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Influence of case facts
on blind scorers of polygraph tests

The first author (Shurany) was asked by a client if the Quality Control Reviewer
should be provided with the facts of the case before blind scoring the physio-
logical data recorded on the polygraph charts related to that polygraph exami-
nation, and whether it would have an influence on the reviewer’s judgment and
evaluation. The question generated this research study, which was preceded by
a field study by Dror & Rosenthal (2008) that employed meta-analytic proce-
dures to determine the degree of reliability and bias ability of forensic experts.
The sample sizes in Dror et al’s study involving fingerprint identification were
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quite small, some with only five and six experts. However, its findings revealed
a biasing effect that increased the proportion of incorrect

judgments from 30% to 70%. Because fingerprint analysis is so well established,
it is expected that the results of Dror et al’s study would apply equally to other
forensic

Method

Participants and procedure

Three groups of polygraph examiners were selected for this study comprising
a total of 82 polygraphists; from Mexico (n=35), United States (n=34) and Bul-
garia (n=13). All Polygraphists were skilled and experienced examiners. They
were instructed to evaluate and score the polygraph charts presented to them
via PowerPoint slides in the manner in which they were trained, using the
3-position scale.

Commencing in the early 1970, the Quality Control Review Section of the De-
partment of the Army Criminal Investigation Division Command (CID) which
reviewed all polygraph examinations conducted by the CID world-wide, used
a 3-position scale to score the polygraph charts and whenever the reviewer’s
score disagreed with the score of the original polygraphist, the 7-position scor-
ing scale was used to arrive at a final determination. (Brisentine, 1974, 1995).
Several research studies have been conducted and reported regarding the ef-
fectiveness of the 3-position versus the 7-position scoring scales in polygraph
chart analysis. Blackwell’s (1999) field study found “the PDD examiners mean
level of accuracy was 75.7% and 66.3% for the 7- and 3-position scoring scales,
respectively” Blackwell stated that “without exception, the overall level of ac-
curacy generated by the examiners when using the 7-position scoring scale
was higher than when using the 3-position scoring scale. The same was true
when looking at the overall percentages for either the innocent examinations
or the guilty examinations.” Krapohl (1998) found that the 3-position scale
with a cutoff (fixed threshold) of +/—4 was statistically equivalent to the widely
accepted 7-position scale with the +/—6 cutoff score (fixed threshold). How-
ever, Krapohl also found that “the highly experienced raters in this study rarely
used the full range of available values in the 7-position scale, employing the
narrower range of the 3-position scale for about 90% of the question compari-
sons.” Capps and Ansley (1992) and Van Herk (1991), like Krapohl, found that
the accuracy of the 7- and 3-position scales depended on the threshold used.
The Backster and Matte Comparison Techniques (Matte, Backster 2007) use
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an increasing threshold, whereas other Zone Comparison Technique modifi-
cations (DoDPI, Utah) employ a fixed threshold. {Matte, Backster 2000; Matte
2002).

The charts were selected from cases that used the Backster Zone Comparison
Technique. All the Polygraphists were presented with 8 separate examinations
each containing 4 charts. The first and last polygraph examination consist-
ed of the same confirmed No Deception Indicated (NDI) charts. The second
through the seventh examination consisted of unconfirmed NDI and DI (De-
ception Indicated) results which were used as a buffer to prevent recognition
of examination #8 as being the same as examination #1.

Before the presentation of examination #1, no case facts were given to the
polygraphists. Conversely, immediately prior to the presentation of examina-
tion #2 through #7, they were given fictitious facts of the case. Thus, they knew
these facts prior to their evaluation and scoring of the charts. At examination
#8, the polygraphists were presented with fictitious case facts and information
supposedly provided by the police that fingerprints of the examinee found at
the scene of the crime matched with 90% probability.

The first group of 35 polygraphists from Mexico evaluated examinations #1
through #8 on the same day. One of them asked the first author (Shurany)
whether they had seen the charts of examination #8 before. He was instructed
to simply evaluate the charts without providing him an answer to his question,
and all of the polygraphists were able to hear the question and answer.

The above mentioned procedure was applied with another group of 34 polyg-
raphists from the USA and 13 polygraphists from Bulgaria, with the exception
that examinations #1 through #4 were presented on one day and examinations
#5 through #8 were presented 48 hours later. This change in procedure was ne-
cessitated by the experience of the first group where one of the polygraphists
recognized examination #8 as being identical to examination #1.

The score sheets from examinations #1 and #8 from all participants were en-
tered into an Excel sheet. The names of the polygraphists were omitted from
the score sheets which were identified only by a random number. The score
sheets of examination #1 were compared with the score sheets of examination
#8.
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Results

In order to examine whether there are differences between the Charts’ scores
with prior knowledge vs. without prior knowledge, and in order to explore
whether these differences are similar among the Polygraphists from the differ-
ent countries, a 2 (knowledge) x 3 (country) MANOVA with repeated meas-
ures on knowledge (without vs. with) was performed.

The Manova revealed significant differences between the Polygraphists’ scores
to the same chart with vs. without prior knowledge (F = 17.9, p<.001,
Eta’=.32).

2, 78)

Univariate ANOVAs revealed that the scores following previous knowledge
were significantly lower as compared to the scores of the same chart without
previous knowledge(see Table 1), for each compared question (Q5, Q7).

For Q5 the scores decreased by 37% on average, with a maximum decrease of
8 points, and for Q7 the average decrease was 26%, with a decrease of as much
as 10 points in one case.

Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of Charts’ scores with vs. without
prior knowledge

Prior Knowledge

Without With
Measures (M SD M SD Fum [Eta?
Q5 3.44 2.73 2.17 2.60 27.24** |26
Q7 5.04 2.56 3.70 3.15 19.90%** .20

<. 001

No interaction of knowledge X country was detected (F,, = 0.62, p>.05), i.e.
the decrease in scores with vs. without prior knowledge was found to be simi-
lar among the polygraphist from the different countries (see Figurer 1)

Furthermore the significant decrease in chart’s score following prior knowl-
edge produced 9 (11%) false positives as compared to one false positive (1.2%)
with no prior knowledge. Generally, the rate of inaccurate decisions (i.e. false
Positives or inconclusive, to a confirmed no deception indicated charts) was
doubled as a result of prior knowledge (65.84% as compared to 32.9% respec-



|NFLLREWCE OF CASE RACTS ON BUIND SCORSG OF POLYTRAPH TESTS 1

tively]. McNemar test for comparing freqoencies In repested messnres with
chichurioenie variahler (neourabefitacconts decirion) sl thet thiy diffe-

ence in Inaccuracy cate is significant {¢* = 25.04, pO01),
Fgure 1. Average Seres Change with v without priar knowiedgs

Ther murthers wish to sxpress thalr gretituds to D Fank Horvsth dor ks condribotian of resssnch
Lrerryntion srd stadisticsd duts syl 1o his bheshsbls sdvfos on the camebuct of this stordy.
Tha xuthars wlsa wish bo dssilexte this sody to the mesery of De. Eonall M. oo snd Wikiee
L Echews, & dixciplinm belniding famnosle perchophyslsingy. Hewnas, snother sindy by Bisn
Elndd, wtul {1590}, thai osed bind saring of pelygreph reconds, reiflecisd & St cesalt

by thoese expeviationg, Fetwe: et reroite Ladioute tht the wlfect of pelar sxpechitioos on the



138 TUVIA SHURANY, JAMES ALLAN MATTE, EINAT STEIN

1. Blind scoring should be conducted without any knowledge of the case facts,
examiner’s impression, and results of the polygraph examination.

2. After blind scoring has been accomplished, the polygraphist should then
review the case facts for adequacy of test question formulation.

3. Review the audio/video recording for assurance that no procedural viola-
tions were committed by the original polygraphist.
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