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Dear Readers, Dear Authors, 

we deliver to you the fi rst issue of European Polygraph in its revamped edition. Be-

ginning with 2020 our journal will be published not quarterly but semi-annually. 

Th e visual layout is also changing, especially the cover. Th e main line of the general 

content, however, continues to be devoted to the methods of lie detection, especial-

ly polygraph examinations. 

We will continue to publish academic articles, case studies, and book reviews, as 

well as reports from academic and scientifi c conferences, and news about the de-

velopments in the lives of organisations dealing with what is broadly construed as 

lie detection. We will also publish announcements of seminars, conferences, and 

training sessions free of charge. 

Th e basic form of our journal will continue to be its online version with free access 

to archive articles. Th e “hardcopy” edition will remain secondary, as it is designed 

mostly for libraries and authors at request, and also available for sale. 

* * *

Th ere is one more change on the post of our editorial assistant, with Margerita 

(Rita) Krasnowolska, MA, being succeeded by Anna Szuba-Boroń, PhD.

Rita Krasnowolska was our editorial assistant since the establishment of the journal 

in 2007 and has contributed to the publication on 50 issues of European Polygraph. 

Let me thank her most cordially for the years of cooperation. 

DOI: 10.2478/EP-2020-0001
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* * *

Th is issue of European Polygraph is a special one. It reminds us that the practical use 

of the polygraph in criminal cases is already a hundred years old. Th is is the span of 

time from the moment when young John Augustus Larson entered service at the 

Berkeley Police Department, and started his work on the construction of the fi rst 

polygraph for forensic use. 

Following an initiative of our colleague and member of the Editorial Board of our 

journal, Tuvya Amsel, PhD, we turned with two questions to a group of long-serv-

ing, experienced polygraphers. Th ey were: 

1) Suppose you were a polygraph examiner already in the early years of the profes-

sion, when the practice was evolving please, outline the foremost changes you 

have witnessed in the last 100 years.

2) Please, disregard technical instrumental development due to the fact that those 

were basically developed by out of polygraph professionals and were later har-

nessed to the polygraph needs.

In this issue of European Polygraph, we publish their answers. I believe they are in-

teresting food for thought showing the evolution of polygraph use, and the evo-

lution of the examination technique and equipment in the last several decades. 

I would like to thank all who have submitted their texts very cordially in my name 

and on behalf of the initiator of the project, Tuvya Amsel.

           Jan Widacki 
Editor-in-Chief 
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John Augustus Larson (1892–1965) 

An American physiologist, policeman, and inventor born in Canada to Scandina-

vian immigrants, Larson studied biology at Boston University and earned a mas-

ter’s degree in 1915. Interestingly, the subject of his MSc dissertation was fi nger-

print identifi cation. Later, Larson studied at the University of California, Berkeley, 

where he obtained his PhD in physiology in 1920. In the same year he joined the 

forces of the Berkeley Police Department, quite likely becoming the fi rst American 

policeman with a doctoral degree. 

DOI: 10.2478/EP-2020-0002
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Larson knew Marston’s experiments with blood pressure used as a method of lie-de-

tection, and developed it further. First, he combined Marston’s test based on the 

examination of blood pressure with measurements of the pulse, and control of 

respiration with the use of the pneumograph. In this way, he constructed the fi rst 

polygraph for the detection of deception. It is worth mentioning that August Voll-

mer, at the time Chief of the Berkeley Police Department, supported Larson in his 

experiments.

Larson’s polygraph (called “sphymomanometer”, or shortly “sphyggy”) is included 

on the 2003 List of the 325 Greatest Inventions of All Time of the Encyclopedia 

Britannica Almanac along with the hot air balloon of the Brothers Montgolfi er, the 

Flyer (airplane) of the Wright Brothers, Torricelli’s barometer, A. Jeff reis’s DNA 

fi ngerprinting, Willem Einthoven’s electrocardiograph, and many others.

Larson is an unquestioned pioneer of using polygraph in criminal investigations. 

When the use of polygraph examination spread widely and wildly (notably, with no 

scientifi c control) in many fi elds of life, Larson lost interest in the polygraph and 

turned to psychiatric practice. He is alleged to have said that he “At times I’m sorry 

I ever had any part in its development”. Anyway, a hundred years ago, a new era of 

criminal investigation began in Berkeley, California. Th e era of criminal investiga-

tion supported with polygraph examination.

Jan Widacki 
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John Augustus Larson

Modifi cation of the Marston Deception Test
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MODIFICATION OF THE MARSTON DECEPTION TEST 1919
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Reprinted from: Journal of Criminal Law, and Criminology 1922, 12, 390–399.
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The Centennial Introspection Project 
100 Years of Polygraph Practice

Tuvya T. Amsel

Foreword

Th e notion that our body displays physical cues indicative of deception has been 

recognized since early days of mankind thus produced numerous methods to detect 

deception, most of which relied on the concept that God will help the truthtellers 

to survive the ordeals and tortures suspects were subject to. Only in the nineteenth 

century researchers with academic background utilizing medical measuring appara-

tuses, were able to demonstrate the connection between intentional deception and 

its’ physical responses i.e. the “psychophysiological connection”.

DOI: 10.2478/EP-2020-0003
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Around 1920 the polygraph has advanced from its early laboratory experimental 

stage to nowadays operational practical stage. In 1921 the fi rst polygraph police 

laboratory was inaugurated in California’s Berkley Police Department. And already 

in 1923, the US Supreme Court referred to of the systolic blood pressure test in its 

famous Frye precedence.

In spite of not having an exact date of birth, it can be estimated that the polygraph 

is celebrating nowadays its’ fi rst centennial anniversary, a mile stone that calls for an 

introspection of what has been achieved since its’ “birth”. For that, publications of 

the profession’s forth fathers who laid the practical foundation (such as; Marston, 

Larson, Keeler and others), were reviewed in order to compare early days practice to 

current practice. Although the review focused on the early twenties of the twenti-

eth century later publications which detailed the early practice – including sugges-

tions from the thirties were reviewed as well.

In order to broaden and enrich this review, nowadays prominent professional re-

searchers and practitioners were asked to share their point of view in this matter by 

answering the following question:

Suppose you were a polygraph examiner already in the early years of the profession, 

when the practice was evolving please, outline the foremost changes you have wit-

nessed in the last 100 years.

Please, disregard technical instrumental development due to the fact that those 

were basically developed by out of polygraph professionals and were later harnessed 

to the polygraph needs. 

* * * 

 While researching these old publications the similarities between old days practice 

and current practice was surprising and somewhat annoying. Yet, in spite of the sim-

ilarities it seems that hundred years ago, examiners practiced an intuition-based 
practice while today, examiners are practicing an evidence-based practice. Old 

days practice leaned on individual examiners experience which led to diff erent 

schools of thoughts while today regardless of the diff erences between the various 

approaches they all should be rooted on researches.

i.e. standardized practice opposed to diff erence schools of thought practice which was 

based on individual experience.



 2525

Last 100 years excelled in revolutionary scientifi c changes, a revolution that seems 

to neglect the polygraph practice. In spite of not witnessing a revolution there is an 

ongoing evolution that aft er hundred years can be considered as a revolution.

And to all those innovation and ground-breaking zealots and fanatics who claim 

“stagnation”, keep the wheel in mind. Th e wheel was invented some 8000 years ago. 

Th e basic shape and form stayed the same since. Innovation and advancement came 

in the shape of material: from stone thru wood thru metal to nowadays rubber with 

steel walls. Yet, the original shape and form stayed the same for an obvious reason: 

‘If it’s ain’t broke don’t fi x it”!



© year of fi rst publication Author(s). This is an open access article distributed under the Creative Commons 
Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs license http://creativecommons.Org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
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In my opinion...

Gordon Barland

• Th e widespread expansion of polygraph for screening job applicants, especially 

by police and intelligence organizations.

• Th e development of standardized protocols, including institutionalized quality 

control. [Th e demise of “Nobody else can read my charts.”]

• Th e explosion in polygraph usage by many (most?) countries worldwide.

 • Th e development of resistance, initially by union/legislative action, later by 

countermeasure literature and personalized training.

DOI: 10.2478/EP-2020-0004
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In my view...

Bill Fleisher

In my view, the greatest advances in the polygraph profession in the last 100 years, 

outside of instrumentation, have been in three areas. Th e fi rst, is the evolution of 

testing techniques particularly in Zone of Comparison testing. Second, the use of 

numerical scoring and systemizing chart analysis through a better understanding 

psycho-physiological indicator of deception; scoring rules; and statistical probabil-

ities. Lastly, the advances in recognizing and understanding countermeasures and 

the improvements in counter-countermeasures tactics.

DOI: 10.2478/EP-2020-0005
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My point of view...

Mark Handler

1. Th e technology has advanced to computers that allow much more reliable pro-

cessing and storage of the data.

2. Th e instrumentation has changed in that the A-D technology is much better 

and we can collect more fi nite data without having to torture the subject with 

mechanical cardio.

DOI: 10.2478/EP-2020-0006
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3. We have studied the science to where we have learned what principles seem 

valid, and which “old school lore” are just BS.

4. We have been able to use what we learned to develop techniques that capture the 

most data per chart.

5. We have learned what features, transformations, rules, and reference distribu-

tions best allow us to maximize correct classifi cation in TDA.

6. We have developed a  number of algorithms that outperform 90% of human 

scorers.

7. We have published a body of literature, including several meta-analyses or me-

ta-analytic reviews to defend the science.

8. We have published a number of manuscripts, along with subject matter experts 

outside of the profession, to describe the physiology we are capturing.
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A Hundred Years of Polygraphy: 
Some Primary Changes and Related Issues

Frank Horvath

The question at hand:

Th e question to be addressed is essentially: “Supposing you were a polygraph exam-

iner in the early years of the fi eld, what are the foremost changes you have witnessed 

in the last 100 years?”

Early Practitioners

I’ve been affi  liated with the fi eld of Polygraphy for quite a  long time. Most of 

what I  have learned about the early formative years in the United States came 

from reading the material written by some of the leading spokespersons at that 

DOI: 10.2478/EP-2020-0007
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time, among them Leonarde Keeler (1930, 1933), Dr. John Larson (1932) and 

Dr. William M.  Marston (1938). I’ve learned about those persons from more 

contemporary writings that provided useful biographical material such as what 

Alder (2007) and Bunn (2012) have written. (See also: Horvath, 2008.) And, 

I was fortunate to learn in a diff erent way about those years from those who knew 

personally some of the early practitioners but who were most active in a some-

what later time period. Th ese included Professor Fred E. Inbau, John E. Reid, 

Esq., Leonard Harrelson, Warren Holmes, Cleve Backster and my good friend 

who, fortunately is still with us, Mr. Lynn Marcy. In addition, I learned a lot from 

persons who were active in Polygraphy in government service, such as Norman 

Ansley, Ronald Decker, Raymond Weir, and Walter Atwood who is now the 

oldest living member and Past President of the American Polygraph Association 

(Starks, 2019). And, there are many others whose names would not be so well 

recognized but who were experts willing to share their knowledge.

I mention many of the early practitioners not because I want to recount anything 

they said but rather because they represent a wide range of thinking about the 

early years and more generally about the fi eld of Polygraphy. If any of the names 

I’ve noted are not familiar to you, I urge you, the reader, to read what they wrote. 

You’ll see that in spite of what advances have been made much of the early think-

ing is still with us and, though the fi eld may seem to have advanced considerably, 

it is actually at the beginning. Th ere is a lot that remains to be discovered. And, 

importantly, there is a need in the fi eld for much more, and more honest, atten-

tion than has been apparent.

I  presume that the question at issue here is directed at changes observed over 

time in more technical areas, such as the development and evolution of the Reid 

developed “comparative response question; “testing processes, known generally 

as testing ‘techniques;’ the change from analog to digital instrumentation; the use 

of diff erent forms of comparison questions; the use of diff erent manual and com-

puter-assisted polygraph data ‘scoring’ methods; refi nements in scoring (physio-

logical) features and other similar topics. I’m confi dent that many of these will 

be covered by others who are addressing the same question I’ve been asked. And, 

though I’ll off er an overview of some of these at a later point I’d like to address 

fi rst issues that broaden the scope of the question at hand beyond narrow, techni-

cal considerations. My emphasis will be on factors that have changed Polygraphy 

over time—at least in my experience—some of which occurred largely beyond 

the control of those in the fi eld. Th ese, I think, tell us more about where we are—
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and maybe where we’re going—than most of the so-called improvements that 

now seem to dominate the professional literature in the fi eld.

Polygraphy—the use of a polygraph instrument in a structured clinical process to 

assess credibility—was one of many developing forensic techniques. And, it was 

one that, in its early years, received a lot of public attention, perhaps more than 

most other nascent forensic procedures that were developing at that time. 

Polygraphy was initially applied, as the public was told in the popular media, in 

eff orts at “lie detection.” More important than that simple misnomer, however, 

was that Polygraphy was seen as a primary means of sorting those who were in-

volved in known criminal events from those who were not, or, in diff erent terms, 

sorting liars, if you will, from truth-tellers. (Th at’s diff erent, I think, from sorting 

“lies” from “truth” as the term “lie detection” would imply.)

Th e early application of Polygraphy being devoted to investigation of criminal 

events is the place I’ll start. It is well known that many of the founding practi-

tioners were well educated and had scientifi c and professional training in their 

background. For example, William Marston was a student of Hugo Munsterberg, 

a well-known, highly respected, academically trained psychologist, who gave con-

siderable thought and writing time to “lie detection.” And Marston himself had 

academic training as both a psychologist and a medical doctor. Dr. John Larson 

held a doctoral degree and unlike his contemporary and well-known colleague 

Leonarde Keeler, sought to improve Polygraphy with greater emphasis on sci-

ence-based processes. Keeler seemed to resist this idea and apparently was very 

idiosyncratic in his testing methods. He appeared to be highly reliant on the force 

of his reputation—which was of high order—and personality. Professor Fred In-

bau and John Reid both held law degrees and both held strong positions in trying 

to ‘professionalize’ Polygraphy. Th ey were very active in trying to eliminate or, at 

least, minimize what were seen in their day as abusive police practices, particular-

ly in police interrogation.

I believe that the training and background of these early practitioners gave the 

developing fi eld a high degree of acceptance and respect. Th ey were all seen as 

being devoted to the need to investigate and resolve criminal events in support 

of a societal need for law enforcement. While each of them engaged in the me-

dia-driven controversial possibility of “lie detection” what they did in practice 

was well regarded and seen as a positive contribution of scientifi c advance. 
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Event-free Polygraphy

Th is, I believe, changed in time. Keeler, presumably because of his public reputa-

tion and self-promotion, initiated—along with some others—the use of “lie de-

tector” testing of employees in private organizations as well as government agen-

cies calling for secure environments. Th is testing for “loyalty, integrity, reliability, 

mental stability and suitability” (Alder, 2007), whether of employees in private 

organizations or of scientists and others involved in governmental work (Testing 

done for the Atomic Energy Commission in the 1940’s is an example.), represents 

what in my view is one of the most signifi cant changes the fi eld has seen in its 100 

years of existence. 

Keeler opened the fi rst private practice in Polygraphy in the U.S. (Alder, 2007). 

Because of his reputation he was oft en called upon to investigate/resolve criminal 

events. Th e use of Polygraphy in these matters today is referred to as event-specif-

ic testing. However, there is another use of Polygraphy apparently initiated by—

or, at the least—strongly promoted by Keeler referred to generically as event-free 

testing; depending on circumstances it may also be referred to as periodic testing, 

employment screening, routine testing, or more oft en just as ‘polygraph screen-

ing.’ It is critical to distinguish this use of Polygraphy from that involving known 

events. While both involve the use of a polygraph and both rely on analysis of 

physiological data to determine if an examinee is lying or telling the truth the 

diff erences between the processes are quite pronounced. While there isn’t room 

here to go into great detail regarding these diff erences let it suffi  ce to say that 

when there is a known-event polygraph testing, properly carried out, has a high 

degree of accuracy. For example, if an examinee is asked: “Did you shoot John 

Doe?” in a properly constructed examination one can conclude that the outcome 

is likely to be correct regarding the specifi c issue that was covered in the questions 

the examinee was asked. On the other hand, in an event-free examination the 

examinee may be asked something like: “Did you ever use an illegal drug?” It is 

obvious here that a testing outcome leading to a determination that an examinee 

has been “untruthful” does not lead to any knowledge of what produced that 

result. Th at is why I’ve referred to this kind of result in other contexts as the “So 

What.” result. Th at is, what is important in the contexts in which such a result 

is gotten is not the result itself but rather what the examinee might have done, 

if anything, to produce it. In other words, “So what?” if there is a physiological 

response to a question about drug usage? Did he/she use marijuana one time or 

one-hundred times? Or, was it marijuana that was used or heroin? When? How 
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oft en? And so forth. In other words the value of event-free testing—at least as it 

is currently carried out—rests on the acquisition of information (which is oft en 

not otherwise available), not on a simple testing outcome. Keeler, of course, as 

well as his colleagues at the time, was highly regarded for his ability to produce 

information from those he tested. 

From the time when Keeler was active (1930’s – 1940’s) until the mid-1980’s the 

use of event-free testing became over that period the dominant testing proce-

dure. At the same time it also became a leading source of criticism of Polygraphy, 

even though it was not oft en seen in isolation from known-event testing. Th e 

testing of applicants for employment in private business as well as in governmen-

tal agencies, and the periodic testing of employees, grew suffi  ciently to trouble 

many, particularly labor unions and ‘civil rights’ groups. Because they had consid-

erable political infl uence they were able to raise congressional concern. Enough 

concern that a federal agency, the Offi  ce of Technology Assessment (OTA) was 

called upon by the U.S. congress to investigate research on Polygraphy. Th e OTA 

published its report in 1983 (OTA, 1983). Not surprisingly it was a very critical 

report, particularly regarding usage in event-free situations.

Th e OTA report led to a congressional eff ort to engage the growing fi eld of Pol-

ygraphy. Th at eff ort, although initially focused on the use of polgraph testing 

within federal agencies, broadened to include usage in non-governmental, mainly 

commercial businesses where labor unions were most heavily focused. Congres-

sional attention eventuated in what is now known as the Employee Polygraph 

Protection Act of 1998 (EPPA, 1998). Th is was indeed another signifi cant devel-

opment in Polygraphy. Th is act essentially prohibited the use of Polygraphy in all 

private commercial businesses though it did not aff ect usage in federal agencies 

nor in non-federal agencies with a demonstrable interest in law enforcement and 

certain security tasks. 

EPPA had a dramatic eff ect on the use of Polygraphy outside of the federal gov-

ernment. Because most of the non-federal polygraph testing was dominated by 

event-free testing, which was the primary source of income for polygraph exam-

iners outside of the government, many of them were forced to close their busi-

nesses. Th ose that were able to sustain themselves did so by focusing their eff orts 

on testing (mainly screening) for police agencies, carrying out known-event test-

ing for legal purposes, oft en at the request of attorneys and engaging in other 

non-polygraph-related services.



A HUNDRED YEARS OF POLYGRAPHY 3535

Not surprisingly, the passage of EPPA also had an eff ect on membership in pro-

fessional organizations representing polygraph examiners. Th is can be seen in 

the drop in the membership of the American Polygraph Association (APA) aft er 

EPPA was passed. Prior to passage of EPPA the APA had about 3,000 members; 

aft er passage membership dropped to about two-thirds of that. As I  write this 

APA membership is about where it was prior to EPPA. What led to this renewed 

growth is of interest here.

A new use of Event-Free Polygraphy

Aft er the APA experienced its drop in membership two signifi cant events oc-

curred, both leading to recovery of numbers of members. One of these, interest-

ingly, was a result of growth in and application of a rather new form of event-free 

polygraph testing. Th e second, starting in the mid-1990’s resulted from deliber-

ate eff orts on the part of some active examiners to encourage and promote in-

ternational interest in Polygraphy. Each of these, in its own right, represented 

a signifi cant change in the fi eld.

In the fi rst instance the use of event-free polygraph testing to monitor the be-

havior of sex off enders attracted many professionals who were involved in such 

treatment or supervision programs. Many of these saw value in relying on Polyg-

raphy to encourage sex off enders to engage more fully and more deliberately in 

prescribed treatments. Others, already involved in off ender-related supervision 

programs, such as probation agencies, were encouraged to seek out training in 

polygraph testing so that they could apply it directly in their work. In addition 

sex off ender testing eventually became a primary focus of commercial polygraph 

examiners, both those who had been able to continue their services following the 

passage of EPPA and those who were new to the fi eld.

While there are some exceptions almost all of the sex off ender testing that is done 

is of the event-free mode. And, like other forms of such testing little is known 

about its use in that application. Th e American Polygraph Association has as-

sumed responsibility for the regulation of its members who engage in that test-

ing. And, there have been some research eff orts to document the eff ectiveness of 

that testing mode (Grubin, 2016). Nevertheless, it has been assumed, without 

sound evidence, that testing of the sex-off ender population can be carried out in 

a way similar to other event-free testing as applied in its many other applications.



FRANK HORVATH3636

My focus on event-free testing as one of the signifi cant developments in the fi eld 

is partly because it is and has been, since the early 1950’s in the U.S., a  widely 

used but obscure application. In spite of its usage—and the variety of ways it 

is applied—it is diff erent enough from known-event testing that little is known 

about how, or how well, it works. It is so widely used because it serves a purpose 

not addressed by other methods in the circumstances in which it is applied. It is 

usually applied as one of the procedures employed to screen job applicants. How-

ever, regardless of its application, event-free polygraph testing is most useful in 

producing information, oft en unique information not otherwise available. But as 

a means of “lie detection” it is not likely that it permits the certainty of known-

event testing. It is the information produced by event-free testing that promotes 

its continued use. 

I have often asked those in the polygraph community as well as those who were 

at the levels above operational personnel “Why is it that 90% of the testing 

done in the government—as well as outside of it—is event-free testing but only 

10% of the research and writing about polygraph testing is directed at known-

event testing? Stated in a different way, we know a lot more about known-event 

testing than we do about event-free testing [The OTA (1983) report and the 

subsequent government sponsored report by the National Research Council 

(2003) make this point evident]. The two modes of testing are not the same 

and one cannot generalize from what is known in one context directly to the 

other. This situation, of course, persists and remains as problematic is it was 

when Keeler was active.

International Growth in Polygraphy

While for many decades following the 1950’s there was an interest in Polygraphy in 

countries outside of the U.S. the growth was not pronounced. In the late 1980’s and 

early 1990’s there was a stronger movement in this direction. One example of this 

occurred in Singapore. In that country there were several polygraph examiners and 

one in particular who had been trained in the U.S. and who was noticeably eff ective 

and was recognized as such amongst governmental agencies. His performance and 

encouragement led law enforcement and intelligence agencies to seek out training 

for a  select group of their employees. A  leading U.S. examiner, Mr. Lynn Marcy, 

who was highly regarded and well known in the fi eld, was chosen to do this. He, 

along with a support staff  he assembled, brought his training program to Singapore 

and over a number of years built up an agency-wide polygraph testing program in 
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that country. Th e number of examiners in that country grew in a relatively short 

time and, reportedly, were quite successful.

In the mid-1990’s aft er being elected to the Presidency of the APA I encouraged 

the APA Board to engage in activities to promote international growth in the fi eld 

and in the organization. While not all members were in agreement we moved in 

that direction. One of the things that was done was to provide an annual luncheon 

for representatives from outside the U.S. during which those in attendance would 

meet with and hear directly from Board members. At the fi rst of these, as I recall, 

there were perhaps 20 or so persons in attendance, many from Canada who, while 

‘international’ had their own established eff ort in Polygraphy. Over time, however, 

the APA’s international membership grew, as did the number who attended the 

APA luncheon. In fact, the luncheon was eventually discontinued, largely because 

the number of attendees grew too large to handle.

I mention the APA’s action here because it was my belief that growth in Polygra-

phy outside the U.S.—generally seen as the most advanced environment—would 

lead to research and other positive developments in which the understanding of 

cultural, social, legal and political eff ects would become clearer and ultimately be 

of benefi t. Th at has not yet occurred, at least not in a very noticeable way. But what 

has happened is strong and widespread growth in the use of Polygraphy outside of 

the U.S. And, that in turn has led to growth in APA membership. Th at organization 

has recovered its loss of members from the eff ect of EPPA. Th e total membership 

is now about where it was prior to EPPA, 2,700 members. Th is, in large part, is due 

to increasing numbers of international members, now almost 30% of all members. 

Moreover, of the current twenty-fi ve APA accredited training “schools” that pro-

vide initial instruction in Polygraphy, 12 of them are located outside of the U.S. Of 

the remainder situated in the U.S. many provide regular training in other countries. 

Th us, it is clear that Polygraphy, with its primary home in the United States, is now 

truly international in scope. It remains to be seen what such a change will bring to 

what once was a mostly localized concern.

In addition to the actions in the APA to promote international usage, there has 

been in more recent years another impetus. Th is has been a very signifi cant pro-

motion of Polygraphy by U.S. government agencies. Largely because those agencies 

had an interest in securing relationships with allied countries eff orts were made by 

them to implement and support the use of polygraph testing. In furtherance of this 

the agencies funded training programs and related activities in outside countries 

that had neither the funding nor suffi  cient self-interest in developing their own 
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programs. Much of this eff ort went forward in Mexico and other Latin-American 

countries and it continues today.

Because of this international growth, polygraph testing has become a  common 

activity in many countries across the world whereas before there was little, if any, 

usage. Although this change has not yet led to substantive advances in many areas 

of importance there is now a clear potential for that to occur. For example, little is 

known regarding the eff ect of cultural diff erences on polygraph testing, whether of 

the known-event or event-free type. Advances in knowledge of such diff erences are 

much more likely because of the expansion of testing outside of North America. 

The Eff ect of the Internet

Some have called the development of the Internet the greatest invention of all time. 

Even if that is a bit overstated, there is little doubt that the use of the Internet has 

had led to changes in Polygraphy. While for many decades a lot of information on 

that topic was available in training manuals, monographs and other publications 

these, generally, were accessible in public libraries. An interested person needed to 

make a special eff ort to access such documents. Th e Internet, of course, has changed 

that and, with respect to Polygraphy, there is now a large amount of information 

readily available to anyone, even information that had previously been held in 

a protected way. And, the one aspect of Polygraphy that dominated the concerns of 

the scientists who prepared the report for the National Research Council (2003), 

the use of countermeasures, is now a topic of in-depth discussion on a number of 

World-Wide-Web (WWS) sites. Moreover, this topic is oft en presented in such 

a  way that anyone preparing to undergo polygraph testing can learn about what 

are believed to be (by those who prepare the web sites) eff ective ways to alter fa-

vorably the outcome of a polygraph examination. Th is development has infl uenced 

the practices of polygraph examiners. Whether the testing involves event-free or 

known-event testing the problem of countermeasures continues to warrant more 

and better research than what is now available. In fact, what is now available is not 

very helpful and quite limited in coverage.

One of the more popular—and most informative—sites found on the WWW went 

online in the year 2000. In the past two decades it is likely that every action exam-

inees are instructed to engage in on that site in order to aff ect favorable polygraph 

testing has been regularly seen in fi eld practices. No doubt sometimes these tactics 

have been successful. But, even if that is untrue there is little question that practices 



A HUNDRED YEARS OF POLYGRAPHY 3939

in Polygraphy have changed. Easy access to information, reliable or not, and wheth-

er or not dealing with the eff ect of countermeasures, has necessitated, among other 

things, revised testing approaches and more advanced training programs. Changes 

in the fi eld are continuing perhaps at a faster pace and in ways not anticipated prior 

the advent of the Internet.

Technical Changes

Th e broader changes I’ve mentioned appear to me to have been powerful and 

of widespread eff ect. But, there are some more technical changes that have been 

important to Polygraphy. I’ll turn to some of these, perhaps more briefl y than de-

served, but I wish to at least make note of them. All of these were brought about 

internally; that is, by practitioners. 

First among these technical issues is the development by John E. Reid (1947) of what 

he referred to as the “comparative response question”. In its early usage this question 

was oft en referred to as a ‘control’ question’; today, it is called simply a ‘comparison’ 

question. Th e use of this question, an important change, moved the fi eld away from 

what was in Keeler’s time the Relevant-Irrelevant Technique (RIT), highly prone 

to false positive errors—especially when decisions are based only on collected phys-

iological data—to what is now, generically, the Comparison Question Technique 

(CQT). Th e RIT and the CQT are actually a family of procedures. A third family 

is what I  refer to as the Information Recognition Technique which includes the 

Guilty Knowledge Test (GKT), the Concealed Information Test (CIT), and other 

similar procedures.

Th e CQT is now and has been for decades the primary mode of testing in the U.S. 

and in much of the rest of the world. Although the procedures within that family 

have been the source of controversy regarding which is the ‘best,’ they are funda-

mentally similar. Th ere is no reliable evidence to show that they lead to signifi cant 

diff erences in outcome.

Between the 1950’s and to about 1970 there were not a lot of what I regard as sig-

nifi cant, substantive changes. Some might indicate that changes within the CQT 

family were of real importance. For instance, the most well-known CQT approach-

es, the Arther, the Backster, the Reid and the Federal Zone Comparison Tech-

niques all claimed certain advantages over the others. While that may be the case, 

most oft en it was the diff erence in format, not the “Technique,” that was seen to be 

signifi cant. In my view, and I believe the evidence is compelling, format diff erences 
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(Format refers to the structure and composition of the question list.) does not have 

any real eff ect on outcome diff erences (Horvath, 2019). (I  am not aware of any 

honest and comprehensive assessments of “CQT Technique” diff erences.) 

In that period there were two changes that did have signifi cant infl uence. Th e fi rst 

of these was the addition of a method for capturing movements of examinees to de-

tect deliberate attempts to infl uence the polygraphic data. Th is was initially devel-

oped by John E. Reid (1945) and, in principle, it has been used on a regular basis by 

many examiners since it was introduced. It is now the case—decades aft er Reid fi rst 

suggested it—that the use of a motion-sensing device is a standard, almost essential, 

addition to polygraph instrumentation.

Th e second important development in that time was the manual numerical scor-

ing method advanced by Backster. Th is was derived from the earlier ‘check-mark 

scoring system’ (Horvath, 2019) and it off ered several advantages. It facilitated the 

training of examiners; it helped to permit clearer assessments of examiners’ agree-

ment in their analyses. Also, such scoring made Polygraphy appear to be more sci-

entifi cally grounded, though the evidence to date does not show that it improved 

the accuracy of outcomes in comparison to the system from which it was derived. 

Finally, numerical scoring facilitated statistical analysis of data for research purpos-

es. Nevertheless, numerical scoring—in its original form— is not now a preferred 

method, but irrespective of that, it was a  noteworthy change in response to the 

question at hand.

Two signifi cant events, technical in way, happened aft er 1970. Th ey each had a real 

eff ect on the development of Polygraphy, particularly the CQT. Th e fi rst of these 

was the publication by Horvath and Reid (1971) that showed, for the fi rst time, 

that CQT data derived from real-life testing circumstances could be objectively 

blind-reviewed with a high degree of accuracy. Basically, what was done in that re-

port has been replicated many times over the successive years. And, while these rep-

lications have revealed as yet unexplained concerns, they do support the principal 

point made in the Horvath and Reid study: Real-life CQT data are susceptible to 

a useful, accurate and informative objective review. 

A second event of importance, interestingly at about the same time the Horvath 

and Reid study appeared, was a  research report by Gordon Barland (Barland, 

1972). In his study Barland showed for the fi rst time that CQT testing, largely as 

it was being done in real-life instances, could be directly assessed in a controlled, 

laboratory environment. His study opened the door for additional research, much 
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of which has been devoted to attempts to understand better some of the factors that 

infl uence CQT outcomes. Th e Barland report, considered in context with the re-

port of Horvath and Reid study revealed that CQT testing was open to useful and 

positive contributions from both practitioners and interested academic researchers. 

Th is, in my view, is largely what has provided the impetus for today’s ongoing eff orts 

to advance Polygraphy, again especially with respect to the CQT.

Partly because of the interest developed by the Horvath & Reid report and Bar-

land’s laboratory study the years between those studies and now have seen more 

research and academic attention on Polygraphy than was noted in most previous 

times, perhaps with the exception of the Keeler-Marston-Larson period. Much 

of this was directed or done by Dr. David Raskin and his erstwhile students. Al-

though their research covered a  number of topics there are two that may off er 

the most promising change. Th e fi rst of these is the development of one of the 

extant versions of a “scoring” algorithm that analyses digitally collected (CQT) 

polygraph data. Th is has been shown to yield outcomes equal to what good exam-

iners are capable of, at least in some circumstances. However, it is not certain that 

this algorithm or one of the others now available or under development (or any 

of them) will prove to be a “standard” in the fi eld. Th e use of such algorithms is 

at the present time an unsettled issue. Th e APA has only recently announced the 

organization of a group to investigate the value of the currently available scoring 

algorithms (Starks, 2020).

Th e second development, largely a result of research by Dr. John Kircher, is the 

assessment of ocular changes for purposes of “lie detection.” Ocular sensors are 

now available for integration in standard polygraph instruments, though current-

ly they are used only by a small number of practitioners. On the other hand, as 

I would think all examiners know, there is at least one ocular sensor system that 

is currently being marketed as a standalone device, reportedly able to yield out-

comes comparable to that of polygraph testing. Such devices seem to be largely in 

the preliminary developmental stage—the marketing and other promotional lit-

erature notwithstanding. It is not yet certain if ocular-based data will contribute 

in a meaningful way to standard CQT polygraph testing. Moreover, whether or 

not standalone devices based on pupillary data will best serve very specifi c pur-

poses or will, on the other hand, actually have practical value similar to polygraph 

testing is now unclear.
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Closing Comment*

I am grateful to Tuvya Amsel and Professor Jan Widacki for raising the question 

I and others have responded to. As I said earlier in this paper, we are at the begin-

ning stages of this fi eld and there is much to be done. I encourage all of those who 

fi nd some value in what I and others have written to start doing it. Our pace, to 

date, has been slow and rather haphazard. More involvement in the right direction 

by the dedicated persons in the fi eld will move things forward surprisingly fast.
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Five Milestones in the History of the Polygraph

Donald J. Krapohl

Looking back through the lens of history I believe there were fi ve critical events that 

brought the polygraph profession to where it is today. Here are those events.

The Idea

Polygraphy began as the simple-yet-profound idea that cognitive activities revealed 

through physiological monitoring could be exploited for the practical purpose of 

assessing the statements of suspects. Th at idea was proposed by Hugo Münsterberg, 

the father of forensic science, in the early 1900s. In his classic text On the Witness 

Stand (1908), Professor Münsterberg presciently suggested that changes in respira-

tory, cardiovascular and electrodermal systems could be brought to bear on the 
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problem of detecting deception. Among the many readers of his book no doubt 

was a young Ph.D. student at the University of California (Berkeley), John Larson, 

who would take the next step.

The Test of the Idea 

In about 1920 Dr. John Larson set up an assemblage of laboratory apparatuses to 

determine whether deceptive intent was accessible through bodily changes. Th ey 

were. Th e following year Dr. Larson conducted the fi rst real-world criminal poly-

graph test of record on April 19th in the College Hall theft s about which he wrote 

in the fi rst polygraph article later that same year. While Dr. Larson eventually left  

the fi eld, others working with him, C.D. Lee and Leonarde Keeler, created portable 

devices and captured the public’s attention with their ability to solve high profi le 

crimes. 

The Standardization of the Protocol

In the early days of polygraphy examiners did not have defi ned testing and scoring 

protocols as we understand them now. It would not be until about 1960 when Mr. 

Cleve Backster introduced standardized testing and analysis procedures to his stu-

dents. Th ese important contributions made it possible for diff erent examiners to 

come to a common conclusion regarding polygraph data, something we take for 

granted today. Mr. Backster’s innovation also paved the way for independent qual-

ity control.

The Validation of the Protocol

Polygraph research was spotty, at best, before 1970. In the early 1970s then-grad-

uate student Gordon Barland introduced Dr. David Raskin of the University of 

Utah to the polygraph. Dr. Raskin and his students subsequently began an unprec-

edented series of studies on the polygraph, developed almost all of what is known 

about polygraph countermeasures, improved manual scoring, created the fi rst com-

puterized instrument and algorithm, and refi ned testing procedures. Th eir body 

of work laid the groundwork for a  fi eld that heretofore had been dominated by 

practitioner-developed procedures to an endeavor with evidence-based methods.
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The Shift to Best Practices

For most of the history of the polygraph, the polygraph school an examiner graduat-

ed from accounted for almost all of her or his philosophy toward polygraph testing. 

Th ere were substantial methodological diff erences taught in the various polygraph 

schools, leading to large schisms in the polygraph community. In the early 2000s 

there was a  gradual shift  in the policies of the American Polygraph Association 

(APA) toward evidence-based practices. In 2007 the APA Board approved a stand-

ard that its members must use methods that are supported by scientifi c evidence 

beginning in 2012. Th e APA published a survey of defensible polygraph techniques 

in 2011 which led to a culling of the number of recognized polygraph techniques 

from more than 60 to fewer than a dozen. Today a test can be called invalid because 

it departs in a meaningful way from the supporting evidence rather than personal 

views shaped by diff erent polygraph schools. 

Conclusion

Tuvya Amsel’s Introspection Project turns our attention from our local concerns to 

the big picture. Developing the long view of polygraphy rewards those who make 

the eff ort with patterns and trends that reveal the trajectory of polygraphy from 

how it began to what it might become. Little could the early pioneers have envi-

sioned what 100 years of polygraphy would bring: polygraph programs around the 

world, computerized marvels to help conduct testing and analyze the data, a signif-

icant and growing body of supporting scientifi c evidence to guide our practices, and 

professional standards based on that evidence. We are living in a remarkable period 

thanks to the contribution of a  relatively small number of individuals doing the 

right thing at the right time.

Like the forefathers of the polygraph, we cannot know what will come in the next 100 

years. What great innovation is sitting in the mind of someone somewhere at this very 

moment that will transform the fi eld yet again? What will the sixth milestone be?

I, for one, cannot wait to fi nd out. 
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Foremost Changes in Polygraph in Last 100 Years

James Allan Matte

When I attended the Backster School of Lie Detection in New York City in Jan-

uary-February 1972, there were fi ve primary polygraph techniques in use at that 

time. Namely, the Relevant-Irrelevant Technique, the Reid Technique, the Arther 

Technique, the Marcy Technique, and the Backster Zone Comparison Technique. 

Th e changes that followed in the next forty years were signifi cant, and too exten-

sive for discussion in this paper, hence the interested reader is directed to the volu-

minous textbook (Matte 1996), updated with a Supplement (Matte 2002–2012), 

available at amazon.com. 

Since 2012, two major movements for signifi cant change have ensued. 

DOI: 10.2478/EP-2020-0009
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Th e fi rst is substitution of the traditional Probable-Lie Comparison Question 

(PLCQ) with the Directed-Lie Comparison Question (DLCQ). Th e PLCQ re-

quires great skill in its introduction, due to its threatening nature, whereas the 

DLCQ requires relatively no skill, and is readily accepted by the examinee, due to 

its non-threatening nature. It is the non-threatening nature of the DLCQ which 

opponents of the Directed-Lie are most concerned with. For a full, detailed discus-

sion and critique of the DLCQ, the reader is directed to (Matte 1998, Matte 1999, 

Matte 2015). 

Th e second major movement for change is the awarding of the Electrodermal Activ-

ity (EDA) signal greater weight than the Pneumograph and Cardiograph tracings, 

to wit: 50% for the EDA, 25% for the Pneumo, and 25% for the Cardio tracings. 

Th e reader is directed to (Marin, Barbey, Rosenbaum, Hammoud, Orr, Milad ( Jan 

2020), Matte 2015, Nelson 2019, Selle, Agan, Ben-Shakhar, (Sep 7, 2019).

I’m sure that other changes not discussed in this paper will be forthcoming in the 

summations solicited from other examiners and researchers. 
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Critical Changes Over the 100 Year Evolution 
of Polygraph Practices

Stanley M. Slowik

I  believe the most important evolutionary changes to polygraph procedures and 

practices over the last 100 years were all the result of the creation of the fi rst modern 

day crime laboratory in 1930 at the Northwestern School of Law, shortly thereaft er 

to become the Chicago Police Scientifi c Crime Laboratory and the many years of 

polygraph fi eld research and practice by John Reid and Fred Inbau. Th ese critical 

changes include the separation of polygraph from the art of interrogation, the crea-

tion of the probable lie comparison question and the development of investigatory 

interviews such as the Behavioral Analysis Interview which in forensic settings can 
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be used as both a check of polygraph opinion accuracy and a standalone diagnostic 

procedure. 

Separating Polygraph and Interrogation

Th roughout polygraph’s evolution, the most frequent practitioners and users of 

polygraph and interrogation have been law enforcement, the military and various 

government intelligence services. It was and is today, the norm for a single person 

to perform both functions, usually in the same setting. Contrary to claims made 

by some critics of police practices, the objectives of both polygraph and interro-

gation are mutual and compatible: to obtain the truth – not a mere acknowledge-

ment of guilt. Th e procedures, however, are functionally very diff erent (Slowik, 

2016). Polygraph has always been primarily a non-accusatory, investigatory pro-

cedure (“Did you do it”) while interrogations are essentially accusatory (“You did 

it. We need to know why and how you did it in a way we can corroborate.”). As 

Reid and Inbau soon discovered at the Crime Lab, early Relevant/Irrelevant pol-

ygraph procedures were not particularly accurate with high rates of false positive 

and inconclusive results. Since there are numerous reasons why a subject might 

produce a deceptive looking response to a Relevant Question besides actually be-

ing deceptive, it was not uncommon for examiners to run a chart, confront the 

subject over a deceptive looking response (interrogate) and if a statement confi rm-

ing deception was not obtained, to simply continue the examination, conducting 

additional tests with the same questions. While this type of practice is specifi cal-

ly prohibited today by all recognized polygraph associations and schools, it was 

justifi ed in earlier times since the goal was to obtain the truth and many people 

who believe they have been caught, give up and “confess”. Th e psychological prin-

ciple that people who believe investigators have a way of determining when they 

are lying are more likely to “confess” has always been known to investigators and 

is the sole basis today for devices such as the Computer Voice Stress Analyzer 

(CVSA) which all credible research indicates has no scientifi c validity in deter-

mining truth or deception. What Reid and Inbau were able to show was that 

charts conducted immediately aft er an accusatory interrogation contained even 

more false positives and inconclusive results than charts conducted without any 

kind of pre-test interrogation when using the Relevant/Irrelevant Technique. Th e 

reasons are somewhat self-evident. Anger can produce deceptive looking respons-

es (false positives). People, who are falsely accused of lying or committing an act 

they did not do, oft en become angry and upset. In addition, people subjected to 
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lengthy interrogation can quickly become “drained” (adrenal exhaustion) which 

oft en result in a complete lack of response on subsequent charts (inconclusives). 

When Reid and Inbau fi rst began to report and write about their early Crime Lab 

research and fi ndings, they combined everything about interviewing, Behavioral 

Symptom Analysis, polygraph and criminal interrogation in a single 1953 text, 

Lie Detection and Criminal Interrogation (Reid, Inbau 1953). As it became appar-

ent that interviews and polygraph examinations conducted immediately aft er an 

accusatory interrogation were consistently negatively eff ected, they went so far as 

to report subsequent research in two separate and distinct texts: Truth and De-

ception: Th e Polygraph (Lie Detector) Technique (Reid, 1966; 2nd Edition, 1977) 

and Criminal Interrogation and Confessions (Reid, 1967) with four subsequent 

editions. Th eir recommendation that interrogations should never be conducted 

immediately prior to polygraph examinations was included in the fi rst polygraph 

licensing law (Illinois, 1963) and subsequently incorporated into the By-Laws 

and Standards of Practice with the creation of the American Polygraph Associa-

tion in 1966. It should also be mentioned that prior to this time, other than sever-

al lectures Keeler would give as part of a week-long training session off ered at the 

original Northwestern University Law School Crime Lab, there were no formal 

polygraph schools. Students of polygraph either simply read the Reid and In-

bau books and declared themselves “preceptor trained” or attached themselves to 

practicing examiners and learned by observation and tips informally passed along 

by their mentors. Th ere were a few notable exceptions. In 1958, the Central Intel-

ligence Agency arranged for Zvi Aharoni, one of the most remarkable members 

of Israeli Mossad, to study for a prolonged period directly under Reid and Inbau 

and incorporate the Reid and Inbau methods into the original Israeli polygraph 

school (Aharoni, 1998). Aharoni is credited with planning and participating in 

the capture of Nazi war criminal Adolf Eichmann two years later. Aharoni wrote 

that he was very much opposed to the use of torture and coercive interrogation 

tactics commonly used in the Middle East at the time and specifi cally praised the 

Reid and Inbau polygraph and interrogation procedures he learned in Chicago 

as the best way to obtain the truth and avoid false admissions. Th is philosophy 

and the Reid Probable Lie Comparison Question Technique soon became the 

basis for the initial Israeli polygraph school and a revised approach to Mossad in-

terrogations. It is further critical to point out that contrary to several false media 

reports, the Reid Interview and Interrogation Technique remains the procedure 

specifi cally cited by both the U.S. Supreme Court (twice) as proper and legal.
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Creation of the Probable Lie Comparison Question

Leonard Keeler is not only credited with introducing polygraph to the Northwest-

ern University Law School Crime Laboratory upon its creation in 1930 but basical-

ly supporting the entire operation during the Depression by conducting polygraph 

examinations for a fee for private sector clients, primarily banks and retailers. Later, 

when the Crime Lab was purchased by the Chicago Police Department in 1936, 

Inbau was appointed Director and he in turn assigned newly minted lawyer, John 

Reid, to look into the high false positive and inconclusive rates of polygraph exami-

nations, estimated to be around 40% (Slowik, 2019). All polygraph examinations at 

the time used the Relevant/Irrelevant Technique and on a more limited basis, Con-

cealed Information and Peak of Tension tests. Although Reid never wrote about 

how he came up with the idea of creating and incorporating the Comparison Ques-

tion into the existing I/R Technique he had learned from Keeler, I personally heard 

him tell a story of testing a subject on a robbery or perhaps a bank theft  case during 

which the subject, aft er denying stealing the specifi c amount involved in the case, 

challenged Reid to ask him on the polygraph test if he ever stole anything at any 

time in his life, which the subject also denied. Reid told me that he decided to take 

the subject up on his challenge and subsequently noticed that although the subject 

responded in a deceptive manner to the Comparison Question (“Did you ever steal 

anything in your whole life?”) he responded even more deceptively to the Relevant 

Question (“Did you steal that missing $xxx?”). Following a post-test interrogation, 

the subject admitted to the theft  including details that led to the recovery of the 

amount under investigation thus corroborating the admission with physical evi-

dence and thereby converting the admission into a confession as defi ned in Steps 

8 and 9 of the Reid Nine Steps Interrogation procedure. Th is same story was also 

told to Reid student and former CIA Chief Polygraph Examiner, Robert Peters 

though Bob’s recollections include a few more colourful details regarding the loca-

tion of the subject’s challenge. Peter’s article on how to select, introduce and prop-

erly develop Comparison Questions in specifi c issue examinations remains today 

far and away the most authoritative and descriptive work on the topic and should 

be mandatory reading in all schools teaching the Probable Lie Comparison Ques-

tion Technique (Peters, 2012). It should be noted that although Reid originally 

referred to his creation as a Comparison Question, subsequent editions of the Reid 

and Inbau texts used the term Control Question in compliance with various psy-

chological conventions of those times. However, beginning in the 1980’s forward, 

most references to Reid’s procedure have reverted back to the original Comparison 

Question terminology.
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All of the high quality validity studies published in recognized, peer review Jour-

nals, including the original Offi  ce of Technological Assistance (OTA) studies which 

includes my own validity study of the Reid Technique (OTA, 1983) and the latter 

National Academy of Science (NAS) studies (NAS, 2003) involve the use of Reid’s 

Probable Lie Comparison Question. Th ere appears to be no limit on the number 

of variations of his concept with regard to the number and placement of Relevant 

and Comparison Questions, the use of time exclusionary question qualifi ers or the 

addition of “extra” questions (Symptomatic, Sacrifi ce Relevant, etc. Questions). In 

fact, the “techniques” cited in the OTA and NAS reports are nothing more than 

variations on Reid’s Probable Lie concept. Th e probabilities that this many “tech-

niques” could all have nearly identical reported statistical validity and reliability can 

only lead to the same conclusion: they are really the same thing. Further demon-

strating the same point, Reid’s original Comparison Question Technique typically 

used four or fi ve Relevant Questions and two Comparison Questions but by the 

late 1970’s had pretty well fi xed on the present day three Relevant, two Compari-

son Question format. Similarly, various writings describe at least eight “Utah Tech-

niques” which are not signifi cantly diff erent from each other or the original Reid 

Technique. Innovations such as Backster’s use of numbers to replace the semi-ob-

jective scoring check mark system taught to him by Reid’s student, Dick Arther, 

are not really changes to technique. Finally, though various Directed Answer pro-

cedures have long been known and practiced (the Known Number stim test, Hor-

vath’s “Yes” test, the wrongly named “Directed Lie” test), none of these procedures 

should be confused with any of the validated procedures described in the OTA and 

NAS reports.

Investigative Interviews

From the very beginning of their research and attempts to improve polygraph ac-

curacy, Reid and Inbau took turns watching each other interview, polygraph and 

interrogate actual criminal suspects, victims and witnesses and recording what they 

were asked and both they said and how they said it, i.e. their verbal and non-verbal 

behaviour. Th ey soon noted that there were observable and recordable diff erences 

between subjects telling the truth and subjects lying to the same questions, the verac-

ity of the subject established by substantiated confessions and/or physical evidence. 

From this evolved the formal Behavioural Analysis Interview (B.A.I.), a carefully 

craft ed set of questions that originally acted as a check on polygraph interpretations 

(Horvath, 2007). In simple terms, if the polygraph charts indicated the subject was 
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being truthful and, based on the B.A.I., they looked and talked more consistently 

with previously verifi ed truthful subjects, one could assume greater confi dence re-

garding the stand alone polygraph opinion. It should be noted that most polygraph 

specifi c issue pre-test interviews actually contain three diff erent kinds of interview 

questions: information gathering questions (though most of these should have been 

asked prior to the polygraph examination by the fi eld investigators who supplied 

the case facts necessary to conduct the examination), position questions or the sub-

jects admitted involvement/denial in the issue under investigation and diagnostic 

questions of which the B.A.I. is the only investigation interview to have its predic-

tive accuracy researched and reported ( Jensen, 2011). Since the 1970’s, the B.A.I. 

has been used primarily by police investigators independent of polygraph and is far 

and away the most accepted and commonly used formally taught investigative in-

terview procedure not just in the United States but by numerous countries and cul-

tures around the world. Th ere was a period during the evolution of polygraph prac-

tices where examiners were taught to minimize interactions with subjects during 

the pre-test interview. Basically, proponents of this approach would only determine 

the subject’s suitability for testing and review the actual test questions. In some ex-

treme cases, the subjects were placed in an isolated booth and the question/answer 

process took place using speakers and microphones. More recently, the polygraph 

profession has rediscovered the value of Reid’s Behavioural Symptom Analysis, the 

evaluation of the veracity of verbal and non-verbal exhibited during interviews, go-

ing so far as to rename the process a form of credibility assessment.

Conclusion

I am now in my 51st continuous year of conducting 200 or more polygraph exam-

inations each year with many years exceeding 1,000 examinations, albeit of a very 

simplifi ed, screening sort. I have personally interviewed, polygraphed and interro-

gated subjects from numerous countries and cultures and professionally trained 

thousands of investigators, examiners and interrogators from all over the world. 

What never ceases to amaze me is how well the Reid interviewing, polygraph and 

interrogation techniques work – when practiced as taught – regardless of language, 

crime, religion or personality. Since most of our training clients have been annual 

customers for generations of investigators, I’d like to credit my abilities as an in-

structor for the acceptance of the programs but must give nearly all the credit to 

the techniques themselves. In short, they not only work across a universe of cul-

tures and situations but can also be taught, learned and applied across the same 

universe. No other program of this sort can demonstrate the depth and length of 
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fi eld acceptance. Perhaps this is also due to the reality that as societies and criminal 

activities have evolved, so too have our interviewing, polygraph and interrogation 

techniques. Hopefully this evolution will continue for the next 100 years.
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Jan Widacki

I obtained my fi rst expert knowledge of polygraph from a course book of criminal-

istics by Paweł Horoszowski published Poland in 1958. Th e author provided his 

descriptions of the polygraph and examinations with an ideological commentary 

(among other things like this: “lie-detector is an imperialistic tool of torture”).

Having returned from the US, where he held a scholarship from Ford Foundation 

and purchased a Stoelting polygraph device, Horoszowski changed his opinion and 

now considered polygraph examinations useful for criminal cases, and began to 

perform polygraph examinations in criminal procedures himself. 
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Beginning with the 1970s, polygraphs began to be used in Poland for examining 

people suspected of committing ordinary crimes, mostly homicide. Reid Control 

Question Technique was used for that purpose, as described in a book by Reid and 

Inbau (Truth and Deception: Th e Polygraph (“Lie Detector”) Technique, Williams 

and Wilkins, 1966). 

In 1976 I began my experiments as a  junior researcher at the Jagiellonian Uni-

versity using a LaFayette (model 76058). At the time I co-authored, with Frank 

Horvath, a work entitled “An experimental investigation of the relative validity 

and utility of the polygraph technique and three other common methods of crim-

inal investigation” published in Journal of Forensic Sciences and in Polygraph. 

Since 1977 I used polygraph for criminal, mostly murder, cases, initially only us-

ing Reid technique, which was used by Polish polygraphers working on criminal 

cases. 

The evaluation of the curves was only performed qualitatively. The results of 

the examinations were delivered to the examining officers together with com-

ments, and played an auxiliary role in the investigations. Only around 10% 

of results of examinations later reached the court as evidence. Apart from the 

analysis of the reactions reflected by polygraph curves, attention was paid to the 

behaviour of the subject during the examination, attempts at interfering with 

the results, and the subject’s statements before and after the test. Assessments 

covered the strength of reaction to Question 3 (“Do you know who killed?”) 

compared to Question 5 (“Did you kill?”). These grounds were used for draw-

ing conclusions for the investigating officers. The result of the examination was 

more of a suggestion for the people in charge of investigation than evidence for 

the court. 

Following a suggestion of Gordon Barland, with whom I exchanged letters and 

who visited Poland twice, beginning with the late 1970s I began to use numerical 

assessments of the subjects’ reactions, employing a 7-point scale, ranging from +3 

to -3, and I also began to apply Backster’s technique. 

Using numerical assessment, I only applied strict quantitative criteria, according to 

which the result of examination qualifi ed the subject into the group of deceptive 

(DI) or non-deceptive (NDI) individuals, or made us consider the examination as 

inconclusive (INC). Interpretation of the subject’s behaviour, assessment of reac-

tions to individual questions, etc. moved to a more distant plane, and was of clearly 
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auxiliary signifi cance, and that only if the quantitative result was on the DI/INC 

or NDI/INC border. 

Th e examination was not as much focused on suggestions for the investigating of-

fi cers as on evidential purposes. 

Th e opinion from the examination contained the formula “the subject reacts to 

the critical questions of the tests in a way usual for the people who answer such 

questions deceptively, that is lie or withhold the information they have” or “the sub-

ject reacts to the critical questions of the tests in a way usual for the people who 

answer such questions honestly”. In the case of subjects who could not be clearly 

assigned to the DI or NDI group, the opinion read: “the result of the examination 

does not allow an unambiguous decision whether the subject reacts to critical ques-

tions like DI or NDI individuals”. 

Th e result of a polygraph examination concluded with such an opinion only pro-

vided circumstantial evidence and was never treated as direct evidence. 

Th e question how to interpret the phrase “reacts (…) in a way usual for the people 

who” was answered with a reference to the diagnostic value of a polygraph exam-

ination, namely that “this is the reaction of around 90% of subjects who answer 

honestly” or “this is the reaction of around 90% of subjects who answer deceptive-

ly”. Th us interpreted, the results of the examination always required confrontation 

with other evidence collected for the case. 

Th e historical breakthrough in the practice of polygraph examinations came early 

in the 1990s with the emergence of computer polygraphs that practically succeeded 

traditional analogue polygraph machines in the space of a few years. 

As much as in the 1970s and 1980s polygraph examinations were used in Poland 

mostly in criminal cases, today such examinations are but a few percent of all the 

procedures. A  great majority of examinations is performed for pre-employment 

and screening purposes. 

From the time of the breakdown of the USSR, more polygraph examinations have 

been conducted in Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, Kazakhstan, other Asian republics of 

the former USSR, and China than in the US, Latin America, and Europe. Th ese ex-

aminations are performed both for the organs of the states, and in private business 

for pre-employment and screening purposes. Th ere is much to suggest that such 

examinations are abused, and also their quality raises doubts. 
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Despite such a signifi cant increase in the count of polygraph examinations in the 

world, the number of experimental studies in the fi eld does not grow, and judg-

ing by the number of publications in scientifi c journals, it can even be dropping. 

Th ere is also a shortage of methodical analysis of the praxis, which is a reason for 

concern that the practice of polygraph examinations has escaped the control of 

science and academic centres. Th is, unfortunately, sets polygraph examinations 

apart from most forensic sciences in whose case the control exerted by academic 

centres over practice is clear, and scientifi c and research centres provide practi-

tioners with ever more perfect tools. 

Another reason for anxiety is that the professional associations that are general-

ly rich, to mention the American Polygraph Association, only earmark very little 

funds, if anything at all, to scientifi c research. Th e lack of scientifi c cooperation be-

tween such associations and societies of psychologists is impossible to understand, 

and even more so are their mutual antagonisms.
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Выпуск 2 – Izbrannyye publikatsii iż zhurnala „Yevropeyskiy 

Poligraf”. Vypusk 2 [Selected publications from European 

Polygraph journal, No. 2] Moscow 2020

Centre for Applied Psychiphisiology, Moscow published the second issue of the 

Russians translations of selected 4 articles by 7 authors that had been published 

earlier in European Polygraph in the years of 2014–2016. In the fi rst issue (in 2019) 

they published articles from 2011-2015 (see: European Polygraph 2019, 13, 1 (47) 

p. 43).
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Th e articles included to second issue are:

J. Kircher, D. Raskin: Laboratory and Field Research an the Ocular-motor Decep-

tion Test”, EP 2016, 10, 4 (38);

J. Wojciechowski: Detection of Concealed Information with the P 300 Potential 

Amplitude Analysis, EP 2014, 8 , 4 (30), 167–188;

M. Gołaszewski, P. Zając, J. Widacki: Th ermal Vision as a Method to Detection of 

Deception. A Review of Experiences, EP 2015, 9, 1 (31), 5–24; 

J.M.C. Vendemia: fMRI as a Method of Detection of Deception. A Review of Ex-

periences, EP 2014, 8, 1 (27) 5–21.

Each article (in Russian translation) received a short gloss fro the Editors of the 

volume. 

Now, Russian language is a lingua franca in many former soviet republic in Asia, as 

well as in Ukraine and Bieloraussia. So, translation of articles published in English 

into Russian, extends the numbers of our readers.

Jan Widacki 
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Th e subject area of the guidelines is the fi rst part of polygraph examination, name-

ly: pretest interview procedure.

Th e authors point out that professional polygraph literature, ASTM international 

standards in the fi eld of psychophysiological detection of deception and the stand-

ards of practice of American Polygraph Association (APA) do not have clear and 

rigid rules or requirements for the algorithm and sequence of pre-test interview. 

General rules for conducting a pre-test interview as an integral part of the poly-

graph examination have been draft ed over the decades of using polygraph in the 

fi eld and experimental research and refl ected in scientifi c articles, standards of prac-

tice and manuals. Th ey might vary in minor respects, but most of the components 

are mandatory, regardless of the author or polygraph technique in use.

Th e authors are trying to provide ordered information for practicing polygraph ex-

aminers regarding the policy and procedure of a pre-test interview during investiga-

tion (in criminal proceedings, during internal and private investigations) as well as 

during screening multi-issue tests.

Th e guidelines provide detailed information on:

– arrangements preceding polygraph examination;

– a separate detailed algorithm for a pre-test interview during diagnostic and 

screening tests;

– diff erent strategies and tactics applicable during a pre-test interview.

Th e objective of the present study is to provide general guidelines an individual 

examiner might consider using, and should not be perceived as a rigid algorithm 

for conducting a pre-test interview. Th e authors were seeking to introduce contem-

porary world practices to the reader and share their own on-the-job experience ac-

quired over the years of routine work in the fi eld. 

Th e work was recommended for publication by the Scientifi c and Methodological 

Council of the National Academy of Internal Aff airs (Minutes #9 of May 20, 2019).

Vitalii Shapovalov
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Технологія застосування тестових форматів Utah CQT 
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Th e authors-compilers of these methodological guidelines were trying to bring 

together and marshall up-to-date relevant information collected from diff erent 

scientifi c sources on Utah CQT test formats structure and administration in one 

manual.

Th e authors explain the relevance of this publication by the fact that Utah ZCT 

technique (Zone Comparison Test) with three relevant questions is believed to be 

one of the most accurate and reliable test formats of any polygraph examination 

protocol according to meta-analysis conducted by American Polygraph Associa-

tion (APA) and is recommended as Evidentiary Technique, therefore it is extremely 

important for modern polygraph examiners to learn and perfect this technique. 

Among the objectives of this study was to introduce Utah CQT technique itself, 

provide background information about its authors, give examples of Utah ZCT 

test format with 3 RQ and Utah MGQT with 4 RQ, describe the algorithm for pre-

test interview, provide recommendations for question review both before running 

the charts and during between-chart-stimulation, explicate the rules of test data 

analysis and decision criteria using a 7-position numerical scoring approach of the 

University of Utah and ESS-M.

Th e authors emphasize that Utah test is highly accurate and reliable not only due 

to special position of questions in the test structure, but also due to clear rules that 

apply to the entire test procedure and its administration, therefore to ensure maxi-

mum accuracy of test results the examiner should be familiar with test specifi cs and 

follow the rules to the letter.

Th e work was recommended for publication by the Scientifi c and Methodological 

Council of the National Academy of Internal Aff airs (Minutes #9 of May 20, 2019).

Vitalii Shapovalov
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The Basic Information for Authors

To publication will be accepts unpublished research papers as well as review article, 

case reports, book reviews and reports connected with polygraph examinations.

Submitted manuscripts must be written in English.

All papers are assessed by referees (usually from Editorial Board), and aft er 

a positive opinion are published.

Texts for publication should be submitted in the form of normalized printout 

(1800 characters per page) and in electronic form (diskette, CD), or sent by e-mail 

to Editorial Offi  ce.

Th e total length of research papers and review article should not exceed 12 pages, 

case reports – 6 pages, and other texts (book review, report) – 5 pages.

Th e fi rst page of paper should contain: the title, the full name of the author (au-

thors), the name of institution where the paper was written, the town and country.

Figures should be submitted both in printed form (laser print, the best) and elec-

tronic form.

Tables should be numbered in Roman numerals and fi gures in Arabic ones.

Figures, tables, titles of fi gures and titles of tables should be included on a separate 
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page. Th e places in the text where they are to be included should be indicated.

Th e references should be arranged in the alphabetical order according to the sur-

names of the authors. 

Th e references should be aft er the text. 

Each reference should include: the surname (surnames) of the author (authors), the 

fi rst letter of author’s fi rst name, the title of the book, year and place of the publica-

tion, the name of publisher, or the title of the paper, the full title of the journal, the 

year, the volume, the number and the fi rst page of the paper.

For example (in references):

Reid J., Inbau F. (1966), Truth and Deception: the Polygraph (“Lie-detector”) Tech-

niques, Williams & Wilkins, Baltimore. 

Abrams S. (1973), Polygraph Validity and Reliability – a Review, Journal of Forensic 

Sciences, 18, 4, 313.

and (Reid, Inbau, 1966), (Abrams, 1973) inside text.

Texts for publication in European Polygraph should be mail to:

European Polygraph

Andrzej Frycz Modrzewski Krakow University 

ul. Gustawa Herlinga-Grudzińskiego 1

30-705 Kraków (Poland)

or e-mail: aszuba@afm.edu.pl
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Rules and Regulations Concerning Publishing Papers 
in European Polygraph

1. All papers sent to European Polygraph by their respective authors undergo pre-

liminary assessment by the Editor-in-Chief.

2. Th e initial assessment results in the decision whether to send the work for an  

independent review or return it to the author with the information that it will 

be not published.

3. Two independent reviewers for “internal reviews” are appointed by the Edi-

tor-in-Chief or by the Deputy Editor  following consultation with the Edi-

tor-in-Chief.

4. Th e following cannot be independent reviewers: Editor-in-Chief, Deputy Edi-

tor-in-Chief, employees of Andrzej Frycz Modrzewski Krakow University, and 

people with papers published in the issue containing the reviewed paper.

5. Th e internal review should answer the question whether the reviewed paper is 

fi t for printing and whether it requires any amendments, and if it does, state 

what they are, and  must be in written form, and conclude in an unequivocal 

verdict concerning publication or rejection of an article.
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6. If one of the reviewers provides comments and amendments, but does not dis-

qualify the paper, the Editor pass the comments on to the author, asking for the 

author’s opinion and any amendments.

7. Should the opinions of the author and reviewer diverge, the decision to print 

the paper or otherwise is made by the Editor.

8. In the case mentioned in 7 above, before making their decision, Editor-in-Chief 

can appoint another independent reviewer.

9. In exceptional cases, when there are signifi cant circumstances justifying such 

a decision, and the Editors do not agree with the opinion of the reviewer, Edi-

tors may decide to publish a paper against the opinion of the reviewer.

10. Th e names  of reviewers is not disclosed to the author, and the names of authors 

are not disclosed to reviewers.

11. Book reviews and reports are not reviewed, the decision to publish them is the 

responsibility of the Editors.


