners who are also therapists, probation officers, or
police officers) should be limited to one professional role with each examinee and should not conduct polygraph examinations on any individual whom
they directly or indirectly treat or supervise.
5.7.Number and length of ex aminations. Examiners should not conduct more than
five examinations in a single day,
5.7.1.Length of examination. Examinations should be scheduled for not less than
90 minutes in duration from the start of the pretest interview through the
end post-test review.
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5.7.2.Number of ex ams per ex aminee. Because of the risks of familiarization
and other possible retest effects, examiners should not conduct more than
four consecutive examinations per year with the same examinee. This does
not include re-testing due to a lack of resolution from an earlier examination.
5.8.Examination techniques. Examiners should use a recognized comparison question technique for which there is evidence of validity and reliability, including
estimates of sensitivity and specificity, published in the APA journal or other
peer-reviewed scientific journal. There should not be more than four relevant
questions per test series.
6.Operational de finitions. Examiners should ensure that every behavior of concern to
the multi-disciplinary supervision and treatment team is anchored by an operational
definition. Operational definitions should be common among all referring professionals
and use language that is free of jargon. It should be easily understood by the examinee.
Examples of operational definitions include the following:
A Physical sexual contact: refers to rubbing or touching another person’s sexual
organs (i.e., breasts, buttocks, genitalia) whether over or under clothing, for the
purpose of sexual arousal, sexual gratification, sexual stimulation or sexual “curiosity.” This includes having, allowing, or causing another person to rub or touch
one’s own sexual organs, whether over or under clothing. This does not include
medical care with adults or children, or parental contact with children’s private
areas in the form of diapering, wiping, bathing, dressing, or changing, unless
done for the purpose of sexual arousal or stimulation.
B. Non-contact Sexual Behavior: refers to sexual behaviors such as exhibitionism,
voyeurism, public masturbation, child pornography, or other sexual behaviors
that are unlawful but do not involve physical contact.
C. Sexual contact: any form of contact with an individual for the purpose of sexual
arousal, sexual gratification, sexual stimulation or sexual “curiosity.”
D. Force (real or implied vi olence): any form of real or implied violence, including for
sexual arousal, physical restraint to prevent a victim from leaving, escaping, or
moving away from the assault, or threats of harm to a victim’s family members
or pets. Force/restraint may also include alcohol or drug use in a manner that
deprives a person of an ability to consent.
E. Coercion (non-violent): any non-violent means to gain compliance of a victim who
expresses his or her reluctance to comply (e.g., bribery, threats to embarrass or
end a relationship, etc.). Coercion may also include using or providing alcohol or
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drugs in a manner that influences a person’ thoughts, choices and behavior in
ways that would differ from those when not under the influence.
F. Grooming (child grooming): any means of building trust or exploiting a relationship; this could include befriending family members to gain access to a child
which could allow the victim to surmise a perception of complicity, also applies
to internet-based behaviors.
G. Manipulation: any means of trickery to gain the compliance of a victim who is
unaware of the sexual motives of the offender (e.g., wrestling, horseplay, tickling
and similar behaviors).
H. Relative (family member): any person related by blood, marriage, or adoption,
or where a relationship has a legal relationship or the appearance of a family
relationship (e.g., dating or live-in relationship with the person(s) natural, step or
adoptive parent).
I. Minor, child, youth, and underage person includes any person defined by local
laws and legislature as being below the age of consent to engage in sexual behavior.
J. Incidental contact: refers to any brief, unanticipated or unplanned contact, greeting (e.g., waving, or smiling), interaction (i.e., verbal), or incidental physical contact (e.g., shaking hands, hugging, patting the head, bumping into, exchanging
money or merchandise, etc.).
K. Physical contact: includes shaking hands, hugging, patting the back or head,
bumping into, exchanging money or merchandise along with other forms of
physical contact including sitting on one’s lap, holding, wrestling or athletic activities, etc.
L. Unapproved contact with minors any contact or activity with minors that goes
against the examinee’s agreement with treatment, probation, or parole (whetherstate or federal). This may include a variety of restricted behaviors that vary
for in- dividuals, including being alone with a minor, non-sexual physical contact,
and/or other interactions.
M. Alone/unsupervised cont act with minors: interaction, activity or contact with
minors in any context which takes place in the absence of someone approved
by treatment and/or supervision to supervise this contact.
N. Approved Supervisor: an individual who the supervision and/or treatment team
has agreed can supervise contact between the examinee and a minor. They will
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have been informed of the individual’s diagnosis and offense issues, knowledgeable about the limits of acceptable behavior, and how to report a problem.
O. Pornograhy: the explicit depiction of sexual subject matter for the purpose of
sexually arousing the viewer, sometimes referred to as X-rated or XXX material,
though there is no formal rating system. Child Sexually Explicit Material (CSEM)/
Inde ce nt Images of Children (II OC): any visual depiction of sexually explicit
conduct involving a minor (someone under 18). May include videos, digital or
computer-generated images indistinguishable from an actual minor, and images
crated, adapted, or modified, but appear to depict an identifiable, actual minor.
Undeveloped film or videotape, and electronically stored data that can be converted into a visual image. (USCC.Gov, 2021)
Q. Sexually stimulating materials/erotica the use of sexually arousing imagery, especially for masturbation purposes.
R. Sexual thought thoughts or patterns of thoughts, often in the form of mental
imagery with the goal of creating or enhancing sexual arousal or sexual feelings.
S. Sexual F antasy/Erotic fantasy: can be a developed or spontaneous story, or
a short mental flash of sexual imagery. This differs from a sexual thought by
length and narrative complexity. Short sexual thoughts often lead into a sexual
fantasy.
T. Masturbation: refers to sexual stimulation of one’s genitals, often, though not
always, to the point of orgasm. Stimulation can be over or under clothing, either
manually or through other types of bodily contact, through the use of objects
or devices, or through a combination of these methods. Although masturbation
with a partner is not uncommon, masturbation for the purpose of this Model
Policy refers to self-masturbation.
7.Examination questions. Examiners should have the final authority and responsibility
for determining test questions and question language, which must be reviewed with
the exami- nee. Examiners should advise the supervision and treatment professionals
to refrain from informing the examinee of the exact test questions and investigation
targets, or coaching the examinee in the mechanics, principles, or operations of the
polygraph test. Questions about polygraph testing should be directed to the examiner
at the time of the examination. It is however appropriate for community supervision
team members and treatment profes- sionals to inform the examinee of the purpose or
type of each examination.
7.1.Relevant questions. Relevant questions should pertain to a single frame of reference, which relates to the type of PCSOT examination. (See section 8.)
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7.1.1.Content. Relevant questions should address behaviorally descriptive topical areas that have a common time of reference (time-period under investigation). and frame of reference (purpose of the exam) Content should bear
operational relevance to evidence-based risk assessment, risk management and treatment planning methods. Examiners should exercise caution
to ensure they do not violate any rights of examinees regarding answering
questions about criminal behaviors.
7.1.2. Structure. Relevant question construction should be:
A.answerable by a “NO” without unnecessary mental exercise or uncertainty;
B.behaviorally descriptive of the examinee’s direct or possible involvement in
an issue of concern;
C.simple, direct and easily understood by the examinee;
D.time-delimited (date of incident or time of reference);
E.free of assumptions of guilt or deception;
F.free of jargon, legal terms; and
G. free of references to mental state or motivational terminology except to the
extent that memory or sexual motivation may be the subject of an examination following an admission of behavior.
7.2.Comparison questions. Comparison questions should meet all common requirements for the type of comparison question being applied.
7.2.1.Structure. Comparison questions should be structurally separated from relevant questions by either the frame of reference or the time of reference.
Nothing in this Model Policy should be construed as favoringthe use of exclusive or non-exclusive comparison questions or probable or directed lie
comparison questions.
8.Types of PCSOT examinations. Examiners should utilize four basic types of PCSOT
ex- aminations: instant offense exams, sexual history disclosure exams, maintenance
exams and sexual offense monitoring exams. These basic types of examinations provide both a frame of reference and a time of reference for each examination. Examiners
should not mix investigation targets from different frames of reference (examination
types) or times of ref- erence within a single PCSOT examination.
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8.1.Instant offense examination. The Instant Offense (IO) exam can be conducted
at any time during the treatment and supervision process if a person denies all
or part of the behavioral allegations of the instant offense, or if the multi-disciplinary treat- ment or supervision team determines that accountability for the
circumstances and details of the instant offense represent a substantial barrier
to a convicted person’s engagement and progress in sex offense specific treatment. The goals of this exam may be several and can include reduction of denial
of the behavioral allegations and circumstances of the instant offense, improve
the information available for treatment planning, risk assessment and risk management, and to mitigate the po- tential for further traumatizing an abused person.
8.1.1.Examiners should conduct the Instant Offense exam as an event-spe- cific
diagnostic polygraph for convicted persons who deny any or all-im- portant
aspects of the allegations pertaining to the sex offense for which they have
been convicted and are presently subject to supervision and treat- ment. It
may be used to investigate a pattern or series of offenses against an individual abused person, including offenses over a period of time.
8.1.1.1.It is not mandatory that the instant offense is always con- ducted as
the first polygraph examination. A multi-disciplinary treat- ment and supervision team may wish to prioritize the maintenance exam instead of an instant offense if there are concerns about behav- ioral self-control for persons whose are released to the community to begin treatment and supervision after a period of incarceration.
8.1.1.2.An instant offense (diagnostic) exam may also be used to investigate
unresolved prior allegations, whether convicted or not, that a convicted person denies, if the multidisciplinary treatment and supervision team determine that these may present a barrier to en- gagement and progress in treatment or compliance with supervision and risk management efforts.
8.1.1.3.Instant offense – examination targets. Examiners, along with the other
members of the community supervision team, should select the relevant investigation targets from the circumstances of the alle- gation that the convicted person denies. Target issues for this diag- nostic polygraph test are
not independent.
8.1.1.4.Instant offense – time of reference. The time of reference for this examination is the time of the reported allegations.
8.1.2. Instant Offense Investigative Exam. When a supervision and/or treat-ment
team has determined it necessary to test the limits of a convicted per-sons’
admitted offenses against an individual abused person (such as prior to reAPA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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unification or clarification with an abused person), examiners should use an
Instant Offense Investigative (IOI) screening exam. This examination may
be useful after substantial progress in treatment and prior to reunification
with a victim. Examiners, together with the other members of treatment and
supervi-sion team, should select investigation target questions regarding
additional or unreported offense behaviors that are not already included
in the allegations of the instant offense. Target questions may include the
number of offense in-cidents, earliest or latest offenses, relevant behaviors
that are not already known, the degree of physical force, restraint, violence
or threats of harm, and other/unknown behaviors involving the abused person. Test questions for this screening polygraph may address a variety of
behavioral issues but are not independent in as much as they will all pertain
to one abused person. The time of reference for the Instant Offense Investigative exam should be the duration of the convicted person’s relationship
with the abused person(s).
8.1.2.1. Caution is warranted with the use of an IOI when the reported behavior is extensive as it may not be realistic or necessary to know everything
that was done to an abused person(s).
8.2.Sexual History Exam. Examiners should use the Sexual History Examination
(SHE) to investigate the convicted person’s history of involvement in unknown
or unreported sexual offenses and sexual behaviors that may be indicators of
sexual compulsivity, sexual pre-occupation, or sexual deviancy. Information and
results from these examinations are intended to assist decision making in respect of risk assessment, risk management and treatment planning. Results
may increase knowledge about attitudes and behaviors, other types of criminal
offenses, or other serious sexual offenses. The aim is not to identify prosecutable crimes, but to help clarify if the person has a history of acting upon a particular sexual interest or de- sire and/or patterns of problematic behavior. Information and results from these ex- aminations should be provided only to the
professional members of the supervision or treatment team unless otherwise
directed by law.
8.2.1.The Sexual History Exam (SHE) should be used when a referring professional wants to investigate a convicted person’s lifetime history of unknown/unre- ported sexual offense behaviors. Behavioral targets should
be selected for their rel- evance to risk assessment, risk management and
treatment planning in collabora- tion with the referring professional and may
include behaviors related to selection of, access to, control or silencing of,
and impact on abused persons as well as non- contact offences. Target issues may also include behaviors related to grooming, manipulation, use of
violence, physical force, restraint, threats of harm, and build- ing or exploiting relationships as a means of gaining access to others for sexual abuse.
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The SHE usually addresses a range of different behaviors and targets that
are generally assumed to be independent of one another. Nothing in this
model policy should be construed as prohibiting the completion of the SHE
in a series of more narrowly focused exams if this approach lends to more
satisfactory resolution of the behavioral target issues.
8.2.1.1.Examiners, in support of the supervision and treatment team, should select investigation targets that provide operational relevance to treatment
planning and risk management. Validated polygraph test formats can be
used with two to four relevant target issues. It is unrealistic to attempt to
test and fully resolve every possible sex history target or to assume that it
is possible to know everything about a convicted person’s entire lifetime of
sexual behavior. Examiners should familiarize themselves with the types of
sexual behavior that play an important role in sex offense risk assessment
and sex offense treatment. Some sexual behaviors, for example, may be
in- dicative of sexual compulsivity or preoccupation for which the actual
num- ber of incidents may not add additional information but may be useful
with convicted persons who substantially deny any involvement in those
behav- iors.
8.2.1.2.SHE–suggested examination targets. Investigation targets should
provide operational relevance to treatment planning and risk management.
The examples below are not listed in any priority or suggested order, and it
is not intended or implied that any or all of them should be included as relevant test questions:
A. Sexual contact with underage persons, as defined by local laws/statutes re-garding the legal age of majority and consent, while the convicted person was legally an adult.
B. Sexual contact with relatives, whether by blood, marriage, adoption, or
where a relationship has a legal meaning or is in effect a family relationship (e.g., a dating or live-in relationship with the person(s) natural, step
or adoptive parent).
C. Use of violence to engage in sexual contact, including real or implied
vio-lence, physical force, restraint, or threats of harm toward an abused
person or their family members, possibly including pets. This may include the use of a weapon or any physical or verbal means of violence.
How mental, emotional or physical violence is used and whether it exAPA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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ceeds the amount needed to gain compliance may provide useful clinical information, espe-cially if it increases the arousal or pleasure of the
perpetrator (often referred to as sadistic behavior).
D. Sexual contact with persons who appeared to be unconscious, asleep,
or in-capacitated with drugs or alcohol, or who were mentally or physically help-less for other reasons. The defining characteristic of this type
of abuse is that an abused person appeared to be asleep or unconscious
at the time of an abuse, and no attempt should be made to use this type
of target question to determine whether an abused person was actually
asleep/unconscious or was feigning sleep or unconsciousness at the
time.
E Voyeurism/sexual peeping activities, including attempts to view someone naked, undressing/dressing, or engaging in sexual acts without their
per-mission or knowledge. This includes the use or creation of a hole or
open-ing to view others for sexual arousal, the use of optical technology or opti-cal devices (e.g., cameras, mirrors, binoculars, or telescope)
to view others for sexual purposes, and the use of cell phones to take
pictures or videos of persons without their permission (e.g., up the skirt,
under a bathroom stall, by hacking into or setting up a video camera).
F. Exhibitionism/indecent exposure, including all attempts to intentionally
or to appear to have “accidentally” exposed one’s private parts to unsuspecting persons in public places, including the wearing of loose or
baggy clothing for the purpose of enabling the sexual organs to become
exposed to others for sexual purposes.
G. Theft or use of underwear/undergarments for sexual arousal or masturba-tion, including taking or keeping undergarments (including other personal property or “trophies”) from relatives, friends, sexual partners, acquaintanc-es, or strangers for masturbation or sexual arousal. This may
also include incidents of wearing another person’s underwear or undergarments without that person’s knowledge or permission, in addition to
incidents in which underwear, undergarments, or personal property was
returned after use for masturbation or other use for sexual arousal.
H.Frottage/sexual rubbing, including genitally rubbing against or touching a nonconsenting person without their knowledge or permission,
by standing or walking too close in public locations (e.g., work, stores,
school, or other crowded places).
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I Child pornography, including any history of viewing, possessing, producing, using, or distributing indecent images of minors in sexually provoca-tive poses, with or without clothes, or engaging in sexual acts either
alone or with others.
J. Sexual contact with animals, refers to all sexual behaviors (including attempts) involving pets, (whether belonging to the examinee or others),
do-mesticated (farm/ranch) animals, or wild animals, whether living or
de-ceased, and whether whole or dismembered. This is often referred to
as bestiality.
K. Stalking/following behaviors, including all incidents of following, tracking, or observing someone for sexual or aggressive/angry reasons. It
also in-cludes all other efforts to monitor or observe another person’s
behavior in person, electronically or by using a surrogate, without that
person’s knowledge or permission.
L. Use of a computer to solicit minors for sexual activities, including ever
us-ing the internet, or any electronic communication device in an attempt to so-licit an underage person for sexual contact. It also includes engaging in online sex-chats or cyber-sex activities via internet relay chat,
instant mes-saging, web chat, social media applications, dating/ “meet
up” apps (appli-cations), email and/or any other electronic method
M.Masturbation or sexual acts in public places where one could be seen
by others such as in workplace/school locations, public restrooms, or
adult en-tertainment businesses. Although not a public place, masturbating at home in front of a window in order to be seen by others is also
relevant.
N.Online sex activities, including sex-chat, sex-games, and web-cam sex
activities, as well as online masturbation and/or virtual activities
O. Paraphilias are a category of compulsive behaviors. These are exhibitionistic disorder, fetishistic disorder, voyeuristic disorder, frotteuristic
dis-order, sexual masochism disorder, sexual sadism disorder, pedophilic dis-order, transvestic disorder, and other specified or unspecified
paraphilic disorder. They often begin at a young age. There are other
“paraphilias” too numerous to list, which are characterized by obsessive
thoughts and com-pulsive actions over time which can be illegal and/
or harmful to the individ-ual. The examiner should communicate with
professionals to become famil-iar and be open to the possibility that a
given examinee may have those is-sues.
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8.2.2. Sex history document. Examiners should work with the community supervision team to require examinees to complete a written sexual history document prior to administering a sexual history polygraph. The sexual history document should provide operational definitions that unambiguously
de-scribe each sexual behavior of concern. The behavior may be clinically
signif-icant based on the age of onset, frequency and duration of the behavior, ef-forts to reduce the behavior, and time since the behavior was last
engaged in. It should be the examiner’s discretion to administer an alternative form of Post-Conviction Sexual Offender Testing examination if an examinee has not completed and reviewed the sexual history document prior
to the examination date.
8.2.2.1The purpose of the document is to help examinees review and organize their sexual behavior histories. It aids in familiarizing them with the
conceptual vocabulary necessary to accurately discuss sexual behaviors
during the polygraph pretest interview, it can assist exami-nees in recognizing sexual behavior that was abusive, unlawful, or unhealthy, and identify
behaviors that are considered within normal limits.
8.2.2.2. Testing the limits of admitted sexual compulsivity or sexual preoccupation. Examiners should attempt to prioritize the investigation of behaviors
in which the examinee denies any involvement. It is not realistic to attempt
to know everything about a convicted person’s life-time history of sexual
behavior. Similarly, it is not realistic to attempt to know every incident when
a convicted person admits to substantial involvement in sexual behaviors
that may be an expression of sexual compulsivity or sexual preoccupation.
Sex history target questions should be selected carefully in the context of
each case. Examinees should not be expected to have a “perfect memory”
of historical sexu-al events. Approximate time frames and estimates regarding frequency should be considered reasonable.
8.3 Maintenance Exam. Examiners should conduct the Maintenance Examination
(ME) to investigate, either periodically or randomly, the examinee’s compliance
with any of the terms and conditions of probation, parole, and treatment rules.
8.3.1 Maintenance exam - scheduling. Maintenance Exams should be completed
approximately each 6 to 12 months. Examiners should discuss with multidisciplinary team members the possible deterrent benefits of randomly
scheduled maintenance exams for some examinees.
8.3.2.Maintenance exam - examination targets. Investigation targets for the Maintenance Exam should bear operational relevance to an examinee’s stability
of functioning and any changes in acute risk level as indicated by compliance or non-compliance with the terms and conditions of the supervision
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and treatment contracts, any of which may be selected as examination targets. Investigation targets for Maintenance Exams should emphasize the
development or verification of information that would add incremental validity to the early detection of an escalating level of threat or to the community
or to potential victims.
8.3.2.1.Unknown allegations. Maintenance Exams should not address known
allegations or known incidents, which are properly investigated in the context of an event-specific polygraph exam.
8.3.2.2.Compliance focus.Maintenance Exams should emphasize target questions about compliance or non-compliance with supervision and treatment
rules. Questions about unlawful sex acts or re-offense behaviors may be
included in the examination as long as circumstances related to rights
against self-incrimination as listed in the section dealing with Sex Offense
Monitoring Examinations do not exist. An elevated level of concern regarding re-offense should warrant a Sex Offense Monitoring Exam (SOME) – not
a Maintenance Exam. Examiners should exercise caution to ensure they do
not violate any rights of an examinee regarding the answering of questions
about new criminal behaviors.
8.3.2.3.Examination targets. Examination targets could include, but are not
limited to the following:
A. Sexual contact with unreported persons of any age, including any form
of rubbing or touching of the sexual organs (i.e., breasts, buttocks, or
genitalia) of any person not already known or reported to the supervision and treatment team, either over or under clothing, for the purpose
of sexual arousal/stimulation, sexual gratification, or sexual “curiosity.”
It also includes causing or allowing others to touch or rub one’s own private parts either over of under clothing, for the purpose of sexual arousal/stimulation, sexual gratification, or sexual “curiosity”; and sexual hugging and kissing activities.
B.Use of pornography, if prohibited. Pornography use includes viewing
or using X-rated (or “XXX”), nude, or pornographic images or materials
(e.g., pornographic magazines, pornographic movies on cable television,
including scrambled television programming, pornographic movie theaters, pornographic video arcades, videotape, CD/DVD, or other recorded
media including pornographic images or materials via computer or the
Internet, iPod, cell phone, video games, or any electronic messaging system, or computer communication interaction system if used for sexual
arousing imagery). It may also include using non-pornographic erotica
(nude or non-nude) images or materials for sexual stimulation or masturAPA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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bation purposes (e.g., sexually objectifying entertainment magazines,
bikini or car magazines, nudity or erotic scenes in non-pornographic
movies, sexually oriented stories in magazines, novels, or Internet/computer resources, and/or anything at all on television). This target may
be restricted to using pornographic or sexually stimulating materials for
masturbation purposes.
C. Physical contact with underage persons, which can include purposeful
activities such as hugging, shaking hands, or playing together, and may
also include un-planned or incidental physical contact. Examinees may
or may not be subject to restrictions and reporting requirements in this
area. Questions should address these restrictions as directly as possible. When there are no restrictions, this target should be omitted. When
a target involving contact with minors is used, examiners should select
from either 8.4.2.3.C or 8.4.2.3.D should avoid an imbalanced loading of
test target issues.
D.Being alone or un-supervised with underage persons, refers to prohibited activities in which others cannot see, hear, monitor or observe the
activities, or for which others are unaware of an activity involving the
examinee and one or more underage persons.
E.Including forced, coerced or violent sexual offenses, sexual offenses
against underage persons, incest offenses, or sexual contact with unconscious persons. It may also include sexual deviancy/compulsivity/
preoccupation behaviors such as voyeurism, exhibitionism, theft of undergarments, public masturbation or other sexual behaviors.
E.1.Including forced, coerced or violent sexual offenses, sexual offenses
against underage persons, incest offenses, or sexual contact with unconscious persons. It may also include sexual deviancy/compulsivity/preoccupation behaviors such as voyeurism, exhibitionism, theft
of undergarments, public masturbation or other sexual behaviors.
F. Use of alcohol, illegal drugs or controlled substances, including tasting
or consuming any beverage containing alcohol (if prohibited), or consuming any product containing alcohol for the purpose of becoming intoxicated, inebriated, drunk, “buzzed,” or “relaxed.” It also includes any
use of marijuana (whether inhaled or not) or any other illegal drugs. This
target also includes any misuse of controlled prescription medications,
whether borrowing, sharing, trading, loaning, giving away, or selling one’s
own or another person’s prescription medications or using any medication in a manner that is inconsistent with the directions of the prescribing physician. For persons with known addictions or substance abuse
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problems it may be preferable to rely primarily on other forms of testing.
G.Use of an electronic device for sexual purposes, including computers,
cell phones, internet or electronic games, tablets, and other devices such
a cameras or surveillance and recording systems to observe, interact, or
access others for sexual arousal or sexual contact.
H.Masturbation activities and masturbatory fantasies, which may refer to
any involvement in masturbation activities when the examinee is prohibited from those activities, or it may refer to problematic forms of masturbation such as masturbating in a public location or where one could
view or be viewed by others. It may also include voluntary or involuntary/
intrusive thoughts or fantasies of a minor or past victim while masturbating or masturbation due to stress, boredom, anger, or other negative
mood. Sexual thought and fantasy questions should always be linked to
a specific behavior of concern.
I. Child Sexually Explicit Material (CSEM)/Indecent Images of Children
(IIOC): any visual depiction of sexually explicit conduct involving a minor (someone under 18). May include videos, digital or computer-generated images indistinguishable from an actual minor, and images crated,
adapted, or modified, but appear to depict an identifiable, actual minor.
Undeveloped film or videotape, and electronically stored data that can
be converted into a visual image. (USCC.Gov, 2021)
8.3.3.Maintenance exam - time of reference. Maintenance Exams should address a time of reference subsequent to the date of conviction or the previous Maintenance Exam, generally not exceeding one year and only exceeding two years in specific circumstances. All investigation targets in a test
series should have a common time of reference.
8.3.4.Maintenance exam - testi ng approach. Examiners should typically conduct this examination as a multi-issue (mixed-issue) screening examination.
However, nothing in this Model Policy should be construed as to prohibit
the completion of the Maintenance Exam in a series of single-issue exams
when such an approach will lend to more accurate or satisfactory resolution
of the investigation targets.
8.4.Sex offens e monitoring exam. Examiners should conduct the Sex Offense Monitoring Exam (SOME) to explore the likelihood that the examinee may have been
involved in unlawful sexual behaviors including a sexual re-offense during a
specified period of time. Other relevant questions dealing with behaviors related
to probation and treatment compliance should not be included.
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8.4.1.Sex offense monitoring exam - scheduling. Sex Offense Monitoring Exams
should be completed whenever there is a specific request from a supervision or treatment professional to investigate the possibility of a new offense
while under supervision. Alternatively, this exam may be used when 1) the
likelihood of sexual offense or other sexual crime is regarded as elevated by
the member of the multidisciplinary treatment and supervision team, or 2)
following a previously unresolved maintenance examination that included
a relevant question about sexual offense behavior. Whenever the results of
a maintenance exam indicate the need for further testing to obtain a more
diagnostic conclusion, a single-issue test format should be utilized. A single-issue Sex Offense Monitoring Exam can be expected to have improved
diagnostic accuracy over a multi-issue (mixed issue) exam.
8.4.2.Sex offense monitoring exam - examination targets. Examiners shouldselect investigation targets for the Sex Offense Monitoring Examination that
pertain to new sex crimes while under supervision based on concerns expressed by the multidisciplinary supervision and treatment team.
8.4.3.Sex offense monitoring exam - time of reference. Sex Offense Monitoring
Exams should refer to a time of reference generally following the date of
conviction or a previous Monitoring Examination. The time of reference
should be clearly stated in the test questions and may include all or any part
of the time that the examinee is under supervision or in treatment, including a specific date or restricted period of time. The time of reference should
emphasize the investigation of possible unlawful sexual acts or sexual reoffense during the most recent period of months prior to the Sex Offense
Monitoring Exam.
8.5.4.Sex offense monitoring exam - testing approach. Examiners may conduct
the Sex Offense Monitoring Exam as a multi-issue (mixed-issue) screening
examination. However, nothing in this Model Policy should be construed as
to prohibit the completion of the Sex Offense Monitoring Exam as a singleissue exam when that approach will lend to more accurate or satisfactory
resolution of the investigation targets. Examiners should consider the use
a single-issue technique when the Sex Offense Monitoring Exam is used to
follow-up on a previously unresolved Maintenance Exam.
9.Testing procedures. Examiners who engage in PCSOT activities should adhere to all
generally accepted polygraph testing protocols and validated principles.
9.1.Case background information.The examiner should request and review all pertinent and available case facts within a time frame sufficient to prepare for the
examination.
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9.2.Audio-visual or audio recording. Examiners should record all PCSOT polygraph
examinations from the beginning of the pretest interview to the completion of
the post-test review. The recording should be retained for a minimum of three
years or as required by local laws or standards of practice. The recording documents, conduct of the testing protocol, and the content and authenticity of the
content of the information provided by the examinee, thus precluding possible
future denials. It also facilitates a comprehensive quality assurance review when
necessary.
9.3.Pretest phase. Examiners should conduct a thorough pretest interview before
pro- ceeding to the test phase of the examination consisting of the following
9.3.1.Greeting and introduction. Examiners should introduce themselves by their
names and orient the examinee to the examination room.
9.3.2.Brief explanation of procedure. Examiners should ensure examinees have
sufficient information about the ensuing procedure and scope of testing
prior to obtaining the authorization and release to complete the exam.
9.3.3.Informed consent. Examiners should obtain the examinee’s informed consent to complete the polygraph test. This may be completed in writing and/
or on the audio/video recording to a waiver/release statement. The language of the statement should minimally include 1) the examinee’s voluntary consent to take the test, 2) that the examination may be terminated
at any time, 3) a statement regarding the examinee’s assessment of his or
her mental and physical health at the time of the examination, 4) a statement that information will be provided to the examinee about the polygraph
test 5) a statement that all information and results will be released to professional members of the community treatment or supervision team, 6) an
advisement that admission of involvement in unlawful activities will not be
concealed from the referring professionals and, 7) a statement regarding
the requirement for audio/video recording of each examination.
9.3.4.Biographical data/dete rm ination of suitability for testing. Examiners should
obtain information about the examinee’s background including marital/family status, children, employment, and current living situation in addition to a
brief review of the reason for conviction and length/type of sentence. Examiners should obtain, prior to and at the time of the examination, information
pertaining to the examinee’s suitability for polygraph testing.
9.3.5.Explanation of polygraph instrumentation and tes ting procedures. The
testing process should be explained to the examinee, including an explanation of the instrumentation and the physiological and psychological basis
of response. Nothing in this Model Policy should be construed as favoring
APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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a particular explanation of polygraph science. In general, an integrated explanation involving emotional attributions, cognitive theory and behavioral
learning theory may be the best approach. If asked, accurate information
should be provided regarding polygraph accuracy.
9.3.6.Structured interview. The examiner should conduct a thorough structured or
semi-structured pretest interview, including a detailed review of the examinee’s background and personal information, any applicable case facts and
background, a detailed review of each issue of concern, and an opportunity
for the examinee to provide his or her version of all issues being tested. For
event-specific diagnostic/investigative polygraphs of known allegations or
known incidents, a free-narrative interview is used instead of a structured or
semi-structured interview.
9.3.7 Review of test questions. Before proceeding to the test phase of an examination, the examiner should review and explain all test questions to the examinee. The examiner should not proceed until satisfied with the examinee’s
understanding of and response to each issue of concern.
9.4.In-test operations. Examiners should adhere to all generally accepted standards
and protocols for test operations.
9.4.1.Environment. All examinations should be administered in an environment
that is free from distractions that would interfere with the examinee’s ability
to adequately focus on the issues being addressed.
9.4.2. Instrumentation. Examiners should use an instrument that is properly functioning in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications.
9.4.2.1.Recording sensors.The instrument must be capable of continuously
recording the following during the test: thoracic and abdominal movement,
electrodermal activity, cardiovascular activity, and movement detected by
seat activity sensors. Though not necessary, a channel that detects vasomotor responses or other validated data channels may also be used.
9.4.3.Data acquisition. The conduct of testing should conform to all professional
standards concerning data quality and quantity.
9.4.3.1.Number of pr esentations. Examiners employing a comparison question technique should conduct a minimum of three presentations of each
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relevant questions. It is acceptable to conduct a fourth or fifth presentation
in order to obtain a sufficient volume of interpretable test data to reach a
conclusive evaluation.
9.4.3.2.Question intervals. Question intervals should allow a reasonable time
for recovery. Testing interval should be consistent with the requirements of
the testing format and analytic method used.
9.4.3.3.Acquaintanc e test. An acquaintance test should be administered during the first examination of each examinee by each examiner. Examiners are
encouraged to use an acquaintance test during the conduct of other tests
as appropriate.
9.5.Test data analysis. The examiner should render an empirically based interpretation of the examinee’s responses to the relevant questions based on all information gathered during the examination process.
9.5.1 Scoring methods. Examiners should employ quantitative or numerical scoring for each examination using a scoring method for which there is known
validity and reliability, and which has been published and replicated.
9.5.2 Results – diagnostic exams. Test results for event-specific diagnostic/investigative tests should be reported as Deception Indicated (DI) or Significant Response (SR) to indicate deception, No Deception Indicated (NDI) or
No Significant Response (NSR) indicative of truthfulness, or Inconclusive
(INC) / No Opinion (NO).
9.5.3.Results – screening exams. Test results of screening exams should be reported as Significant Response (SR), No Significant Response (NSR) or Inconclusive (INC)/ No Opinion (NO).
9.5.5. Interpretation of the test results. Examiners should render a professional
opinion using published and established decision rules to achieve a categor- ical interpretation of the probabilistic test result.
9.5.5.1 Single issue exam results. The reported result for all relevant questions should be inherited from the overall examination result.
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9.5.5.2.Multiple issue exam results. A deceptive examination result is inherited from the relevant question with the most significant reactions
indic- ative of deception. Examiners should not conclude an examinee
is deceptive in responses to one or more investigation targets and nondeceptive in re- sponses to other investigation targets within the same
examination.
9.5.6.Non-coope ration. Examiners should note in the examination report whenever there is evidence that an examinee has attempted to falsify or manipulate the test results and whether the examinee was forthcoming in explaining his or her behavior during the test. Examiners reporting an examinee as
non-cooperative are not precluded from rendering an opinion that the examinee was deceptive (SR/DI) when the numerical scores or other information
such as a confession that support a conclusion that there were significant
reactions to one or more relevant questions. Examiners should not render
an opinion of truthfulness (NSR/NDI) when there is evidence that an examinee has attempted to falsify or manipulate the test results.
9.5.7 Data quality. Examiners should not render a conclusive opinion when there
is insufficient data of adequate quality and clarity to allow a minimum of
three interpretable presentations of each of the investigation targets.
9.5.8.Computer algorithms. Computer scoring algorithms should not be used to
score examination data that is of insufficient quality for manual scoring.
9.6.Post-test review. The examiner or a member of the treatment or supervision
team should review the initial test results with the examinee. Examiners may,
at the discretion of the multidisciplinary treatment and supervision team, advise the examinee of any significant responses to any of the test questions, and
provide the examinee an opportunity to explain or resolve any reactions or inconsistencies. The post-test interview may be done in collaboration with other
treatment and supervision professionals.
10. Examination report. Examiners should provide a written report containing a factual andobjective account of all pertinent information arising from the examination, including case background information, test questions, answers, results, and statements
made by the examinee during the pretest and post-test interviews.
10.1. Dissemination of test results and information. The polygraph examination report should be provided to the professional members of the multidisciplinary
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supervision and treatment team who are involved in risk assessment, risk management, and treatment/intervention planning activities.
10.1.1. Dissemination to other authorities. Reports and related work products Dissemination to other authorities. Reports and related work products should
be released to the court, parole board, other releasing agency, or other professionals at the discretion of the community supervision/ treatment team
members or as required by law.
10.1.2.Communication after the exam. Following the completion of the post-test
review, examiners should not communicate with the examinee or the examinee’s family members regarding the examination results except in the
context of a formal case staffing.
10.2. Scope of expertise. Examiners should not attempt to render any opinion concern- ing the truthfulness of the examinee prior to the completion of the test
phase and test-data-analysis. Examiners should not provide an opinion regarding the medical or psychological condition of the examinee beyond the requirement to determine suitability for testing at the time of the examination, although
it may be appropriate to raise concerns with the referrer. Post-test recommendations should be limited to the need for resolution of the behavioral targets of the
examination within the scope of the examiner’s professional capabilities.
11. Records ret ention. Examiners should retain all documentation, data, and the recording of each examination for a period of at least three years or as required by law.
12. Quality assurance. To ensure examiner compliance with these recommendations
and other field practice requirements and to sustain the quality of the testing process,
an independent quality control peer-review of a portion of each examiner’s work product should take place at least once a year.
13. Examiner qualifications. Examiners whose work is to be considered consistent with
the requirements of this Model Policy shall have completed a basic course of polygraph
training at a polygraph school accredited by the APA or meet other training, experience,
and competency requirements for professional membership in the APA.
13.1 Specialized training. Examiners shall have successfully completed a minimum
of forty (40) hours of specialized Post-Conviction Sex Offender training that adheres to the standards established by the APA.
13.2. Continuing education. Examiners shall successfully complete a minimum of
thirty(30) continuing education hours that are recognized by the APA every two
(2) years.
APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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Five-minute Science Lesson: Types of Scientific Reasoning
Raymond Nelson

Reasoning is a cognitive process involving the use of knowledge to develop
rational inferences, conclusions and explanations about one’s experiences and
about reality. Several types of reasoning
have been described, including inductive
reasoning, deductive reasoning and abductive reasoning.
Inductive reasoning
Induction, in logic, is the process of attempting to make generalizable statements
from particular observations. Inductive
reasoning is therefor the process of making generalized conclusions from discrete or specific situations. Because such
observations are based on available data,
conclusions achieved through inductive
reasoning can be correct insofar as the
available evidence. However, inductive
conclusions may not be correct for other
unavailable data. This is the main reason
why anecdotal examples – though they
may be useful for illustrating knowledge
that has be acquired through more reliable methods, and may also be useful
for introducing new questions about the
limits of our present knowledge – are
regarded as an insufficient basis for scientific conclusions. Inductive reasoning
involves a minor premise that is certain

while the major premise and conclusion
are to some degree uncertain. Accepting
inductive conclusions as fact is a logical
fallacy.
Deductive reasoning
Deduction refers to the logical process in
which inferences or conclusions about a
particular observation or situation follow
necessarily from more general conclusions that are accepted as correct premises. If the general statements are correct
then the inferences or conclusions about
a particular are accepted as inevitable. In
contrast to inductive reasoning, in which
there is some degree of variation surrounding a conclusion, deductive conclusions are invariate, given the accuracy of
the general premises. Deductive reasoning involves both major and minor premises that, if accepted as certain, lead to a
conclusion that is equally certain.
Abductive reasoning
Abductive reasoning is a process of
making observations about a particular
instance or set of instances, and then
developing the most plausible, most
economical or most likely generalizable
conclusion with the acknowledgement of
some inherent uncertainty. Selection of
APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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a particular conclusion is often based on
probability and on the principle of parsimony – selecting the simplest explanation that accounts for the broadest range
of observations. Because abduction is
subject to some inherent uncertainty, the
process of abductive reasoning can emphasize objective and reproducible quantification of the degree of uncertainty
that surrounds a conclusion. Much of our
knowledge acquired from research during
the last century is accepted through the
process of abductive or probabilistic reasoning. Because abductive conclusions,
like inductive conclusions, are based on
available data, it is possible that different subsets of data may support different
possible conclusions. The larger process
of abductive reasoning will treat smaller
conclusions, based on subsets of data, as
data points that are themselves subject
to ongoing adbuctive reasoning, with the
larger goal of achieving an economical
or parsimonious and generalizable conclusions that can be applied to all subgroups. Whereas deductive conclusions
are accepted as certainty, and whereas
inductive conclusions are accepted as
situational, abductive conclusions are accepted as probable based on available information.
Other types of reasoning
The word reason can sometimes be synonymous with logic, and other types of
reasoning have been described, besides
the inductive, deductive and abductive variants already describes. Some of
those other types of reasoning can include metaphorical reasoning, in which a
different, more familiar or more intuitive,
exemplary context is used to introduce a
new abstract concept. Allegorical reason84
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ing is somewhat similar, involving the use
of story-telling in which conclusions and
hidden meaning are conveyed in a context that is detached from oneself and the
immediate context. Cognitive psychologists have described what they refer to
as emotional reasoning, a form of cognitive distortion or thinking error in which
the generation or experience of emotion
is interpreted or accepted as proof that a
conclusion is correct.
Another problematic form of biased reasoning has been described as motivated
reasoning in which logic and information
are fitted conveniently to a preselected
conclusion that is seen as most desirable. Motivated reasoning is sometimes
the result of emotional attachment to a
particular conclusion. This is in contrast
to a critical thinking approach in which
all conclusions are regarded with skepticism and subject to unbiased analysis,
carefully avoiding the egocentric problem of inability to consider perspectives
other than one’s own. Finally, transductive
reasoning has been described in child
development literature as a form of fallacious reasoning observed in children during the preoperational stage of cognitive
development, when children have limited
real knowledge about how things work,
and limited actual understanding about
cause-and-effect. In transductive reasoning, unassociated coincidental phenomena are misattributed as related. Because
transductive conclusions are based on
a failure of understanding of cause-andeffect, these conclusions can sometimes
become exemplars for childlike magical
thinking, or more simply wishful thinking,
in which a person accepts something as
fact simply because they think so.
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PCSOT For Thought
Erika Thiel

In the last year I have done several trainings. Often I hear examiners use number
of examinations run per year as an assessment of a polygraph examiner skills.
The amount of energy a person puts in to
convince me that this number of tests run
makes them a good or even great examiner is always astounding to me.Why is
this considered a level of measurement?
The number of exams an examiner runs
has one meaning; they are either doing
tests correctly (which only allows for so
many tests to be run in a year) or they are

doing tests incorrectly. Normally when I
hear “this person has been an examiner
for five years and they have already run
over 5000 exams!” Well, all that says to
me is that they have likely given over 5000
examinations wrong. It is not impressive,
it is scary. What does that even look like?
Let’s go on the assumption that they are
running 1000 tests per year. Most people
get a collection of two weeks off between
vacation and federal holidays. Assuming
this person did not work all 52 weeks of
a year that means their week looked like
this:
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Now 1000 tests a year by first glance
might seem as if it is reasonable. Let us
remember though, this schedule is all 50
work weeks of the year. Meaning no sick
days, no additional vacation time, no time
off for doctor appointments, etc. If the examiner is doing a minimum of a 90-minute
exam as model policy suggests (which
does not include the posttest interview or
having the client fill out the booklet) then
7.5 hours of Monday through Thursday
is going to pretest interview and chart
collection alone. Divide that remaining
half an hour of an 8-hour workday means
there is 6 extra minutes per exam to either have the client fill out their booklet,
or do a posttest interview (or 3 minutes
to each). What does that say to me? Examiners are either rushing the exams to
have more time to their day, the examiner
is potentially not using a validated technique, and this person might need to have
a refresher on what a proper polygraph
looks like. Not to mention, there is no way
that any examiner can avoid burnout with
a schedule like this.
Is our belief in this being an impressive
accurate measure a part of the problem?
Surely it must be to some degree. Polygraph can be a cutthroat world and let us
not pretend that it is not. To be recognized is the only way to move up within a
company, or to be hired as a private examiner. Networking is often time feared and
competition increases with ego. Howev-
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er, this is not the only problem. Vicarious
trauma can be a large part of the problem
too. There are many PCSOT examiners
who simply have burned out from the job.
As they burn out, their pretests get shorter, and their data collection gets sloppy.
If this person is continued to be rewarded
for the increase of their testing because
of their decrease in ability to reprocess
the vicarious trauma that is occurring
then we are enabling unhealth behaviors
for the examiner themselves.
So how do we fix this? One, we need to
stop assessing examiner’s worth base on
how many exams they have run. When
you talk about examiners, talk about how
their skills. Do they administer an amazing pretest interview? Are they great at
calming down angry or excitable clients?
Are they really great at chart collection including marking artifacts and documentation throughout the testing process?
What are they doing throughout these
exams that they are running that really
speaks to their skill as an examiner, because the amount of tests they run simply does not do that. We need to start
changing the conversation about what
is impressive about an examiner that
speaks to why they are a good examiner
instead of encouraging this push for “bigger is better.” Remember, what someone
may gain in quantity will always mean
there is a loss in quality.
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Chart Scoring Practice
Donald J. Krapohl1

Here is the September - October scoring
exercise. The next few pages will show
three charts. The case is a Law Enforcement Pre-employment Test, which uses
the acronym LEPET. Its structure is much
like an Air Force Modified General Question Test (AFMGQT). The LEPET has three
relevant questions and four probable-lie
or directed-lie comparison questions.
There are two things that distinguish the
LEPET from the AFMGQT. One is that the
LEPET’s questions are designed specifically for screening law enforcement candidates. It joins the Test for Espionage
and Sabotage (TES) as being among the
only polygraph techniques named for its
relevant test question coverage.

The second difference between the LEPET and the AFMGQT is that the LEPET has
an irrelevant question inserted into the
middle of the test sequence. The original purpose for adding this additional irrelevant question is lost to history. What
many LEPET users have observed, and is
quite evident in this month’s scoring exercise, is that many examinees tend to react to this irrelevant question. Inasmuch
as this question requires a “yes” answer
after four previous questions with “no”
answers, it would seem the reason for the
reaction is the novelty it represents rather
than the content of the question. Its value in the LEPET remains unknown.

Director, Educational Services, Capital Center for Credibility Assessment (C3A). Questions, comments and suggestions
can be directed to the author at APAkrapohl@gmail.com.
1

The views expressed in this column are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the American
Polygraph Association or the Capital Center for Credibility Assessment.
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The scoring rules for the LEPET are that
the reaction to each relevant question is
scored against the stronger reaction of
the two immediate adjacent comparison
questions. Because the LEPET inserts an
irrelevant question between a comparison and a relevant question, it is the rule
to score as though the irrelevant question
were not there.
The quality of the following charts is generally good. The electrodermal channel
is displayed in the manual mode and all
the gains and centerings are proper. The
questions were rotated systematically
from chart to chart. There is no photoplethysmograph (PPG) tracing with this
case as it was conducted before the use
of the PPG was so widespread. The only
suggestion for improvement to offer the
testing examiner would be to ensure the
period from question onset to question
onset be a minimum of 25 seconds. While
the APA has set a minimum standard of
20 seconds between questions, there are
times when response recovery cannot
take place in so narrow a period. Moreover, examinees with a naturally slow
respiration rate may not complete three
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cycles of breathing that are necessary for
judging a response as scorable within the
20-second minimum window.
The school solution for these charts will
appear in the November - December 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.
The school solution for the scoring exercise in the July - August APA Magazine was
a decision of No Significant Responses
(NSR).
The APA Magazine is published in PDF format. To change the size of the charts you
can click on the symbols
at the
top of the 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.
Good luck.
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Practical Polygraph: Is There a Lower Age Limit for Polygraph
with Juveniles
Raymond Nelson1

The APA Board of Directors recently approved an update to the Model Policy
for the Evaluation of Examinee Suitability for Polygraph Testing. The updated
model policy is, in many ways, similar to
the previous version, but with important
improvements based on years of experience since the publication of the previous
version in 2012. Prior to the 2012 model
policy standard guidance on examinee
suitability was only that examiners had to
evaluate each person’s suitability at the
time of the examination. This left examiners with a kind of experimental and circular approach to suitability questions –
wherein conducting the polygraph test is
the answer to the question about whether
a person is unsuitable for polygraph testing. The model policy supports a more
ethical, and therefore more preferable,
approach in which we have a reasonable
list of criteria, ideally based in evidence,
that allows professions to make a realis-

tic conclusion, prior to the onset testing,
that polygraph testing is likely to work as
intended. Standard guidance for examinee suitability was included in the 2009
PCSOT model policy, but was removed
from the updated 2021 version of that
document with the approval of the model
policy on examinee suitability.
The updated document can be obtained
online at:
https://www.polygraph.org/assets/
docs/Misc.Docs/Model%20Policy%20
for%20Examinee%20Suitability%20
Sep%209%202021.pdf
The updated model policy on examinee
suitability is an improvement on the previous version. One of the notable changes in
the new (2021) version of the Model Policy
for the Evaluation of Examinee Suitability
for Polygraph Testing, compared to the

Raymond Nelson is a research specialist with Lafayette Instrument Company, a past president of the APA and an elected
member of the Board of Directors. The views and opinion expressed herein are those of the author and not necessarily
the APA. Lafayette Instrument Company or any other entity.
1
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previous (2012) versions is the absence
of a lower limit for chronological age at
which polygraph testing is not recommended. The previous (2012) version of
the model policy included a chronological
threshold of age 12, along with an advisement that functional and social maturity
is a more important consideration than
chronological age. It can be viewed as a
point of idealistic and optimistic compassion to try to assume that young persons
are never referred for polygraph testing, or
that polygraph testing is never done with
juveniles. However, practical reality often
differs from our ideals, and many professionals have encountered situations in
which it appeared useful to refer a young
person for polygraph testing.
The committee – which included professionals from clinical mental health, psychiatry, law, law enforcement and government – that reviewed and edited the
revised model policy for examinee suitability discussed the potential value of a
chronological lower limit age threshold at
length. Committee members ultimately
came to a consensus that there is insufficient published evidence to support the
publication of an APA policy recommendation for chronological age at this time.
However, this does not imply that nothing is known about age and suitability for
polygraph testing. The updated model
policy does include descriptive criteria
that would indicate a person is suitable
for polygraph testing, and also includes
descriptive criteria that would indicate
unsuitability for testing. Like the previous
version, the updated model policy also
provides guidance around the handling of
referrals for polygraph testing of persons

with medical problems, mental health
problems and developmental disorders.
There will, no doubt, be those who are disappointed at the lack of a chronological
lower limit age guideline for evaluating
suitability for polygraph testing. Chronological thresholds offer the advantage of
practical convenience for a number of important social and legal considerations.
For example: driving, voting, purchasing
alcohol or cigarettes, purchasing firearms, serving in the military, consent for
sexual activities, and the legal statutes
under which an accused person may be
prosecuted. A disadvantage of chronological age policies is that they are often
very blunt, and can be so simplistic that
they neglect individual differences that
are sometimes important. Put simply, not
all persons of a certain age will function
similarly. It is inevitable that in any population or subgroup there may be individuals with exceptionalities or special needs.
For many normal functioning persons
there is little need to question their suitability for polygraph testing, as long as it
can be clearly established that they are
not suffering an acute injury or illness at
the time of testing. The Model Policy for
the Evaluation of Examinee Suitability for
Polygraph Testing exists mainly to provide guidance and information for discussion and decision-making around referral
for polygraph testing of persons whose
functional characteristics may be outside
the normal range – those who may not
be represented in published polygraph
research, or those for whom published
studies may indicated compromised or
reduced effect sizes.
APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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One inherent difficult with the formulation and publication of evidence based
standards for polygraph field practice
with persons with special needs or exceptionalities is that it will be quite difficult to obtain approval from the ethics
committees, those that review research
with human subjects, when seeking to
do polygraph research with persons with
medical, psychological or developmental
problems. Related to this is the fact that
the amount of polygraph research in total is quite small, and there are many remaining areas of needed research with
persons uncomplicated by medical, psychological and developmental problems.
And, at this time, based on research in the
past, we can anticipate that there may be
reduced effect sizes for polygraph testing
with persons from some special needs
groups.
Studies in the 1970s showed reduced
effect sizes for young children, persons
with schizophrenia, and those with intellectual disability. More recent research
with the comparison question test (Craig,
Raskin & Kircher, 2011) with 84 children
aged 9-15 found no effect for age, and
showed a significant effect for guilty status, with classification accuracy at .74,
which was lower than previously reported
for adults, using a function derived from
the juvenile cases. With this information
in view it is not surprising, when reviewing the model policy criteria for suitability and unsuitability, to note that many of
the criteria are loaded around executive
functions and abstract reasoning. Executive functions are cognitive skills involving working memory, attention, planning,
cognitive flexibility, behavioral inhibition
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and related abilities such as systematic
problem solving and deductive reasoning. Abstract thinking can be thought of
generally as the ability to work easily with
information out of context. It is the ability to engage with conceptual information that we cannot directly see or touch,
including the ability to effectively model
and manipulate the interaction of various
sources of information solely in one’s attention and working memory.
Abstract and systematic thinking play an
important role in social perspective taking,
and the ability to formulate and evaluate
different hypotheses or scenarios. These
abilities are related to the stage of formal
operations in the developmental theory of
Jean Piaget, characterized by systematic
problem solving strategies, meta-cognition, and abstraction skills that permit the
formation and evaluation of different possible outcomes to a scenario. These abilities are thought to begin to emerge generally after age 12, and continue to develop
into the third decade of life. In contrast,
an earlier stage of cognitive development,
characteristic of younger children, is that
of concrete operations – characterized by
less abstract and hypothetical problem
solving and learning abilities. Concrete
thinking is characterized by a dependence on information that one can see
and touch, though it may involve a variety of physical senses. Information out of
context is more easily considered through
metaphorical examples, that may be mistakenly taken literally.
Persons who function at this earlier level
will benefit from assistance from others
in perspective taking and from careful in-
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struction as to the logic of their situations
and solutions. With practice and experience, gained as a function of normal activities and adult guidance, young children
can be observed to develop more mature
and powerful cognitive abilities as they
transition to more formal and less concrete thinking. Adolescents whose developmental trajectories are trending within
the normal range are thought to be more
capable of deductive reasoning, which invokes executive functions, in which conclusions or inferences are drawn logically
from a series of more general observations. In contrast, younger children are
thought to engage a more inductive reasoning process which general inferences
are drawn from discrete situations, and
transductive reasoning in which associations may be drawn from coincidental information.
Awareness and understanding of inductive vs deductive reasoning, and abstract
vs concrete thinking, can be applied not
only to questions about examinee suitability for polygraph testing, but also to
professional thinking about examinee
suitability for polygraph testing. In other
words, some professionals may prefer a
concrete chronological lower-limit age
threshold for examinee suitability for polygraph testing vs a set of abstract characteristics to be evaluated within a set of
abstract principles. It is likely that some
professionals will view the absence of a
chronological age limit as an oversight or
loss. In terms of consistent field practice
and expediency, there may be important
value for polygraph agencies to formalize
their own local standard-operating-proce

dure around a chronological threshold for
polygraph referrals.
When considering a chronological age
threshold for polygraph referrals, the important consideration is this: what might
be the chronological lower limit age that
reasonably assures that a young person will
possess the cognitive and social abilities
important to one’s suitability for polygraph
testing? At this time the available information, from developmental psychology
and from early polygraph studies, seems
to converge around a lower age limit of
12 years for normal functioning persons.
The difficulty with this is that normal functioning children are most often not found
in situations that might lead to a referral for polygraph testing, though there is
some obvious difficulty with causality in
this discussion. A study of the comparison question test (Craig, Raskin & Kircher,
2011) with 84 children aged 9-15 showed
a significant effect for guilty status, with
classification accuracy at .74, using a
function derived from the juvenile cases.
Taking a different, more inquisitive view,
is it possible that young persons with
cognitive, social and developmental difficulties might be over-represented in the
group of young persons for whom it might
be viewed as potentially useful to consider a referral for polygraph testing? If so,
might this contribute to more erroneous
decision-making as to examinee suitability for testing? As a point of hypothetical
exercise, and working for the moment
with the notion of a chronological lower
age limit of 12 years, how might field polygraph professionals evaluate polygraph
APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)
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referrals to ensure accurate decisions
about suitability?
Two field practice questions might prove
very useful here. Firstly, a polygraph examiner could ask the referring professional directly “Is this a normal functioning
young person?” Very often, a direct question of this type will yield a direct answer,
either in the affirmative (e.g., some version of “Yes, why do you ask?”) or negative
(e.g., a variant of “well, this is kind of an
unusual kiddo...”). It can also occur that a
referring professional has not considered
this matter and has no useful information
for the examiner. Most importantly, when
young persons have serious or profound,
cognitive, social, developmental or functional limitations it will tend to be obvious. Polygraph examiners who are open
to and seek this information can easily
consider this information when making
decisions about accepting or rejecting a
referral for polygraph testing.
Secondly, a very useful question to ask of
any professional who is considering referring a youth for polygraph testing is this:
“Is this young person in special education
or being educated under an individual education plan (IEP) in school?” Quite often,
some adult connected with the young
person will know the answer to this question. Schools in the U.S. are obligated under federal law to identify and work with
functional and developmental limitations
that interfere with a child’s ability to participate in school and gain an education.
All persons in special education programs
will have been evaluated by both teachers
and school psychologists, and there will
be some information to document and
96
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describe the nature of the young person’s
difficulties. Young persons with obvious
or serious difficulties in school are often
easily identified by observant adults. This
information may be helpful to a polygraph
examiners faced with the need to make a
decision about the suitability of a young
person for polygraph testing. However,
access to other professionals may be an
inherent potential difficulty for some polygraph field practitioners.
Another inherent difficulty is that some
young persons have real difficulties that
are not at all obvious. Youths with less
pervasive difficulties will often function
normally in most or nearly all functional
domains, and may have difficulties in only
one or two skill areas. These youths are,
in fact, normal functioning – though they
may benefit from assistance in specific areas of difficulty. These youths may sometimes be described as having a specific
learning disorder – which does not imply
global cognitive deficits, but for some persons may include mild delays in functional
or social maturity. For obvious social and
psychological reasons people with specific areas of difficulty may learn to try to
hide or mask their limitations. And adults,
including professionals, can sometimes
overlook or neglect that these youths are
functioning with some identifiable limitation or learning difficulty, assuming simplistically that these youths are just less
motivated or more immature than others
in terms of judgment and impulse control. Fortunately for most of these youths
it is not common that a specific learning
disorder would result in a social maturity
delay of more than one or two years when
compared the chronological peer group.
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By adulthood most differences are largely
outgrown and mitigated.
A very simple solution to avoid problems
in the evaluation of polygraph referrals of
young persons who may have cognitive,
functional and social maturity differences compared to their chronological peers,
would be to use age 14 as a chronological
threshold for polygraph referrals. In this
way, observant professional can still easily identify young persons with more serious and obvious difficulties, while those
with subtle and specific learning difficulties are still likely to exhibit or possess all
of the functional characteristics necessary for effective polygraph testing.

Although there is obvious no simple solution, and no one-size-fits-all solution
to the question of chronological or functional maturity for polygraph testing, the
APA Model Policy for the Evaluation of Examinee Suitability for Polygraph Testing
can be a useful and important source of
guidance and information on this matter,
even though it does not provide a suggestion for a chronological lower limit age for
polygraph testing. For those who desire
the convenience of a more concrete and
tangible solution, it is hoped that the suggestions in this manuscript are of some
usefulness, despite the brevity of treatment of such a complex and important
area of discussion.
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Note that this manuscript title would today be considered offensive. In the history of psychological discussion a convenient intuition or heuristic was to compare the intellectual capacity of a low functioning adult individual to the abilities
of developing children. Terms such as “idiot,” “imbecile” and “moron” were denoted as referring to persons whose levels
of cognitive development were equivalent to those of of a 2-year-old child, or to children age 2-7 or age 7-12 respectively.
Today the term “persons with intellectual disability” is preferred as attempts describe the condition while avoid the replacement of personhood with a label.
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PCSOT Model Policy Changes Review
Erika Thiel

This document is to review the main
changes that have occurred to the PCSOT model policy. The redline and final
document is available at www.polygraph.
org under the “About Us” tab, “Policies
and Acts.”
Each section of the model policy was reviewed individually by the PCSOT Committee. We first looked to see how we
need to adjust language to remove the
division of supervision and treatment
since we have a better understanding
that both parties are equally important to
be involved with when it comes to PCSOT
testing, but still offering when it is appropriate to separate the two. We cleaned up
the verbiage in each section so that each
section was easier to read and easier to
understood. We ensured the entire document remained as a guiding principle and
did not suggest or indicate any part of the
model policy as a mandated behavior.
When it came time to review each of the
test types, we looked at each test type
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and offered better guidance as to when
the tests should and could be conducted.
A lot of the language has been changed
around the Instant Offense Investigative and Monitoring test that shows that
these tests may have an appropriate time
and place but should not be conducted
on every examinee and should be conducted with caution when they are being
administered. The monitoring test has
the largest set of changes. If this is a test
that you do, please take the time to read
the entire monitoring test section. Recognize that this is no longer considered
a maintenance exam and is now considered a test of its own. In the recent APA
Journal, there is a paper published about
base rates in regard to monitoring exams.
Please take the time to read this as well.
Other changes that have occurred to the
types of tests is in regard to several time
frame topics. We have made it clear that
instant offense testing does not always
need to be the first type of tests con-
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ducted and made the definition less rigid
as when it should be conducted. Maintenance exams are still suggested to be
done every 6 to 12 months, but we removed the language that made it appear
as those are the necessary time frames.
The reality is if you need to conduct the
test before or after 6 months, it is not going invalidate the test in any way.
Sexual History exams (SHE I and SHE II)
have been combined to the (SHE). If you
are an examiner or a program that really
enjoys having the two separate exams,
then it is fine to continue to do so how.
The point of changing this was to teach
that you do not have to have two different
exams. It is always okay to gather all sexual history information during one test. If
there is an examinee where the referral
source is concerned about 8 different target issues, then there would be no issues
to gather all that information during the
first exam, run a screening on 4 target issues and then bring the examinee back
for a second exam where you may review
what was already gathered and do a test
on the remaining four target issues.
Operational definitions throughout the
entire model policy have been updated to
the current language that is used within

sex offender supervision and treatment.
If the operational policies are something
use, please take the time to review each
one of these.
Lastly, the largest change that occurred
is that the suitability section has been
removed altogether. Suitability guidance
was initially introduced in the PCSOT
Model policy. Because many examiners
found utility from this section, a suitability policy was created. It was determined
that it would be better to update the suitability model policy for all examinees that
is inclusive of PCSOT testing and remove
the suitability section from the PCSOT
policy since we now have the information elsewhere. If you only ever utilized
the suitability section for your suitability
determinations for testing, please review
the updated suitability policy that is now
listed on the APA website.
The PCSOT Committee is available for any
person who has questions, comments, edits, or discussion they would like to have
on the changes made. You can reach out
to any of the members (as listed on the
APA website) and we will be happy to assist you in any way that we can.

APA Magazine 2021, 54 (5)

101

