R ground mvestlgations A confession of guilt (or the admission of an atte
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ev1dence for vahdatmg lle detection tests would be gamed from thoroughf ack- ,
ted
- deceptlon) is often used for estlmatmg validity but it-is not a completely satls-

- factory independent criterion. It-is rarely -clear  whether the confession came &
~. ‘before the polygraph: was ‘attached or after; or whether a “complete. polygraph

test was run; or whether the interrogator made his "Judgment of -deception
based. on the polygraph” before or after the confession. To put it ‘simply, the =
nature of police or security work does not lend itself readily to precise experi- -
mental control. In many such cases, independent veriﬁcation by other than self- ‘

" ineriminatory means, may not be achievable k

Lie detection would exhibit high . validity When polygraph -derived- data are ‘

consistent with independent data on deception; such as when those Judged to
be deceptive are later found to have been deceptive, ‘and those judged: to be non-
deceptive are later found to be nondeceptive, etc. There would be low validity
when those judged to be truthful are found later to have practiced deception;

- or when those judged to be deceptive are found later to have been truthful.

. _ual? air leaks in these two systems should not exceed a-

In real life, the problem of determining validity is complicated because thiose who
are judged to be deceptWe are-not ordlnarllv ‘hired and that ends the imatter ;
'no further investigation is conducted to determine whether or not the person
* actually was deceptive, although that would be required to clamfy the problem
of vahdlty A thorough appraisal of Vahdity w ould requlre data in mne cells

L L Independent evidencer
Polygraph judgment. P e :
R Guilty | = Irinocent |
QGuilty (or practicing deception) _________ ST, L 2
Innocent (or not practicing deception) ... v-vooooiioiooo o o
Indeterminate (no conclus ion POssible) . ccoevmnoeof R TN

Obwously, hlgh validity Would require that the preponderance of cases. fall/

in the starred. (*) cells;: and vahdity Woruld decrease as the percent increases o

in any of the other cells. i : , o
B RELIABILITY

Reliabﬂity measures the extent to whlch ‘a test produces cons1stent or res
produmble results. - Reliability refers to the accuracy of measurement and
should not be confused with validity. A test cannot be valid without also being
rehable Various aspects of reliability can be measured in the followma ways:

(1) Comparing the results achieved by two or more exammers workr &

' independently on the same case material. S

(2) Comparing the results of two or more tests on the same person taken"
, at separate but close time intervals. . ‘

(3) Comparing the results of one part of an exammatmn w1th another, P

e.g., odd versus even items on one subtest, two different physiological in

dexes, or two different methods of examinations (viz peak of tensmn
- versus questionnaires). e
, In the current practice of lie detection no attempt is made to m sure the
: absolute values of the three physiological responses which are being recorded,

: though many such schemes have been proposed.  The examiner judges the
responses in a qualitative fashion, using visual inspection to compare the magni-v

- tude and pattern of responses to relevant and irrelevant questions There is

‘no objective method of reporting test results.

‘Little attention
the polygraph, th ugh they may. be precise enough for present purposes. The
‘breathing and: ‘blood: pressure mstruments yperate on pne v
- their response “characteristics are obviously nonlinear. Ac.ordmg to one man-

- inches in 30 seconds for the ‘pneumograph and of 0.25 inches in 10 mmutes forr
' the sphygmomanometer. Dlsregarding the rate of leak, this is a' percent error.
- ~over the entire scale of 5 inches; the ‘true error: would be two
‘larger ‘than 5 percent because the three tracings share the ‘
psychogalvanometer is a: ‘sensitive instrume
uously to contain the responses on the scale; ce
ing feature. Darrow (1929) and Lacey (1949) h" ve' showu that, a ong. the
several possible ways of measuring the GSR responses. (based on co ductance
or resmtance),; e‘ log change in conductance is the rnost reliabl‘ . 1
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‘directed to the acouracy;of the three instruments used in,,

atic pressure and

'p_three times -

nt wi ich must be ad:iu , ed contin- .



